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Preface

In 1977 I began to teach a course at the University of Michigan called
*‘Socialism and Nationalism.’” The course was based on the idea that in
the historical epoch inaugurated by the French and Industrial revolutions,
socialism and nationalism addressed very similar—if not identical-—ques-
tions, but gave different answers to them, provided competing programs
for their realization, and in general, offered alternative visions of the world.
Thus the course granted ‘‘equal time’’ to these two world views, while
most books and articles (and I suppose university courses) titled “‘Social-
ism, or Communism, or Marxism, and Nationalism’’ seemed really to be
accounts of what socialists (Marxists, or Communists) said or thought
about the National Question, nation, and nationalism.

My students were intrigued by the approach. They also proved to be
very challenging and inspiring. They had known Marxists as people with
ideas, some students told me, but nationalists? Nationalist thinkers?

To sustain my claim that nationalists did have ideas, I had to present
evidence. I read the writings of nationalist “‘classics.”’ It was then that [
discovered for myself Friedrich List. I also realized that the conventional
treatment of Marx and nationalism that begins with the years 1848-1849
must be wrong. Marx, born in 1818, presumably read newspapers as a
young man; he therefore must have been aware of German nationalism
and should have thought something about the economist List. But in the
books on young Marx that I consulted, I found List to be mentioned only
in passing, if at all, and nationalism, even German nationalism, to be
treated marginally at best. Indexes to some of those books mentioned
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‘“‘parcissism’’ but not nationalism. Finally, when reading young Marx
himself, I ran into his essay on List. Reference to it opens the introduction
to this volume, and the essay as a whole is discussed in Chapter 3. This
book is an original work, not one based on my lecture notes, but I was
inspired by my students to write it.

Many of my dcbts are recognized in the text, notes, and bibliography.
The bibliography is highly selective, but I have tried to acknowledge all
those scholars on whose research 1 draw and whose findings I adopt. My
general thinking on nationalism and socialism has been influenced espe-
cially strongly by three books: Karl W. Deutsch’s Nationalism and Social
Communication, which | first read in the late 1950s, and George Licht-
heim’s Marxism: An Historical and Critical Study and Ernest Gellner’s
Thought and Change, both of which I read in the mid-1960s. Needless to
say, these authors bear no responsibility whatsoever for what 1 claim or
imagine to have learned from them.

My more immediate debts are many and just as difficult to acknowledge
properly. I have talked about Marx and List to anybody who would listen
(and to some who would not). I learned much from my colleagues in the
Department of History and at the Center for Russian and East European
Studies at the University of Michigan. | received advice about specific
points, suggestions for further reading, and encouragement from many,
including Stephen J. Tonsor, Elizabeth L. Eisenstein, Roger F. Hackett,
Alfred G. Meyer, Arthur P. Mendel, William G. Rosenberg, Ronald G.
Suny, and David A. Hollinger. [ benefited greatly from the discussions at
the departmental Colloquium in Comparative History and at the Graduate-
Student and Faculty Seminar in Soviet and East European Studies, where
I presented my work in progress. J. David Singer, a member of the Political
Science Department at the University of Michigan, and I discussed this
project in a number of meetings, and he invited me to present my findings
to the Study Group on World Politics, which he heads. Outside of Ann
Arbor, 1 lectured on aspects of this book at Harvard, Indiana, McMaster,
and York universities. Some of my ideas were first presented in my articles,
““War by Other Means’” (Slavic Review, 1985) and ‘‘Marx, List, Palacky”’
(Cross Currents, 1986).

Michael E. Geyer, now of the University of Chicago, encouraged this
project from its inception and commented on an earlier version of the book.
Frederic L. van Holthoon, of the Rijksuniversiteit, Groningen, critically
read an early version while a visiting professor at Michigan. Geoff Eley
and 1 have had frequent conversations about matters of mutual interest,
which happen to include socialism and nationalism, and 1 have learned
much from those discussions. But I am especially grateful to him for reading
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what I had thought was the final version of the book and for showing me,
in a careful and detailed review, why it should not be. Raymond Grew
also read the entire manuscript and raised questions that required rethinking
of major points and that led to the rewriting of several chapters. 1 also
thank Roman Solchanyk of Munich, Germany for his advice and comments
as well as for his help in obtaining books and articles that I would have
otherwise not seen.

Writing this book, I was constantly reminded of what an extraordinary
institution the University of Michigan Library is. I am much indebted to
its staff, and especially to Joseph A. Placek and Holde H. Borcherts. The
Center for Russian and East European Studies has supported my research
for many years, but its generous help in this project was critical. I am also
grateful to my graduate assistants, Richard G. Johnson, Gregory L. Ket-
cham, Louisa Vinton, Irina Livezeanu, and Phillip C. Zane, as well as to
Michael E. Moore who gave me valuable comments on the manuscript,
and to Michelle Wynn who edited an early draft.

While grateful to all for their support and advice, I must make clear
that none of the persons or institutions named above should be presumed
to have approved of any statement this book contains.

Countless drafts and revisions were typed and retyped by the staffs of
the Center and the History Department, and [ am pleased to thank Darlene
Breitner, Janet Rose, Jeanette Diuble, Connie Hamlin, Lorna Altstetter,
Erika Engelhardt, and Lisa K. Szuma for their expert skill, as well as for
their patience with revisions they must have thought would never cease.

It was both inspiring and pleasant to be associated with Oxford University
Press in the course of working on this book. Nancy Lane encouraged me
when it was still only a proposal. Marion Osmun has been an exemplary
editor.

This book is dedicated to my wife, Mary Ann, and to our children, Ben,
Larissa, and Michael.

Ann Arbor, Michigan R.S.
July 1987
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“The workers have no country”
—Karl Marx (1848)

“Between the individual and humanity stands
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1

Introduction

In March 1845 Karl Marx began to write a critical essay on The National
System of Political Economy, a book published in 1841 by his contem-
porary, Friedrich List. He never finished his *‘List Critique.”’ It remained
unknown long after his death, until a Russian translation appeared in a
Soviet historical journal in 1971."

The “‘List Critique’’ is important both in the intellectual biography of
Marx and as his theoretical statement on nation and nationalism, on which,
it is commonly alleged, he failed to speak clearly and comprehensively.
In fact, the “‘List Critique’” is more explicit than anything Marx ever wrote
on nationalism.

Conventional Marxian scholarship usually begins the review of Marx’s
stand on nation and nationalism with the position he and Engels formulated
in 1848—1849. The scholar normally proceeds with an initial, brief, and
somewhat embarrassed reference to The Communist Manifesto and its
various statements—that national differences were disappearing, that one
world literature was emerging, that the world market was subjecting back-
ward nations to the rule of those more advanced, and, of course, that the
workers ‘‘have no country.”” This review is followed, in a mood of relief,
by an examination of the nationality problem in the European revolutions
of 18481849, a problem that is viewed in light of the writings of Engels
alone, especially his “‘Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Germany.”’
In this work Engels spoke approvingly about the political aspirations of
the ‘‘historical nations,”” or the Germans, Poles, and Hungarians, and
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correspondingly condemned such ‘‘nonhistoric’” peoples as the Czechs,
Croats, and other East Europeans.

Despite its wide acceptance, however, this approach remains proble-
matic. First, in 1848 Marx was already thirty years old, an age that in
those days was not considered young. By then, as is well known, Marx
had managed to produce a considerable body of writing. Second, and more
important, this conventional approach does not ask what the young Marx—
that is, Marx before 1848—thought on the ‘‘German Question,”” which
after all was a “‘nationality problem,”” too. Any answer to this question
would be revealing of Marx’s view of the world: The German Question
was a major national problem in post—1815 and pre—-1848 Europe. What-
ever Marx thought about it, therefore, must be taken into account when
onc wants to elucidate the issue of Marx and nationalism. And yet,
strangely, the writers on young Marx (and there are many of them) have
consistently avoided this specific historical and biographical question about
Marx and German nationalism—even when they have written (as most of
them have) on Marx’s own program for Germany.

This neglect is even stranger in view of the fact that anyone growing
up in Germany during Marx’s youth had to be aware of nationalism:
German nationalism concerned itself not only with culture and politics,
but also with economic questions, including industrialization. The last issue
was the central concern of Friedrich List (1789-1846). It would have been
very odd for Marx to have overlooked German nationalism and especially
this aspect of German nationalism, or to have ignored List, ‘‘the most
intelligent and optimistic of nationalist ideologues.””” The publication of
the ‘‘List Critique’” makes it imperative, then, to begin the systematic
study of Marx and the German Question, and of Marx and nationalism in
general, before the year 1848.

Of course, this does not mean that before discovery of the ‘List Cri-
tique’’ nothing was known about Marx and Engels’ view of List or about
their assessment of the economic program of German nationalism. In a
letter to Marx written in 1844, Engels remarked that it was ‘‘curious’’ that
both he and Marx should have thought, independently of each other and
at about the same time, of writing a critique of List. Engels added that he
intended to discuss List ““practically,”” but he expected (*‘from my knowl-
edge of your personality’’) that Marx would deal with List’s “‘premises
rather than with his conclusions.””*

It appears that Engels never wrote his own planned work on List.
However, he referred (*‘practically’”) to List’s program in his speeches at
Elberfeld (February 8 and 15, 1845), a month before Marx began to write
his ““List Critique.”” Engels argued there that a social revolution in Ger-
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many would come inevitably and soon. This would happen without regard
to whether Germany adopted any policy that was founded on the principle
of private property, be it a policy that provided a moderate protective tariff,
or that was based on free trade without restrictions, or that adhered to the
recommendations of List. Engels insisted that ‘‘communism is, if not a
historical, at any rate an economic necessity for Germany.””*

Even if Germany were to repeat the earlier industrial development of
England, Engels argued, ‘‘sooner or later we should arrive at the point
which England has now reached—namely, the eve of the social revolution.
But in all probability it would not take as long as that.”” Also, economic
competition between Germany and England would benefit neither German
nor English industrialists and would inevitably produce ‘“‘a social
revolution.”’

With the same certainty with which we can develop from given mathematical
principles a new mathematical proposition, with the same certainty we can
deduce from the existing economic relations and the principles of political
economy the imminence of social revolution.”

Such a future social revolution, Engels was sure, would implement
“‘the principles of communism.”’ No other outcome was possible.®

Thus, Engels dealt with the ideas of List ‘‘practically,”” as he said he
would. And his supposition that Marx would concern himself with List’s
‘“‘premises’’ is, we now know, borne out in the ‘‘List Critique.’” As we
shall see (Chapter 3), Marx viewed List and the German Question, and
the nation in general, in a broader framework of his interpretation of
capitalism.

By the time he first encountered the ideas of List, Marx, like Engels,
had concluded that capitalism was a doomed system, deserving of con-
demnation on moral grounds, and simuitaneously destined for an inevitable
fall by the development of history itself. When Marx considered the future
of Germany in his critiques of Hegel and List, this imminent fall of cap-
italism was the central premise of his argument.

In Marx’s view, modern society consisted of two classes that were
engaged in an irreconcilable conflict: the ruling class of the bourgeoisie
or the capitalists and the exploited class of the proletariat, i.c., the industrial
workers. That society itself was the product of a long historical devel-
opment, of which the most recent and important phase had been inaugurated
by the Industrial Revolution. The other central event in Marx’s view of
the modern world was the French Revolution. The theories and practice
of 1789 and their consequences, as well as the Industrial Revolution, were
all interpreted by Marx as aspects of one process—the rise of capitalism.
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At the same time, Marx’s critique of the capitalist system was formulated
and articulated in the philosophical language that he had learned from
classical German philosophers, Hegel in particular. When it finally took
shape, Marxism was simultaneously a theory of history, economics, pol-
itics, and philosophy—and a program for the liberation of man that ex-
tended to all those areas. Marx postulated a connection between all spheres
of human life, and his program dealt accordingly with all of them in a
dialectical unity. Indeed, Marx claimed that his theory, while the result
of his own intellectual endeavor, was also the reflection of objectively
working historical forces and would therefore be carried out as a predestined
outcome of historical development. Marx further thought that the proletariat
was that ‘‘material force’” whose historical task was to realize his
philosophy.

When one bears all of this in mind, it is easy to see why Marx found
the theories of List, particularly his view of history and his program for
the future, not only objectionable but aberrant. The doctrine of List, Marx
was convinced, contradicted everything then taking place in the devel-
opment of society—before his, and List’s, eyes. It was axiomatic to Marx
that industrial progress intensified and sharpened the antagonism between
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, an antagonism that would in the im-
mediate future explode in a violent revolution. List, in the meantime,
preached class cooperation and solidarity in the building of a nation’s
power. Marx thought that the Industrial Revolution, and the concomitant
rule of the bourgeoisie, promoted the unification of the world and obli-
terated national differences. (Communism, he thought, would abolish na-
tions themselves.) List claimed that the same phenomenon, the Industrial
Revolution, intensified national differences and exacerbated conflicts
among nations.

While Marx saw the necessity of workers uniting across nations against
the bourgeoisie, List called for the unification of all segments of a nation
against other nations. Marx criticized the political ideas of 1789 and their
realization in the modern capitalist state by arguing that political liberty
was illusory: It ignored the realities of “‘society,”” in which private property
reigned and in which man was oppressed by man. The task was to abolish
politics altogether by carrying out a complete social revolution and thereby
to free man as a human being. List also criticized the political theories
and institutions of the West. The real basis for a political community for
List was the community of a nation, which he defined by cultural (including
linguistic) criteria, and to which he wanted to adjust political boundaries.
But List concentrated his critique specifically on the rules that regulated
the relations among nations, especially the rules of free trade. As we shall
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see, List considered free trade a cover-up for unequal relations among
nations, just as Marx thought political liberty was an ideological cover for
class oppression.

The most urgent and significant item on Marx’s political agenda was
the call for a revolution of the proletariat against the bourgeoisic. What
was he to do when List came along with his absurd assertion that the most
important task for the Germans was to unite against England so that their
nation might equal and surpass her rival economically, culturally, and
politically?

This distillation of the main points of disagreement between Marx and
List should help introduce some of the questions a study like this is bound
to provoke. How does one go about comparing and contrasting nationalism
with Marxism and List with Marx? Does this work claim that List was an
intellectual, especially philosophical, peer of Marx, or that nationalism
matches Marxism in the breadth and depth of its world view? And does
a theory of nationalism exist in the first place?

Most would agree that the history of nineteenth-century Europe, from
the French Revolution and Napoleon to the outbreak of the First World
War in 1914, must take nationalism into account. In recent decades, na-
tionalism has proved to be an effective and successful rival of Marxism
and communism. Indeed, when communism has defeated rival doctrines,
it has owed its victory to the adoption of at least some of the principles
of nationalism and to the fact that it has become national, indeed nationalist,
itself. And to be sure, nationalism is undeniably a powerful force in the
world today.

But even those who concede that nationalism is significant politically
do not think that it is also intellectually important. What is the message
of nationalism other than antipathy to foreigners and the determination to
be ruled by ‘‘one’s own people’” (however these people are defined)? Does
nationalism have a Weltanschauung to speak of—a conception of human
nature, of history and society, a vision of world order? Are there philos-
ophers of nationalism who are comparable to the intellectual giants of other
philosophies? Is there such a philosophic representative for the nationalist
alternative to Marxism?

We might begin to answer these questions by first clarifying the terms
under which Marxism is accepted as a major political and intellectual force.
Its importance is usually assessed according to its relation to the historical
processes it interpreted and/or sought to bring about. The first of these
processes was the Industrial Revolution, which exerted a powerful influence
on economic, social, political, and religious life and which inspired and
created new theories, beliefs, and movements. One of those theories and
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movements was Marxism. In George Lichtheim’s view, Marxism was an
alternative “‘historical counterpoint to the liberal integration,”” which had
been another reaction, chronologically earlier, ‘‘to the challenge posed by
the Industrial Revolution.”’(Conservatism was the third major type of
response.)’

Along with the Industrial Revolution ‘‘and its repercussions in the
theoretical sphere,”” Lichtheim includes the French Revolution and its
impact on early nineteenth-century Germany as points of departure in his
study of Marx and Marxism. Rather than focus on the ideas of Marx alone,
Lichtheim also considers the actions and ideas of Marx’s disciples and
followers in the entire historical epoch up to the Russian Revolution of
1917. To understand Marx, Lichtheim argues, requires taking into account
“‘thosc historical changes which he both predicted and helped bring about.”’
Marxism was both “‘the theoretical reflection’” of, and *‘the political agent”’
in, the process of social change after the French and Industrial revolutions.
Marxism was *‘the theory of one particular kind of revolutionary movement
.. . which arose from the impact of industrialism upon the highly stratified
society of nineteenth-century Europe,”” and it provided a link between the
French and the Russian revolutions.®

The necessity of treating the Industrial Revolution and its impact in
connection with the French Revolution is widely accepted.” Trygve R.
Tholfsen, for example, stresses that ‘‘what was decisive was the conjunc-
ture of social, intellectual, and ideological developments.”” Not only Marx-
ism but also other socialist critiques arose out of that ‘‘conjuncture’ of
the Industrial Revolution with the French Revolution. As people formulated.
their views of the world around them, many concluded at that time ‘that
the principles of liberty and equality, and perhaps the ‘postulate of a rational
order,” required the transformation of the emerging industrial society into
something radically different.””'” In this connection, Tholfsen quotes ap-
provingly from J. L. Talmon, who observed that the French Revolution
‘“‘conditioned men to experience and interpret’’ the social and economic
changes caused by the Industrial Revolution “‘in a way that would have
been quite unthinkable had the technological and social-economic changes
taken place earlier.”” The Industrial Revolution by itself did not give rise
to new ideas by simply ‘‘engendering new conditions.””"'

Thosc ideas about the industrial world, Talmon implies, were for-
mulated in the intellectual and political setting created by the French Rev-
olution. Similarly, it is worth quoting the words of Frangois Furct,
according to whom the French Revolution ‘‘invented a new type of political
discourse and practice by which we have been living ever since.”” It placed
“‘on the stage of history. . .a practical and ideological mode of social
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action unrelated to anything that came before.””"” Furet also speaks about
two sets of beliefs forming *‘the very bedrock of revolutionary conscious-
ness.”” One of them was the transformation of personal problems and moral
or intellectual matters into political issues, with a corresponding belief in
the amenability of human problems to a political solution. The second
belief held that *‘since everything can be known and changed, there is a
perfect fit between action, knowledge, and morality. . . . Henceforth, there
was no limit to the beneficent possibilities of political action.”’"’

After citing Furet’s observation that the ‘‘seminal ideal’’ of the Rev-
olution was that of the advent of a new age," Tholfsen concludes by
pointing out that ‘‘what France ‘invented’ in 1789 was not democracy,
but rather the new revolutionary phenomenon, the new practical and ide-
ological mode. ...""

All these observations, essential as they are for an understanding of
the rise of Marxism, need to be borne in mind equally when one clarifies
the genesis of nationalism. More immediately, by taking note of these
aspects of the new outlook, we can recognize more easily the originality
of Marx amidst those who responded, in their own different ways, to the
new age. Marx’s special claim to originality and distinction, it would seem,
lay in his connecting these political and economic phenomena to, and
interpreting them in terms of,, a philosophical system he himself had created
in response to the Hegelian system. The fusion of philosophy with politics
and economics helps explain Marxism’s spectacular historical failure as a
practical program—but also its lasting intellectual vitality.

Since interpretations of the Industrial Revolution were shaped by phil-
osophical and political ideas that were not themselves a product or ‘‘re-
flection’” of the economic processes, it should cause no surprise that other
theories treated the meaning and impact of the Industrial Revolution in
ways quite different from those of socialism in general and Marxism in
particular. In his study of nationalism, first published in 1931, Carlton J.
H. Hayes noted that

the Industrial Revolution is not necessarily an intellectual revolution. Of
itself it is neither nationalist nor internationalist. It is essentially mechanical
and material. It has merely provided improved means and greater oppor-
tunities for the dissemination of any ideas which influential individuals
entertain. Now it so happened that when the Industrial Revolution began,
nationalism was becoming a significant intellectual movement, even more
significant than internationalism.'®

Nationalist doctrines, Hayes pointed out, had been first formulated
prior to the Industrial Revolution, “‘in an agricultural socicty, before the
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advent of the new industrial machinery,”” but they spread and succeeded
only after “‘the introduction of the new machinery and the transition from
an agricultural to an industrial society.’” That ‘‘marvelous improvement
.. .termed the Industrial Revolution,”” according to Hayes, made it pos-
sible for nationalist ideas ‘‘to take hold.”” The impact of the Industrial
Revolution ‘‘paralleled the rise and spread of popular devotion to
nationalism.””"’

Developing this idea further, we might “‘locate’’ the birth of nation-
alism in its own historical *‘conjuncture’’ prior to the Industrial Revolution.
This conjuncture included cultural trends, such as Romanticism in Ger-
many, the ideas of the French Revolution, and certain developments in
East Europe, especially the Polish Question. At a greater distance, it also
included the invention of printing and the Protestant Reformation (see
Chapter 6). All of these factors contributed to the formation of an intel-
lectual and political climate in which the Industrial Revolution was inter-
preted from a nationalist perspective.

Hayes was one of the first scholars to have seen this. He noted, of
course, that the economic liberalism of factory owners and the socialism
of factory workers had been the two principal doctrines responding to the
Industrial Revolution.’® But Hayes also recognized that economic liber-
alism and Marxist socialism, though initially ‘‘formulated as strictly eco-
nomic doctrines,”” gradually acquired ‘‘nationalist significance and became
factors in the nineteenth-century development of nationalism.”” More orig-
inally, he even saw that specifically nationalist interpretations of the econ-
omy emerged and that those interpretations ultimately proved to be
““especially influential in the evolution of nationalism.””"

It is one of the central ideas of this study that nationalism—Ilet us stress
this point over and over again—was not a product of the Industrial Rev-
olution, but rather had been born beforehand, and that a specifically na-
tionalist reaction to the Industrial Revolution was not reducible to the
liberal, conservative, or socialist position.

Those who limit themselves to identifying liberal, conservative, and
soctialist positions do not always remember that these classifications tacitly
presupposc the existence of an established polity. Furthermore, such a
perspective assumes that this polity is fairly well developed, for it consists
of the bourgeoisie, the landed proprietors, and the industrial workers,
whose respective interests these three positions or ideologies ‘‘reflect.”’
Leaving aside the crude reductionism involved in its assignment of ideo-
logies to particular economic classes, this approach overlooks the fact that
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were periods when new national
communities were being formed, when various premodern states, ethnic
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groups, regional identities, and religious communities were being trans-
formed into nations. While liberals, conservatives, and socialists indeed
responded to the Industrial Revolution within already existing societies
and polities, there were also nationalists who were engaged in establishing
new communities and who, in the process, asked how the Industrial Rev-
olution affected the position of their respective nations—often nations in
the making—versus other nations.

This discussion has already provided numerous themes around which
to compare and contrast Marxism and nationalism. Yet another theme can
now be added. As people approached the challenges generated by the
Industrial Revolution in terms that were in one way or another informed
by the French Revolution, many of them realized that the two revolutions
implied different solutions to the question of authority and leadership in
society. The message of 1789 was of course liberty, equality, fraternity,
democracy, and sovereignty of the nation. The key questions raised by the
Industrial Revolution, however, concerned expert, specialist leadership:
They focused on the role of the manager, the scientist, the engineer, and
the entrepreneur. How was the economy’s management by the bosses to
be reconciled with popular politics?

Marx thought that he had a solution for this problem, just as he had
for everything else, in his overall scheme of revolution. The liberals,
democrats, and conservatives also had their own ideas about who should
lead the nation, who should run the economy, and what the relationship
between politics and *“civil society’” should be. But so did the nationalists.

Bertrand Russell titled his history of the nineteenth century Freedom
versus Organization, 1814—1914, and explained in the preface that

The purpose of this book is to trace the opposition and interaction of two
main causes of change in the nineteenth century: the belief in FREEDOM
which was common to Liberals and Radicals, and the necessity for OR-
GANIZATION which arose through industrial and scientific technique.™

Nationalism—and here List is especially important and interesting—
had its own approach to the dilemmas created by the confrontation of
“freedom,”’ the message of 1789, with ‘‘organization,” the issue made
central by the rise of industry.

Although he did not put it in precisely these words, Alexander Ger-
schenkron touched on the same issue in a wider framework when in his
influential essay,‘‘Economic Backwardness in Historical Perspective’’
(1962), he evaluated the historical role of nationalism in general and of
List specifically. Gerschenkron argued that in England, where industrial-
ization occurred first, rational arguments in favor of industrialization did
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not need to be supported with ‘‘a quasi-religious fervor.”” However, in
France, Germany, and Russia, which entered the path of industrialization
after Britain, it was necessary to create ‘‘ideologies of delayed industrial-
izations’’ as a “‘spiritual vehicle of an industrialization program’’; a laissez-
faire ideology was inadequate for that purpose. ‘‘In a backward country
the great and sudden industrialization effort calls for a New Deal in
emotions.”’

To break through the barriers of stagnation in a backward country, to ignite
the imaginations of men, and to place their energies in the service of cco-
nomic development, a stronger medicine is nceded than the promise of better
allocation of resources or even of the lower price of bread. Under such
conditions cven the businessman, even the classical daring and innovating
entrepreneur, needs a morc powerful stimulus than the prospect of high
profits. What is needed to remove the mountains of routine and prejudice
is faith—faith, in the words of Saint-Simon, that the golden age lies not
behind but ahead of mankind.*

According to Gerschenkron, the doctrines of Saint-Simon became the
ideology of industrialization in France. (As we see, Gerschenkron does
not lump England together with France under the colorless umbrella called
“‘the West.”’) In Russia, Marxism assumed that role in the late nineteenth
century, and in Germany, the doctrine of List served an analogous function.

Friedrich List’s industrialization theories may be largely conceived as an
attempt, by a man whose personal ties to Saint-Simonians had been very
strong, to translate the inspirational message of Saint-Simonism into a lan-
guagce that would be accepted in the German environment, where the lack
of both a preceding political revolution and an early national unifica-
tion rendered nationalist sentiment a much more suitable ideology of
industrialization.”

Gerschenkron’s scheme offers guidance on how one might handle some
of the questions raised here, especially those regarding the historical role
of nationalism and its interaction with Marxism. For Gerschenkron, na-
tionalism and Marxism, along with the doctrine of Saint-Simon, were
competing theories of industrialization and indeed were rival programs for
a modern society.

If modern German historians had paid more attention to List and na-
tionalism, and if they accordingly recognized that there has been a spe-
cifically nationalist response to the Industrial Revolution, they would not
have blamed the German “‘bourgeoisie’” for its alleged failure to act in
conformity with what these historians assume was the only right way for
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the bourgeoisie to act. These scholars believe that under the original ““West-
ern’’ pattern of development the bourgeoisie had asserted itself firmly
against feudalism and seized state power for itself, while the German
bourgeoisie allegedly accommodated itself to the old regime, Junkers and
all. In consequence, post—1871 Germany supposedly constituted a mixture
of premodern politics with a modern economy. This German Sonderweg
reflected a basic ‘‘abnormality”’ of nineteenth-century German history—
and led straight to Hitler in the twentieth. David Blackbourn and Geoff
Eley have subjected this ideological construct to a thorough scrutiny.”

For the purposes of our discussion, it is enough to note that the Son-
derweg theory treats the history of a nation like Germany as an isolated
and self-contained process. But if one remembers that the German
bourgeoisie ‘‘saw its own future reflected’” in Britain’s ‘‘industrial pros-
perity,”’** one will also recognize that the bourgeoisie believed its less
developed country could attain that future only through competition with
Britain. This, of course, required that it take this ‘‘external’’ factor into
account in domestic politics as well, including the relations between
classes, their economic goals, and political aspirations. Such was precisely
the point List was making—and the one that Marx refused to recognize
when in the 1840s he first formulated his charges against the German
bourgeoisie. (See especially Chapters 3 and 4.) The alleged failure or
betrayal of the German bourgeoisie was therefore a rational choice in an
international framework.

Certain scholars before Gerschenkron also recognized List as a major
figure in the history of nationalism and thought him important enough to
merit comparison with Marx. As early as 1928, for example, Alfred Meusel
published a comparative study of Marx and List.*” Another scholar, Fried-
rich Lenz, the author of many List studies, discussed the economic theories
of List and Marx in a book published in 1930.7 Still another author, Karl
Lowith, argued in 1941 that Hegel’s “‘achievement in the study of history,”’
““magnificent’’ though it had been, ‘‘was corrected in the nineteenth cen-
tury by F. List and Marx, both of whom . . . sought with a quick grasp to
shape their assumptions concerning the meaning for the world of the new
technical and socioeconomic advances.’’ Lowith agreed in his assessment
of List with Johann Plenge, who in 1911 viewed List and Marx as the two
thinkers who had responded to the realities of a new industrial age that
had ‘‘shoved Hegel’s system aside, showing more simple ways for
thought.”’*’

In more recent scholarship (1964), Eduard Heimann has also drawn
attention to List as a key thinker deserving comparison with Marx. Ac-
cording to Heimann,
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[List] did not content himself with making a general protest against the
doctrine of free trade; he attacked it at its root. In fact, his criticism reads
almost as if it were Marxian in inspiration. He did not discuss the validity
of the theory per se or engage in what he regarded as a purely academic
dispute about correct or faulty reasoning. Rather, he blamed the doctrine of
frec trade on the ground that it was inspired by special intercsts posing as
the general interest, in other words, that it was what Marx later called an
ideology.™

List criticized the classical school for purposely ignoring the fact that
free trade among nations—which were of an unequal economic strength—
affected them differently not only in economics but also in politics and
culture. List’s criticism of unequal relations between nations under free
trade constituted, according to Heimann, a ‘‘precise parallel’’ to the crit-
icism that Sismondi and, later, Marx raised regarding the impact of do-
mestic laissez faire on individual classes.”

This is indeed a very important point that needs to be stressed: Like
Marx, List believed that the cconomy remained in a close connection with
politics, especially in the modern industrial era. List was an economist
who not only saw a reciprocal connection between politics and economics
but, like Marx, also linked economics to a broader intellectual structure,
a Weltanschauung or an ideology, a view of history and society, and a
program for the future. Unlike Marx, however, he constructed his Welt-
anschauung to reflect a national, not class-oriented, point of view.

At the same time, unlike other ecconomic nationalists (about whom we
shall speak later on), List based his program not on the state but on a
“‘cultural nation’’—that is, a community of language—for this was what
the Germany of his time was. List recognized the role of the state, but
that state was to be rational first. On the basis of Germany’s cultural
identity, List advocated its economic modernization and political unifi-
cation, and he accurately saw culture, politics, and economy as linked.
For this reason, Hans Gehrig was right to call List the first among political
economists who ‘‘wanted to raise through economic development a people
that had been recognized as a cultural nation (Kulturnation) to a political
nationhood.’”** There was nothing specifically ‘‘German’ about List’s
doctrine. As Franz Schnabel observed, any people that wanted to become
economically independent could use it.”

The distinguished List scholar, Edgar Salin, recognized this universal
appeal and enduring relevance of List’s ideas when, in 1962, he called
him more topical and timely (aktuell) in our own time than ever before.
On the occasion of the publication of his afterword to List’s collected
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works (the Nazis had suppressed the afterword in 1935, when the final
volume appeared), Salin recapitulated his assessment of List:

No scholar of politics and no economist, with the exception of Tocqueville
and Marx, had such a brilliant and prescient ‘insight into the future’’-—that
is, into our present. Nobody should be writing about development of under-
developed countries without first becoming an apprentice with that great
forefather of the theory of growth and the politics of development.™

While we agree with these opinions, we go even further here: We argue
that List’s doctrine, linking culture, politics, and economy in a single
comprehensive world view, comes closer than the thought of any other
individual to capturing the essence of nationalism.

Friedrich Meinecke (1862-1954), Germany’s foremost historian of the
““idealist’” school, considered socialism and nationalism to be ‘‘the two
waves of the age’’ after the French Revolution, and he related their rise
to the vast increase of population caused by the Industrial Revolution.
Socialism was an ideology that enjoyed the support of the masses struggling
for a better standard of living, said Meinecke, while nationalism ‘‘gathered
its main body of adherents . . . from the educated middle class which was
enriching itself.”” Meinecke thought that this middle class and its outlook
had also been ‘‘a result of the transformations . . . which took place in the
old European society after the end of the eighteenth century.””™

Although he was out of sympathy with both, Meinecke admitted that
the socialist and nationalist waves had each the right to claim ‘‘a deep
historical justification’’: *“They were . . . instinctive groping efforts to solve
the human problems resulting from a population increase everywhere un-
precedented in the history of the world.””** Socialism, which had become
a gospel for the masses, ‘‘surged up as a mighty wave which . . . swept
over the traditional culture of the world.”” However, Meinecke pointed out
that here also rose, in competition with socialism, ‘‘the second mighty
wave’’—the wave of nationalism.

This second wave flooded crosswise over the first, more or less weakening
or diverting it; its aim was not a fundamental social revolution but the increase
of the political power of the nation. This second wave was none other than
the nationalist movement of the nineteenth century.”™

Salo Wittmayer Baron, the great historian of the Jewish religion, char-
acterized the modern epoch in strikingly similar terms when he spoke of
nationalism and class struggle as ‘‘determinant factors in the evolution of
the modern world.”” Social revolution, he wrote, was ‘‘often dividing
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nations against themselves and transcending national boundaries.”’ In its
course, ‘‘it was vastly complicated by the simultaneous nationalist revo-
lution, equally unprecedented in scope and intensity.”” Baron’s further
development of this idea offers a capsule overview of the agenda of this
book:

While the social revolution was growing ever more international in outlook
and its most activist forces were marshaled under the flag of the socialist
““International,”” the nationalist revolution was gaining some of its most
substantial victories. In the name of the national principle Italy and Germany,
long hopelessly divided, found a new unity and the map of Europe was
constantly and forcibly redrawn. A new legitimacy was thereby secured for
the most subversive and insurrectional movements in old and venerable
empires embracing more than one nationality. Curiously, just when nation-
alism seemed to reach the apogee of its achievements, when during the First
World War it succeeded in breaking up Austria-Hungary, Turkey, and Czar-
ist Russia and in securing ever-wider recognition of the principle of *“national
self-determination,’” the socialist International achieved its first major victory
in the Communist Revolution.™

If the argument presented here is valid, the conventional map of the
correlation of intellectual and political forces in nineteenth-century Europe
needs to be redrawn. This applies especially to the location of Marxism
on that map. Conventionally, Marxism is seen as a challenge to classical
political economy, which in turn is viewed as the ideology that legitimates
the capitalist system. Marxism thus appears as a critique of capitalism
from ‘‘within,”’ a critique speaking on behalf of the society’s underdog—
the proletariat. What this approach overlooks is that historically Marxism
was more than a critique of capitalist relations of production within one
country. It was also a critique of nationality (and religion) and a program
for the liberation of people from all ‘“‘intermediate’” identities that ob-
structed an individual’s metamorphosis into a ‘‘world-historical person-
ality.”” Marxism postulated the formation of the proletariat as a force that
transcended national identities and that operated on a supranational scale.
Because of this, from its earliest beginnings, Marxism viewed nationalism
as a rival and an enemy.

Marxism’s relationships—involving capitalism, communism, and na-
tional interests—were thus triangular, not bipolar, even though Marx him-
self and most of his followers understood nationalism as nothing more than
an expression of the selfish economic interests of the bourgeoisie and denied
that it represented a third party. But in reality, nationalism was such a
third party on the battlefield where Marxism met capitalism. Nationalism
was a response to the dominance of the advanced capitalist powers of the
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West and a critique of the ideology of free trade in particular, and thus in
a sense it was an ally of socialism. At the same time, however, it functioned
as an alternative not only to classical, ** cosmopolitan’’ capitalism but also
to Marxism. As a rival of socialism, it promoted the formation of distinct
national communities with their own economic and political interests—
communities that emphatically included the workers. By doing so, it ran
counter to the attempts of the socialists to build a solidarity of workers
along supranational lines. When the Marxists condemned the state—any
state, every state—as an instrument of class domination and prophesied
that state’s ‘“‘withering away,’’ the nationalists put forward the ideal of the
national state.

Thus both Marxism and nationalism in the era between 1789 and 1917
1918 served, to repeat Lichtheim’s phrase, as *‘the theory of one particular
kind of revolutionary movement.’’ Nationalism both interpreted the process
of nation-building and was thus its ‘‘theoretical reflection™’; at the same
time, it functioned as the historical agent in that process. By analogy with
Lichtheim’s use of 1917 as the cutoff date in the history of Marxism, it
is possible to see the years 1917--1918 as closing an epoch in the history
of European nationalism as well. In that period, Marxism confronted na-
tionalism, and Marxism evolved in that confrontation. At the same time,
nationalism faced the challenge of Marxism and was in turn influenced
by it.



This page intentionally left blank



Part One



This page intentionally left blank



2

Marx and Germany:
The “"Hegel Critique”

What was Marx’s philosophical and political outlook in 1845 when he
wrote his critique of List? Were his views already ‘‘Marxist’’ in the sense
in which Marxism has been understood historically?

According to Engels, this was indeed the case: by then Marx had
formulated the fundamental proposition that forms the nucleus of The
Communist Manifesto. Writing in 1888, Engels claimed that by about 1845
Marx had reached the view that ‘‘in every historical epoch, the prevailing
mode of economic production and exchange, and the social organization
necessarily following from it, form the basis upon which is built up, and
from which alone can be explained, the political and intellectual history
of that epoch.”’

From this Marx further concluded, according to Engels, that ‘‘con-
sequently the whole history of mankind. .. has been a history of class
struggles, contests between exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed
classes.”” Having thus satisfied himself about the nature of society—or we
might say, having diagnosed both its ‘‘anatomy’’ or ‘‘morphology’’ (the
interrelation of economic, social, political, and intellectual spheres), as
well as its dynamics (the driving forces and direction of history)—Marx
reached a comprehensive view about the synthesis of history and society.
Specifically, he concluded that

the history of these class struggles forms a series of evolutions in which,
nowadays, a stage has been reached when the exploited and oppressed

class—the proletariat~—cannot attain its emancipation from the sway of the
exploiting and ruling class——the bourgeoisie—without at the same time, and
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once and for all, emancipating society at large from all exploitation, oppres-
sion, class distinctions, and class struggles.'

Thus on a diagnosis of the present that was based on an interpretation
of the past, Marx formulated a program whose realization would constitute
a leap into an entirely new stage in the history of humanity.

In an article written in 1885, Engels also recalled that by 1844 Marx
had arrived at the view that

speaking generally, it is not the state which conditions and regulates civil
society, but civil society which conditions and regulates the state, and con-
sequently, that policy and its history arc to be explained from the economic
relations and their development, and not vice versa.”

A vast literature exists on the young Marx, on ‘‘Marx before Marxism”’
(to cite the title of a book by David McLellan), which traces the sources
of Marx’s political, philosophical, and economic views. Although these
broader issues of Marx’s outlook must be considered, we wish in this
volume to clarify Marx’s stand on nation and nationalism in particular.
Let us focus, then, on those specific writings that help us to do so, but
beforehand, two points relating to Marx’s thought must be addressed.

First, in the early stage of his philosophical and political development,
Marx had argued that his critique of the contemporary society was not a
product of philosophical speculation but, on the contrary, something he
arrived at by observing the existing conditions. Such a critique, accord-
ingly, did not require philosophical system-building, nor the imposition
of something external, but was a logical conclusion from what he saw, by
just looking at the reality closely.” In that early critical period, Marx had
not yet discovered the proletariat as the material force charged by history
with the task of liberating man. As Leszek Kolakowski has pointed out,
Marx’s subsequent choice of the proletariat as that class which would
liberate itself and society as a whole was the result of a “‘philosophical
deduction rather than a product of observation.’”*

Second, the study of political economy came later; for Marx, the
economy became the proving ground, the material base on which the
realization of a philosophical project would be carried out. In 18421843
Marx had not yet become familiar with political economy, even though
he claimed in 1859 that his concern with it had dated back to the time
when he edited the Rheinische Zeitung (October 1842—-March 1843). Marx
allegedly had been concerned at that time with the debates on free trade
and protection, but he wrote nothing on that particular topic. As Michael
Evans notes, however,
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it is a little surprising that the editor of a liberal newspaper, the editorship
of which had first been offered to Friedrich List, should have had nothing
to say about the controversy inspired by List’s defence of protection in his
book Das nationale System der politischen Okonomie published in May
1841.

Evans adds that Marx first refers to List in his *‘Contribution to the Critique
of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right: Introduction’” (end of 1843--January 1844)
and that only in March 1845 did Marx write his critique of List.” Thus it
was at the time when he read List that Marx began to study seriously the
problems of political economy. Paradoxically enough, Marx was intro-
duced to political economy not by reading the Western classics on the
subject, but by their chief German critic. As Gareth Stedman Jones notes,
“‘until his unfinished essay on List, written early in 1845, Marx’s references
to modern industry had been cursory and descriptive.’’®

There are several reasons why, of the early works of Marx, ‘A Con-
tribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right: Introduction’’ is
uniquely suited for our purposes. It marks a major step in Marx’s for-
mulation of his mature position on the relationship between politics, law,
philosophy, and economics. It is the first of Marx’s works to assign to the
proletariat the role of the liberator. It also shows how Marx treated the
nation—in this important case, Germany—within what was to him a larger
and more meaningful unit, that of ‘“‘modern society’” or ‘‘civilization.”’
Finally, the “‘Contribution’’ is especially important to our project because
it is the first work of Marx that alludes to the name of Friedrich List.
Hereafter, we shall refer to it as the ‘‘Hegel Critique,”’ even though there
exists another, much longer work called ‘‘Contribution to the Critique of
Hegel’s Philosophy of Right,”” which might be confused with it.”

As Maximilien Rubel and Margaret Manale have noted, it is in the
‘““Hegel Critique’’ that ‘‘Marx speaks for the first time of the proletarian
‘class’ and of the ‘formation’ of an industrial working class which is to
act as a social emancipatory force,”” and therefore this work ‘‘represents,
in a sense, the germ of the future Communist Manifesto.”’® Rubel and
Manale further stress that this essay contains a ‘‘sociological’’ analysis of
religion, the state, and law ‘‘as elements of the social superstructure.”’

Religion is the point of departure and man the orientation for this discourse.
It is man who creates religion, Marx began, and not vice versa: religion is
man’s theory of the world and his fantastic self-realization because he lives
under conditions which prohibit him from realizing himself in the real world.”

They comment that just as Marx recommended that the ““critique’” of
religion should be carried out by means of an analysis of the real world
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conditions, he also thought one should criticize the theory of the state and
of right in the same manner. Marx did precisely that in his discourse on
German philosophy and on German conditions. '’

All these considerations justify extensive use of the ‘‘Hegel Critique.’’
Marx began by saying that the criticism of religion, which “‘for Germany
has been largely completed,”” “‘is the premise of all criticism.””

The basis of irreligious criticism is this: man makes religion; religion does
not make man. Religion is indeed man’s self-consciousness and self-aware-
ness so long as he has not found himself or has lost himself again. But man
is not an abstract being, squatting outside the world. Man is the human
world, the state, society. This state, this society, produce religion which is
an inverted world consciousness, because they are an inverted world. Re-
ligion is the general theory of this world. . .. It is the fantastic realization
of the human being inasmuch as the human being possesses no true reality.
The struggle against religion is, therefore, indirectly a struggle against thar
world whose spiritual aroma is religion."

This was immediately followed by that well-known passage in which
Marx called religion *‘the opium of the people,’” and then by the declaration
that ‘‘the abolition of religion as the illusory happiness of men, is the
demand for their real happiness.”” Marx compared religion to the ‘‘illusory
sun about which man revolves so long as he does not revolve about
himself.”’

1t is the task of history, therefore, once the other-world of truth has vanished,
to establish the truth of this world. The immediate task of philosophy, which
is in the service of history, is to unmask human self-alienation in its secular
form now that it has been unmasked in its sacred form. Thus the criticism
of heaven is transformed into the criticism of earth, the criticism of religion
into the criticism of law, and the criticism of theology into the criticism of
politics. "

This was a very sweeping (not to mention ambitious) declaration of
the importance of “‘history’’ and ‘‘philosophy’” in the task of liberating
man from ‘‘human self-alienation.”” Let us see where Germany fit in this
overall endeavor.

As we shall see, Marx did not limit himself to making a general
statement on the relation between politics, history, religion, and philos-
ophy. He also analyzed the conditions in Germany and drew certain specific
guidelines for practical action there. He explained that his work did not
deal “‘directly with the original but with a copy, the German philosophy
of the state and of right,”” precisely because it dealt with Germany. "

This was so because for Marx the fundamental fact was the back-
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wardness of Germany. To deal with the status quo in Germany, he said,
was to deal with an anachronism. Germany was lagging behind.

Even the negation of our political present is already a dusty fact in the
historical lumber room of modern nations. . . . If I negate the German sit-
uation of 1843 I have, according to French chronology, hardly reached the
year 1789, and still less the vital centre of the present day.™

What conclusions did Marx draw from this fact of Germany’s back-
wardness in social, economic, political, and cultural spheres? What pros-
pects were there for liberation? Was there a solution for the problem, and
if so, what was it?

One thing becomes evident very early in the argument. Marx did not
believe in a specifically German solution of the German problem; rather,
he compared Germany with the West. The struggle of the ancien régime
against ‘‘a new world’’ in the advanced countries of the West had been
“‘tragic,”” Marx said, because ‘‘there was on its side a historical error but
no personal error.”’ But the ‘‘present German regime,’” Germany’s ‘‘mod-
ern ancien régime,’”’ is ‘‘the comedian of a world order whose real heroes
are dead.”” To develop a critique of ‘‘modern social and political reality”’
and thus to arrive at ‘‘genuine political problems,’” one would have to
““go outside the German status quo or approach its object indirectly.””"’

It was in this context that Marx commented in the ‘‘Hegel Critique’’
on Friedrich List’s proposals for tariff protection for German industry.
According to Marx, List (whom he did not name, except by means of a
pun) showed what happened when one did not go ‘‘outside the German
status quo’’ but instead tried to work out some specifically German so-
lutions about what Marx thought was the central and universal problem of
modern society (not just Germany): ‘“The relation of industry, of the world
of wealth in general, to the political world is a major problem of modern
times.”” Marx continued:

In what form does this problem begin to preoccupy the Germans? In the
form of protective tariffs, the system of prohibition, the national economy.
German chauvinism had passed from men to matter, so that one fine day
our knights of cotton and heroes of iron found themselves metamorphosed
into patriots. The sovereignty of monopoly within the country has begun to
be recognized since sovereignty vis-a-vis foreign countries was attributed to
it. In Germany, therefore, a beginning is made with what came as the
conclusion in France and England. The old, rotten order against which these
nations revolt in their theories, and which they bear only as chains are borne,
is hailed in Germany as the dawn of a glorious future which as yet hardly
dares to move from a cunning [in German: listigen, which is a pun on the
name of List] theory to a ruthless practice. While in France and England
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the problem is put in the form: political economy or the rule of society over
wealth; in Germany it is put in the form: national economy or the rule of
private property over nationality. Thus, in England and France it is a question
of abolishing monopoly, which has developed to its final consequences;
while in Germany it is a question of proceeding to the final consequences
of monopoly. There it is a question of the solution; here, only a question
of the collision. We can see very well from this example how modern
problems are presented in Germany; the example shows that our history,
like a raw recruit, has so far only had to do extra drill on old and hackneyed
historical matters.'®

The point of this elaborate diatribe can be summarized in simple, non-
‘“‘Hegelian’’ language: It means that according to Marx, the abolition of
the capitalist system in England and France had entered ‘‘the agenda,”’
while in Germany people like List were trying to establish a capitalist
system, pretending at the same time to be working for Germany’s national
independence, especially her economic independence. In the West, the
“‘nations revolt in their theories’’ against what they perceive as the “‘old,
rotten order’’; in Germany, that order is not yet established.

Marx clearly believed that the program of establishing a German ver-
sion of the system that in the West was already viewed as an obstacle to
further development, as ‘‘chains,”” was a reflection of the backwardness
of Germany. He hurried to point out that not everything in Germany
remained on the low level of her political development. *‘If the whole of
German development were at the level of German political development,
a German could have no greater part in contemporary problems than can
a Russian.”” However, the Germans were not as backward as that. Unlike
the Russians (whom by implication Marx excluded as participants in the
world-historical process), the Germans were

philosophical contemporaries of the present day without being its historical
contemporaries. . . . When . . . we criticize, instead of oeuvres incomplétes
of our real history, the oeuvres posthumes of our ideal history—philosophy,
our criticism stands at the centre of the problems of which the present age
says: that is the question. That which constitutes, for the advanced nations,
a practical break with modern political conditions, is in Germany where
these conditions do not yet exist, virtually a crirical break with their phil-
osophical reflection.

The German philosophy of right and of the state is the only German
history which is al pari with the official modern times."

This striking statement deserves to be remembered, but unfortunately
has often been overlooked by writers and followers of Marx. To paraphrase,
he thought an economically and politically backward Germany had the
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most up-to-date philosophy. The political and practical conclusions Marx
drew were based precisely on this backward character of the German
““reality’’ and on the advanced level attained by German philosophy. The
lesson Marx extracted from this condition of the ‘‘contemporaneity’” of
German philosophy with the advanced developments elsewhere was that
Germany might as well go beyond trying to adjust its political and social
conditions to the level attained by its philosophy (and the political order
achieved in the advanced countries).

The German nation is obliged, therefore, to connect its dream history
with its present conditions, and to subject to criticism not only these existing
conditions but also their abstract continuation. Its future cannot be restricted
either to the direct negation of its real juridical and political circumstances,
or to the direct realization of its ideal juridical and political circumstances.
The direct negation of its real circumstances already exists in its ideal cir-
cumstances, while it has almost outlived the realization of its ideal circum-
stances in the contemplation of neighboring nations. It is with good reason,
therefore, that the practical political party in Germany demands the negation
of philosophy.'*

The last sentence in the above quotation helps clarify Marx’s further
point about the need for ‘‘the practical political party’’ to understand that
one ‘‘cannot abolish philosophy without realizing it.”” At the same time,
Marx pointed out that another philosophical school (equally mistakenly)
“believed that it could realize philosophy without abolishing it.”’" In
Germany, neither of these procedures was sufficient alone. Because in
politics ‘‘the Germans have thought what other nations have done’’ and
thus ‘‘Germany has been their theoretical consciousness,”” Marx concluded
that ‘‘the status quo of German political science expresses the imperfection
of the modern state itself, the degeneracy of its flesh.”” On the other hand,
the German political system represents ‘‘the consummation of the ancien
régime.””*° To interject once again, German ‘‘reality’’ remained behind
that existing in the advanced countries, but Marx’s thought had already
advanced not only beyond Western ideas but also beyond those advanced
conditions and even beyond the German philosophy that, according to
Marx, was al pari with those conditions.

We would be digressing from our theme—though to do so would be
intellectually attractive—if we pursued Marx’s argument on the reasons
why ‘‘the criticism of the speculative philosophy of right. . . leads on to
tasks which can only be solved by means of practical activity.”’ For our
proper topic, two points matter here. First, Marx says that it is asked:
““Can Germany attain a practical activity d la hauteur des principes; that
is to say, a revolution which will raise it not only to the official level of

LR}
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the modern nations, but to the human level which will be the immediate
future of those nations?”’*' Second, Marx answers this question by stating
that because in Germany ‘the civilized deficiencies of the modern political
world (whose advantages we do not enjoy)’’ are combined with ‘‘the
barbarian deficiencies of the ancien régime (which we enjoy in full
measure),”’

Germany, as the deficiency of present-day politics constituted into a system,
will not be able to demolish the specific German barriers without demolishing
the general barriers of present-day politics.”

Translated from philosophical into practical language, this means that
Marx advocated a revolution in Germany that would not simply aim at
Germany’s ‘‘catching up with the advanced nations of the West,”” so to
speak, but would also perform the same task that even the advanced nations
still had ahead of them at that moment: the liberation of men as human
beings, not just a political liberation.

Superficially, it might seem that by posing the problem in this manner
Marx wanted Germany not only to catch up with but also to surpass the
leading nations. If our reading of his essay is correct, however, this was
not his intention. Marx was concerned not with the liberation of Germans
as Germans but with their liberation as human beings: “‘It is not radical
revolution, universal human emancipation, which is a Utopian dream for
Germany, but rather a partial, merely political revolution which leaves the
pillars of the building standing.’’*’

He argued that in Germany, unlike,in France, the conditions for ‘‘a
partial, merely political revolution’” did not exist. In ‘‘merely political’’
revolutions such as those that took place in France, ‘‘a section of civil
society emancipates itself and attains universal domination.’” This happens
when a certain class ‘‘undertakes, from its particular situation, a general
emancipation of society’” and ‘‘emancipates society as a whole.”” For such
an event to occur, ‘‘the whole of society’’ must be ‘‘in the same situation
as this class.”’* The following quotation presents Marx’s definition of the
preconditions for such a partial political emancipation:

For a popular revolution and the emancipation of a particular class of civil
society to coincide, for one class to represent the whole of society, another
class must concentrate in itself all the evils of society, a particular class
must embody and represent a general obstacle and limitation. A particular
social sphere must be regarded as the notorious crime of the whole society,
so that emancipation from this sphere appears as a general emancipation.
For one class to be the liberating class par excellence, it is necessary that
another class should be openly the oppressing class. The negative signifi-
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cance of the French nobility and clergy produced the positive significance
of the bourgeoisie, the class which stood next to them and opposed them.”

In Germany, such conditions did not exist because no class was capable
of acting as ‘‘a negative representative of society,”’ and every class lacked
that ‘*generosity of spirit which identifies itself, if only for a moment, with
the popular mind; that genius which pushes material force to political
power, that revolutionary daring which throws at its adversary the defiant
phrase: I am nothing and I should be everything.”>*°

The German middle class, Marx further pointed out, did not dare ‘‘to
conceive the idea of emancipation from its own point of view,”’ because
“‘the development of social conditions and the progress of political theory
show that this point of view is already antiquated, or at least disputable.’’”’
Marx thus explicitly intimated that the German bourgeoisie somehow (but
very realistically, according to him) sensed that its cause had already
become passé without having ever triumphed.

Marx did not really explain (at least not in the reading of his work
presented here) why the German bourgeoisie was so fatally incapacitated.
One has to conclude that Marx’s overall historical judgment was simply
a deduction from his philosophical principles, his teleology, in which the
perfect force of liberation, i.e., the proletariat, had to be contrasted with
an opponent lacking any virtues whatsoever, i.e., the German bourgeoisie.

In France, according to Marx, the role of the liberator passes from one
class to another ‘‘until it finally reaches the class which achieves social
freedom,’” i.e., the proletariat. The proletariat organizes human life on
the basis of social freedom, unlike its predecessors, who assumed *‘certain
conditions external to man.”’ In Germany, on the other hand, no social
class “feels the need for, or the ability to achieve, a general emancipation.”’
This led him to ask the central question, ‘‘where is there, then, a real
possibility of emancipation in Germany?”’

This is our reply. A class must be formed which has radical chains, a
class in civil society which is not a class of civil society, a class which is
the dissolution of all classes, a sphere of society which has a universal
character because its sufferings are universal, and which does not claim a
particular redress because the wrong which is done to it is not a particular
wrong but wrong in general. There must be formed a sphere of society
which claims no traditional status but only a human status, a sphere which
is not opposed to particular consequences but is totally opposed to the
assumptions of the German political system; a sphere, finally, which cannot
emancipate itself without emancipating itself from all the other spheres of
society, without, therefore, emancipating all these other spheres, which is,
in short, a fotal loss of humanity and which can only redeem itself by a
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total redemption of humanity. This dissolution of society, as a particular
class, is the proletariat.™

Marx acknowledged that the proletariat was only beginning to form in
Germany under the impact of industrial development. Using terms widely
current in the 1840s in literature devoted to the question of ‘‘pauperism’
(Pauperismus), Marx defined or described the proletariat as *‘poverty ar-
tificially produced, . . .the mass resulting from the disintegration of so-
ciety, and above all from the disintegration of the middle class.”’* But
despite the proletariat’s relative youth and evident and overwhelming weak-
ness, Marx was optimistic. He did rnot say that the proletariat was as yet
not ready to address itself to the fundamental questions of the times. On
the contrary, Marx emphatically affirmed the crucial role the proletariat
would play and the universal mission it would perform in liberating
humanity.

When the proletariat announces the dissolution of the existing social
order, it only declares the secret of its own existence, for it is the effective
dissolution of this order. When the proletariat demands the negation of
private property it only lays down as a principle for society what society
has already made a principle for the proletariat, and what the latter already
involuntarily embodies as the negative result of society. Thus the proletarian
has the same right, in relation to the new world which is coming into being,
as the German king has in relation to the existing world when he calls the
people his people or a horse his horse. In calling the people his private
property the king simply declares that the owner of private property is king.

Just as philosophy finds its material weapons in the proletariat, so the
proletariat finds its intellectual weapons in philosophy. And once the light-
ning of thought has penetrated deeply into this virgin soil of the people, the
Germans will emancipate themselves and become men [i.e., human
beings]. ™

Marx concluded that this kind of emancipation was ‘‘only possible in
practice it one adopts the point of view of that theory according to which
man is the highest being for man’’—that is, communism. Germany’s
emancipation from the ‘‘Middle Ages’” would be possible only if it eman-
cipated itself also ‘‘from the partial victories over the Middle Ages,”’
which presumably meant the kind of political development that had taken
place in France through a succession of revolutions.

In Germany no type of enslavement can be abolished unless all enslave-
ment is destroyed. Germany, which likes to get to the bottom of things, can
only make a revolution which upsets the whole order of things. The eman-
cipation of the German is the emancipation of the human being. Philosophy
is the head of this emancipation and the proletariat is its heart. Philosophy
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can only be realized by the abolition of the proletariat, and the proletariat
can only be abolished by the realization of philosophy.

When all the inner conditions ripen, the day of German resurrection
will be proclaimed by the crowing of the Gallic cock.™

In other words, as Robert Tucker has observed (and all commentators
on Marx agree), the last sentence means that ‘‘the future German revolution
will be sparked by revolutionary developments in France.”’*

Although Marx linked the German revolution to the revolution in France
and by implication made it a part of the international revolution he was
to envision in later work, the ‘‘Hegel Critique’’ came closer than any of
his writings to advancing the idea of some kind of ‘‘socialism in one
country,”” a ‘‘national communism,’’ perhaps. What would happen, one
wants to ask, if the communist seizure of power in Germany had occurred
without revolution in the West? Such questions are understandable in light
of the Russian experience after 1917. However, there is no basis for
supposing that Marx expected, let alone favored, such an outcome. As we
shall see, he considered the proletariat to be a universal, supranational,
and cosmopolitan force, quite unlike any class previously known in history.
And let us also not forget the obvious: In the ‘“Hegel Critique,”” Marx did
not say a word in favor of an ‘‘emancipation’’ of *‘Germany’’ that would
realize any German nationalistic goals, such as establishment of a single
state in place of the then existing thirty-eight Germanies. Instead he was
after the abolition of the srate.
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Marx and Germany:
The “List Critique”

While the ‘‘Hegel Critique’’ reveals Marx’s vision of the liberation of man
within the specific historical context of Germany in her relation to England
and France, the ‘‘List Critique’” provides a detailed elaboration of the
Marxian position on the German Question by focusing specifically on
German nationalism. We learn from it what Marx thought of his ‘‘com-
petition’” insofar as the making of plans for Germany’s future was con-
cerned; it goes without saying at this time that German nationalism
produced its own ideas on what kind of liberation the Germans needed.
As we shall see, Marx perceived nationalism as a bourgeois ideology
and viewed List as a spokesman for the German bourgeoisie, which had
its own vision of the future and was working for its realization. What did
Marx think about that vision and about the prospects of its realization?
According to the “‘List Critique,”” the aim of the German bourgeois,
as represented by List, was to establish the domination of ‘‘industry,’” by
which, at that time, Marx meant particularly capitalist industry or capi-
talism in general. However, Marx continued, the German bourgeois was
doing this ‘“‘precisely at the unsuitable moment when the slavery of the
majority resulting from this domination has become a generally known
fact.”” The German bourgeois had not yet ‘‘achieved the development of
industry,”” but a proletariat did exist that ‘‘already advances claims, and
already inspires fear.”” The ‘‘awareness of the death of the bourgeoisie
has already penetrated the consciousness even of the German bourgeois,”’
Marx claimed. In one of his literary references, Marx said: ‘‘The German
bourgeois is [like] the knight of the rueful countenance, who wanted to

30
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introduce knight-errantry just when the police and money had come to the
fore.”!

As we have observed, Marx was aware of the backwardness of Germany
in relation to the West. He thought that such backwardness revealed itself
in the poverty of political aspirations and intellectual outlook of the German
bourgeoisie. Let us note at the outset that there is not the slightest hint
anywhere in the ‘‘List Critique’’ that a ‘‘national bourgeoisie,”’ because
it fought for capitalism in a backward country still dominated by feudalism,
might therefore be progressive and thus deserving of support on the part
of Communists. As the ‘‘Hegel Critique’’ has shown us, Marx anticipated
what his successors, such as Trotsky, Lenin, and their late-twentieth-
century followers, would much later call ‘‘uneven development,”” from
which they would draw political conclusions that justified tactical alliances
with their own national bourgeoisie against imperialism. To repeat, Marx
did account for all those phenomena that fifty (or more) years later, at the
turn of the twentieth century, his followers would present as something
new and that therefore demanded a different treatment from that recom-
mended by ‘‘the classics,”” i.e., Marx and Engels in their later, mature
years.

The ‘‘List Critique’” shows us that Marx, writing in 1845, was ab-
solutely merciless in his assessment of the German bourgeoisie. It is clear
that his comments on the German case reveal more than just his stand on
the German Question in a certain specific moment. Two long quotations
express his position better than any summary or paraphrase could hope to
do. The first quotation places the German bourgeoisie in a comparative
setting with the West and proclaims that in principle a backward country
like Germany cannot make an original contribution to the development of
economic thought.

The German bourgeois comes on this scene post festum . . .1t is just as
impossible for him to advance further the political economy exhaustively
developed by the English and French as it would probably be for them to
contribute anything new to the development of philosophy in Germany. The
German bourgeois can only add his illusions and phrases to the French and
English reality. But little possible as it is for him to give a new development
to political economys, it is still more impossible for him to achieve in practice
a further advance of industry, of the by now almost exhausted development
on the present foundations of society.?

Thus, a priori, Marx dismissed as reactionary all attempts, such as
those of List, to develop an economic theory that reflected the national
needs of less developed countries in their transition to capitalism and in
their opposition to advanced capitalist countries.



32 Communism and Nationalism

The above passage both denies the possibility that an independent
theoretical contribution could be made by German economists adhering to
the principle of capitalist political economy and rejects the prospect that
Germany could become a capitalist country. As his comments on Western
conditions reveal, Marx also thought that the transition to communism
would be the next historical task, but that it could not take place ‘‘in one
country’’ alone. The following passage summarizes Marx’s view of the
historical process, which was to him a universal, worldwide process in
which humankind was the agent.

To hold that every nation goes through this development [of liberation from
capitalism] internally would be as absurd as the idea that every nation is
bound to go through the political development of France or the philosophical
development of Germany. What the nations have done as nations, they have
done for human society; their whole value consists only in the fact that each
single nation has accomplished for the benefit of other nations one of the
main historical aspects (one of the main determinations) in the framework
of which mankind has accomplished its development, and therefore after
industry in England, politics in France and philosophy in Germany have
been developed, they have been developed for the world, and their world-
historic significance, as also that of these nations, has thereby come to an
end.’

Marx did not admit the possibility of a national road to capitalism,
which List was trying to find, and had nothing to say in favor of socialism
in one country, because capitalism and communism were worldwide sys-
tems and could be treated only in a supranational setting. Marx’s basic
argument, therefore, was that it is pointless to ask such questions as, ‘‘At
what stage of development is Germany in comparison to France or En-
gland?”” and ‘‘What should the Germans do in order to attain England’s
stage of economic or political development?”’

As one ponders the passage just cited, one is tempted to exclaim: “‘If
only the Russians had known this! They would surely have saved them-
selves the argument about whether it was possible or not for their country
to skip stages in its historical development!”’ Indeed, they would have
saved themselves this argument, but only if they had first given up their
concern for Russia and had thought of themselves as members of the entire
human race. In that case, the question of Russia’s standing in comparison
with Germany or France would not have arisen, and nobody would have
thought of Russian solutions to Russian problems.

List, unlike Marx, based his entire argument on the idea that nations
are the basic units into which the human race is divided and that they
develop by passing through clearly definable stages. List recognized that
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a nation’s evolution was vitally affected by its relations with other nations,
and in this sense his history was indeed global or international, but he
insisted that a nation that wanted to survive as an independent entity had
to “‘[go] through this development internally.’” In other words, it had to
do precisely what Marx thought was an ‘‘absurd”’ idea to do.

On List’s premises, it was imperative to compare Germany’s level of
development with that attained by England and to view Germany as (to
use a contemporary term) a ‘‘developing country’’ that was suffering eco-
nomically and politically as a party engaged in ‘‘unequal exchange’’ with
a highly developed England. Thus List viewed the German problem in an
international context that included countries in various stages of devel-
opment—that is, Germany, on the one hand, and England, so far the only
fully modern country, on the other.

To Marx, the problem was completely different; capitalism, which he
called ‘‘industry’’ (a term he used in a socioeconomic rather than a tech-
nological sense), was the real exploiter, not England.

England’s industrial tyranny over the world is the domination of industry
over the world. England dominates us because industry dominates us. We
can free ourselves from England abroad only if we free ourselves from
industry at home. We shall be able to put an end to England’s domination
in the sphere of competition only if we overcome competition within our
borders. England has power over us because we have made industry into a
power over us.*

Marx went on to say that the German bourgeois, for selfish reasons of
course, advanced a completely different interpretation of the problem when
fighting against the English and French bourgeoisie. The German bourgeois
did so under the name of ‘‘nationality,’”’ but to Marx ‘‘nationality’’ was
a fraud and a disguise for the capitalist’s cynical materialism. Marx thought
that List’s theory was an attempt to modify the principles of political
economy and their application in relations between developed and devel-
oping countries (these terms are anachronistic but their meaning fully
corresponds to what List was arguing), for the advantage of the latter,
particularly Germany. (This modification involved the idea of national
interest as something that was distinct from the interest of the individual
capitalist or indeed from the class as a whole.) Marx characterized the
attempts to bring in ‘‘higher principles’’ in the following way:

The German idealizing philistine who wants to become wealthy must,
of course, first create for himself a new theory of wealth, one which makes
wealth worthy of his striving for it. The bourgeois in France and England
see the approach of the storm which will destroy in practice the real life of
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what had hitherto been called wealth, but the German bourgeois, who has
not yet arrived at this inferior wealth, tries to give a ncw, “‘spiritualistic’
interpretation of it. He creates for himself an “‘idealizing’’ political economy,
which has nothing in common with profane French and English political
economy, in order to justify to himself and the world that he, too, wants to
become wealthy. The German bourgeois begins his creation of wealth with
the creation of a high-flown hypocritically idealizing political economy.’

With List’s various protectionist measures in mind, Marx further argued
that the ‘‘German philistine’” wanted ‘‘the laws of competition, of ex-
change value, of huckstering, to lose their power at the frontier barriers
of his country!”” The German bourgeois accepted

the power of bourgeois society only insofar as it is in accord with his interests,
the interests of his class! He does not want to fall victim to a power to which
he wants to sacrifice others, and to which he sacrifices himself inside his
own country! Outside the country he wants to show himself and be treated
as a different being from what he is within the country and how he himself
behaves within the country! He wants to leave the cause in existence and
to abolish one of its effects!®

Marx saw List’s simultaneous support of free trade within a united
Germany and defense of external tariffs as contradictory: The ‘‘German
philistine’” wants to exploit the proletarians of his country, ‘‘but he wants
also not to be exploited outside the country.”” The idea of ‘‘nation’” did
the trick:

He puffs himself up into being the “‘nation’” in relation to foreign countrics
and says: | do not submit to the laws of competition; this is contrary to my
national dignity; as the nation I am being superior to huckstering. . . . Within
the country, money is the fatherland of the industrialist.’

Marx found this impossible; the German bourgeois must understand
that “‘selling oneself out inside the country has as its necessary consequence
selling out outside.’” Marx questioned whether the state, which the bour-
geois wants to subordinate to himself inside the country, would be able
to “‘protect him from the action of bourgeois society outside the country.””®

This subject of economic power inside and outside a country raised
the broader question of whether the bourgeoisie as a class had common
interests that transcended national boundaries, and if so, what those in-
terests were. Marx responded by saying that the general interests of the
bourgeoisie were identical interests; as a class, they were “‘just as the wolf
as a wolf has an identical interest with his fellow wolves, however much
it is to the interest of each individual wolf that he and not another should
pounce on the prey.’”’
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However much the individual bourgeois fights against the others, as a class
the bourgeois have a common interest, and this community of interest, which
is directed against the proletariat inside the country, is directed against the
bourgeois of other nations outside the country. This the bourgeois calls his
nationality."’

But Marx did not specify how and why it should be possible for some
bourgeois to agree on a common interest against other bourgeois, and why
the basis for union and separation should be nationality, for example,
German nationality. Obviously, an economic factor was not the only de-
terminant of national unity. Had Marx admitted as much, he would have
recognized that nationality could not be wholly reduced to class economic
interests. He preferred not to allow that there was more to the unity of the
German nation than the selfish class interest of the German bourgeoisie.
But had he been consistent, he would have recognized that a segment of
the bourgeoisie defined nationally could not have an identical economic
interest against the rest of that class. Surely some German bourgeois ac-
tually benefited from a free-trade relationship with foreign countries even
if free trade hurt other (perhaps most) German capitalists? If the former
sacrificed their economic advantage in the name of national interest, were
they acting primarily out of class motivations?

Marx did not ask such questions. When he compared ‘‘the German
bourgeois’’ with a wolf among wolves, or with a pack of wolves competing
with other packs of wolves for (the proletarian) prey, he did not think it
possible that one day the ‘‘German wolves’” might make a deal with their
fellow German ‘‘sheep’” against foreign ‘‘wolves’” and ‘‘sheep.’” He did
not envisage the proletariat succumbing to nationalistic temptations prof-
fered by the bourgeoisie. The ‘‘List Critique’” mentioned no such possi-
bility. On the contrary, it contained the following categorical declaration:

The nationality of the worker is neither French, nor English, nor German,
it is labour, free slavery, self-huckstering. His government is neither French,
nor English, nor German, it is capital. His native air is neither French, nor
German, nor English, it is factory air. The land belonging to him is neither
French, nor English, nor German, it lies a few feet below the ground."

This is as explicit a statement on the nature of the proletariat’s rela-
tionship to nation as anyone could ask for, and it deserves to be elevated
to the status of the better known words on the same subject in The Com-
munist Manifesto.

However, Marx’s comments on the relation of the bourgeoisie in a
backward country (such as Germany in the 1840s) to the ideology of
nationalism are no less significant. He claimed, as we have noted, that



36 Communism and Nationalism

nationalism is the viewpoint of the bourgeoisie in a backward country that
wants to be protected from the more advanced and more powerful bourgeoi-
sie abroad. This bourgeoisie wants freedom to exploit the proletariat at
home without having to compete in such exploitation with foreign bourgeoi-
sie. The motives of the ‘‘national’’ bourgeoisie are thus presented as
completely ‘‘materialistic’” and selfish. Its ideas and ideals are a cover-up
for the drive for money, for wealth—'‘money is the fatherland of the
industrialist.”” Theories such as List’s are ideological masquerades delib-
erately set up to mislead. The ideology of the German bourgeoisie as
represented by List is full of ““spiritual’ talk about principles, religion,
and the sacrifice for the common good. But in fact, Marx felt, the policies
recommended by List would allow the German bourgeois ‘‘to exploit his
fellow countrymen, indeed exploit them even more than they were exploited
from abroad,’”’ because protective tariffs require sacrifices from the
consumers. '

Marx observed that List’s theory was designed, among other purposes,
to convince the ruling class ‘‘whose permission the German bourgeois
thinks he requires for his emancipation.””"” Marx thus acknowledged that
since in Germany the bourgeoisie did not control the state, it needed the
support of those in power: ‘‘The bourgeois wants protective tariffs from
the state in order to lay his hands on state power and wealth.”” Marx was
not taken in by List’s willingness to recognize the state as a guiding force
in the nation’s economic life; he viewed it as a ruse on the bourgeoisie’s
part. Precisely because in Germany, ‘‘unlike in England and France, he
[the bourgeois] does not have state power at his disposal and therefore
cannot arbitrarily guide it as he likes,”” the bourgeois ‘‘has to resort to
requests, [and] it is necessary for him in relation to the state, the activity
(mode of operation) of which he wants to control for his own benefit, to
depict his demand from it as a concession that he makes to the state,
whereas [in reality} he demands concessions from the state.””'

Therefore, through the medium of Herr List, he {the German bourgeois]
proves to the state that his theory differs from all others in that he allows
the state to interfere in and control industry, in that he has the highest opinion
of the economic wisdom of the state, and only asks it to give full scope for
its wisdom, on condition, of course, that this wisdom is limited to providing
““strong’” protective tariffs. His demand that the state should act in accord-
ance with his interests is depicted by him as recognition of the state, rec-
ognition that the state has the right to interfere in the sphere of civil society.’

In this respect, too, the behavior of the German bourgeoisie was quite
unlike that of the West European bourgeoisie, and as expected, was very
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unflattering to the Germans: ‘“What would have become of the English
and French bourgeoisie if it had first to ask a high-ranking nobility, an
esteemed bureaucracy and the ancient ruling dynasties for permission to
give ‘industry’ the ‘force of law’?"'°

Marx further contrasted List’s “‘humble attitude to the nobility, the
ancient ruling dynasties and the bureaucracy’’ with his ‘‘audacious’” op-
position to the French and English political economy. List opposed the
English because, headed by Adam Smith, they “‘cynically betrayed the
secret of ‘wealth’ and made impossible all illusions about its nature, tend-
ency, and movement.”’ In other words, Western political economy, how-
ever bourgeois, was too honest for the taste of the German hypocrite. ‘‘For
since the German bourgeois is concerned with protective tariffs, the whole
development of political economy since Smith has, of course, no meaning
for him, because all its most outstanding representatives presuppose the
present-day bourgeois society of competition and free trade.””"’

In Marx’s opinion, the Listian argument about the national interest and
the development of ‘‘productive forces’ constituted a retrogression, a
retreat from the intellectual and analytical levels attained by the bourgeois
political economy of Adam Smith. Marx noted approvingly that the earlier
“‘scientific spokesmen of political economy,’” having spoken for the Eng-
lish and French bourgeoisie with a ‘‘frank, classic cynicism,”” had ‘‘ele-
vated wealth into a god and ruthlessly sacrificed everything else to it, this
Moloch, in science, as well.”” This stood in sharp contrast to ‘‘the ideal-
izing, phrase-mongering, bombastic manner of Herr List, who in the midst
of political economy despises the wealth of ‘righteous men’ and knows
loftier aims.””'® To repeat our earlier comment, Marx gave no hint that
what List proposed to do in Germany might be progressive or relatively
progressive in view of Germany’s backward condition as compared with
Britain or France. (Marx changed his view on this score in the 1860s--
1870s, however, when he accepted the fact that Germany would become
a capitalist country.)

Marx thought that the German bourgeoisie’s goal was to attain the
level reached in the West: ‘“The whole desire of the bourgeoisie amounts,
in essence, to bringing the factory system to the level of ‘English’ prosperity
and making industrialism the regulator of society, i.e., to bringing about
the disorganization of society.””'” He did not think this was a goal worth
pursuing and spoke with contempt about ‘‘the wretched individual who
[in his outlook] remains within the present system, who desires only to
raise it to a level which it has not yet reached in his own country, and
who looks with greedy envy on another nation that has reached this
level.””*® Marx questioned the right of those who (like List) advocated this
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kind of national development to depict it as one promoting ‘‘the devel-
opment of man’s abilities and man’s mastery of the forces of nature.”

This is just as vile as if a slave-driver werc to boast that he flourished his
whip over his slaves in order that the slaves should have the pleasure of
exercising their muscular power. The German philistine is the slave-driver
who flourishes the whip of protective tariffs in order to instil in his nation
the spirit of ‘‘industrial education’” and teach it to excrcisc its muscular
powers.”™

Marx made it clear that there was an alternative to ‘‘industry.”” It was
possible to view ‘‘industry’’ as something involving more than “‘sordid
huckstering interest’’:

Industry can be regarded as a great workshop in which man first takes
possession of his own forces and the forces of nature, objectifies himself
and creates for himself the conditions for a human existence.”

When onc regards industry in this light, however, ‘‘one abstracts from
the circumstances in which it operates today, and in which it exists as
industry, one’s standpoint is not from within the industrial epoch, but
above it.”> Such a historical standpoint looks beyond what industry “‘is
for man today’’ and sces ‘‘what present-day man is for human history,
what he is historically.”” This view therefore recognizes not “‘industry as
such’ but “‘the power which industry has without knowing or willing it
and which destroys it and creates the basis for a human existence.’’”

To look at “‘industry’ in this way, Marx continued, is to recognize
that ‘‘the hour has come for it to be done away with, or for the abolition
of the material and social conditions in which mankind has had to develop
its abilities as a slave.”””

Thus there stood against the bourgeoisie, as its enemy and its slave,
not only the proletariat (and *‘in the shape of the proletariat the power of
a new order’’) but also the ‘‘forces of nature’’ themselves.

The forces of nature and the social forces which industry brings into
being (conjures up), stand in the same relation to it as the proletariat. Today
they are still the slaves of the bourgeois, and in them he sees nothing but
the instruments (the bearers) ot his dirty (selfish) lust for profit; tomorrow
they will break their chains and reveal themselves as the bearers of human
development which will blow him sky-high together with his industry, which
assumes the dirty outer shell-—which he regards as its essence—only until
the human kernel has gained sufficient strength to burst this shell and appear
in its own shape. Tomorrow they will burst the chains by which the bourgeois
separates them from man and so distorts (transforms) them from a real social
bond into fetters of society.”
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When he considered the prospects of human liberation and of an in-
teraction involving the forces of nature, technology (which was “‘industry”’
without the bourgeoisie), and social classes such as the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie, Marx made the comment quoted earlier (identified in note 3
of this chapter) on the senselessness of imagining that such matters could
be resolved by individual nations acting on their own, with each passing
“‘internally’’ through the necessary stages of human development: ‘‘To
hold that every nation goes through this development internally would be
... absurd.”” In the framework Marx adopted, German nationalism, be-
cause it wanted Germany ‘‘to go through® the development of England,
was precisely this: an attempt to preserve or introduce the system of ex-
ploitation, of slavery.

It is not altogether surprising that Marx had only harsh words for the
thinker who would propose a system justifying such a program of enslave-
ment at the moment when real liberation was a real prospect. Obviously,
List—as the leading spokesman for the German bourgeoisie, a social class
that had ‘‘missed the boat’’—was trying to appear on the stage after the
play had ended (“‘post festum’’) and therefore could not have a very original
mind. Indeed, this was just what Marx thought about List. List was an
inferior thinker who ‘‘despite all his boasting . . . has put forward not a
single proposition that had not been advanced long before him not only
by the defenders of the prohibitive system, but even by writers of the
‘School” invented by Herr List. . . . Only the illusions and idealizing lan-
guage (phrases) belong to Herr List.”’*® According to Marx, ‘‘not a single
basic idea” in List’s book ‘‘has not been first stated, and better stated,”’
in the book by Frangois Ferrier, Du gouvernement considéré dans ses
rapports avec le commerce, published in Paris in 1805.”

But, Marx noted, Ferrier, who had been a customs official under Na-
poleon, had defended the Continental System. This circumstance stopped
Marx from further comparing List and Ferrier’s intellectual capacities and
led him to the more significant consideration of the relative strengths and
merits of the political causes for which Ferrier and List spoke.

The difference between Ferrier and List is that the former writes in
support of an undertaking of world-historic importance—the Continental
System, whereas the latter writes in support of a petty, weak-minded
bourgeoisie. . . . all that remains as his share is empty idealizing, the pro-
ductive force of which consists in words—and the clever hypocrisy of the
German bourgeois striving for domination.>

So much for the cause of national unification and economic modern-
ization of Germany—some practical results of which Marx would live long
enough to see with his own eyes.
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After 1845, Marx returned to issues raised by List on several occasions
without ever reconsidering his original judgment on the List system. Thus
he referred to Listian concerns in September 1847, in two speeches on
free trade and protectionism. In one speech, he distinguished between
protectionists like Gustav von Giilich, who wanted to prevent the entry of
foreign industrial goods and at the same time to hinder the growth of
national industry in order to save handicraft production, and protectionists
like List, who did not protect ‘‘small industry, handicraft proper.”’ Marx
asked, ‘“Have Dr. List and his school in Germany by any chance demanded
protective tariffs for the small linen industry, for hand loom-weaving, for
handicraft production?”” No, Marx replied, they simply wanted ‘‘to oust
handicraft production with machines and patriarchal industry with modern
industry.”” In short, they wished ‘‘to extend the dominion of the bourgeoi-
sie, and in particular of the big industrial capitalists.”” Accordingly, their
program accepted the decline of small industry, the petty bourgeoisie, and
the small farmers ‘‘as a sad and inevitable . . . occurrence’’ that was at the
same time necessary for the industrial development of Germany.”

If they were honest, Marx said, the protectionists proper (i.e., other
than those of the Giilich persuasion) would tell the workers that ‘‘it is
better to be exploited by one’s fellow countrymen than by foreigners.”
Marx did not expect the working class even to accept this ‘‘solution,”
because it was ‘‘indeed very patriotic, but nonetheless a little too ascetic
and spiritual for people whose only occupation consists in the production
of riches, of material wealth.””™*

Marx rejected as self-contradictory the argument of those who sug-
gested that the national capital, strengthened in opposition to foreign cap-
ital, would be ‘‘small and weak in opposition to the working class’’ and
therefore amenable to social reform favorable to workers within the coun-
try. It was a delusion to expect such reform to occur. ‘‘In general, social
reforms can never be brought about by the weakness of the strong; they
must and will be called to life by the strength of the weak.”*!

In a second speech that month, Marx voiced no illusions about what
free trade would do to the condition of workers: ““The lowest level of
wages is the natural price of the commodity of labour . . . [under free trade]
all commodities will be sold at a cheaper price.””

You have to choose: Either you must disavow the whole of political economy
as it exists at present, or you must allow that under the frcedom of trade
the whole severity of the laws of political economy will be applied to the
working classes. Is that to say that we are against Free Trade? No, we are
for Frec Trade, because by Frce Trade all economical laws, with their most
astounding contradictions, will act upon a larger scale, upon a greater cxtent
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of territory, upon the territory of the whole earth; and because from the
uniting of all these contradictions into a single group, where they stand face
to face, will result the struggle which will itself eventuate in the emancipation
of the proletarians.™

There were certain new formulations on January 9, 1848, when Marx
spoke again on free trade. He insisted that free trade meant in reality
“‘freedom of Capital’” and that its *‘only result will be that the antagonism
of these two classes (bourgeoisie and proletariat) will stand out more
clearly.”” He was sure it would not establish a universal brotherhood.> At
the same time, he claimed, with reference to the plight of both the East
and West Indies in the international trade, that the free traders ‘‘cannot
understand how one nation can grow rich at the expense of another.””>*
The implication is that he himself understood how this was so. If he did
understand, he had changed his position from that expressed in the ‘‘List
Critique’” in which the possibility of international exploitation was ex-
plicitly denied—that is, England did not exploit Germany, but rather the
bourgeoisie exploited the workers.

Also in this speech Marx conceded that protectionism might help devel-
op free competition within a country but insisted that nevertheless it would
make the protectionist country in fact dependent on the world market.

The Protective system is nothing but a means of establishing manufacture
upon a large scale in any given country, that is to say, of making it dependent
upon the market of the world; and from the moment that dependence upon
the market of the world is established, there is more or less dependence
upon Free Trade too.™

There is a faint hint here of the possibility that perhaps a case could
be made for the existence of a *‘relatively progressive national bourgeoisie’’
in a ““developing country’’ struggling against ‘‘imperialism.”’ But Marx
left this possibility for his successors to consider more fully.” To avail
oneself of this possibility, one would have to accept ‘‘the nation’ as a
value in itself; Marx did not do that. His own emphasis and overall as-
sessment were different.

Generally speaking, the Protective system in these days is conservative,
while the Free Trade system works destructively. It breaks up old nation-
alities and carries antagonism of proletariat and bourgeoisie to the uttermost
point. In a word, the Free Trade system hastens the Social Revolution. In
this revolutionary sense alone, gentlemen, I am in favor of Free Trade.”

In Marx’s scheme of things, capitalism was a doomed system when
viewed, as Marx insisted it should be viewed, in terms of world history.
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At first, as in the ‘‘List Critique,’” he thought a program to build capitalism
in one country was bound to fail if it tried to emancipate that country from
the workings of the world capitalist market; the state, on which the
bourgeoisie in Germany counted as its protector abroad and liberator at
home, would not be able to resist the world market. By 1848, he modified
his view of the potential of protectionism and granted that it might have
a temporary effect. But that would only pave the way for free trade in any
event. He did not think that nationalism stood for anything other than a
class interest of the bourgeoisie, and he was quite sure that what others
called ‘‘national liberation’’ stood in the way of real liberation. The Ger-
mans needed to be liberated as human beings.



4

Nation and Revolution:
Marx and Engels, 1845-1848

After the *‘List Critique,”” but before The Communist Manifesto, Marx
and Engels continued to work out their stand on the questions of nationality
and the role of the national factor in history and politics in relation both
to class conflict and to what they understood by the liberation of the
individual as a human being. An examination of those issues in selected
writings from 1845-1848 makes it possible to link Marx’s earlier for-
mulations with the comprehensive and systematic statement found in the
Manifesto.

In criticizing List, Marx recognized, as we have seen, that the bourgeoi-
sie was divided into separate national units, such as the German bourgeoi-
sie. The latter fought for its interests against its French and British class
comrades while exploiting or seeking to exploit the proletariat just as any
bourgeois would. Marx never quite explained why, if ‘*big industry created
everywhere the same relations between the classes of society, and thus
destroyed the peculiar individuality of the various nationalities,”” at the
same time ‘‘the bourgeoisie of each nation still retained separate national
interests.””"

While he recognized the bourgeoisie’s nationalism, Marx was quite
sure that in the proletariat ‘‘big industry created a class which in all nations
has the same interest and with which nationality is already dead.’’*> The
proletariat was completely unlike any other class, as it was “‘the class
which no longer counts as a class in society, is not recognized as a class,
and is in itself the expression of the dissolution of all classes, nationalities,
etc., within present society.”” Similarly, a revolution carried out by the
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proletariat would be unlike any previous revolution. In all previous rev-
olutions, ‘‘the mode of activity always remained unscathed and it was only
a question of a different distribution of this activity, a new distribution of
labour to other persons.”” The proletarian, or communist, revolution, on
the other hand, ‘‘is dirccted against the preceding mode of activity, does
away with labour, and abolishes the rule of all classes with the classes
themselves.””’

When he compared the history of Germany with that of France, Marx
passed a very unfavorable judgment on the failure of the German bourgeoi-
sie to speak up, if only for a brief moment, for the whole society, not
merely for its own narrow, sectarian, and selfish interest. He went even
further and denied that the German bourgeoisie had any future in view of
the fact that capitalism had outlived itself in terms of world-historical
development. At the same time, Marx did not allow any possibility that
the German proletariat might instead become the national force that the
bourgeoisie did not become. On the contrary, he repeatedly stressed that
the mission of the proletariat was to destroy not only class divisions derived
from private property, but also nationality.

The same thought is to be found in Engels. Thus, in an article written
in 1845, Engels said that the bourgeoisie had in each country ‘‘its own
special interests, and since these interests are the most important to it, it
can never transcend nationality.”” The proletariat, on the other hand, would
be able—indeed, had already begun—to ‘‘fraternize on an international
scale.”

But the proletarians in all countries have one and the same interest, one and
the same enemy, and one and the same struggle. The great mass of prole-
tarians are, by their very nature, free from national prejudices and their
whole disposition and movement is essentially humanitarian, antinationalist.
Only the proletarians can destroy nationality, only the awakening proletariat
can bring about fraternization between the different nations.”

The passage we just quoted is the version that was ‘‘improved’’ from the
original German by the Moscow publishers of the current edition of Marx
and Engels’ works. Engels really said (in the second sentence quoted) that
the proletariat is ‘‘essentially humanitarian, antinationa

There were times, however, for example in 1847, when Marx admitted
that an international solidarity of the bourgeoisie, a bourgeois brotherhood
of nations, did exist after all. Such a ‘‘brotherhood,’” of course, was ‘‘the
brotherhood of the oppressors against the oppressed, of the exploiters
against the exploited.”” Just as ‘‘the bourgeois class of one country is
united by brotherly ties against the proletariat of that country, so the
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bourgeois of all countries, despite their mutural conflicts and competition
on the world market, are united by brotherly ties against the proletariat of
all countries.””

But this applied of course to the bourgeoisie, a small and, according
to Marx’s analysis of capitalism, constantly shrinking segment of the pop-
ulation whose solidarity was based on a shared exploitation of the workers.
What about the international (or transnational) solidarity of the working
people? What was it based on?

“‘For the peoples to be able truly to unite,”” Marx explained, ‘‘they
must have common interests.”” But for this to happen, ‘‘the existing prop-
erty relations must be done away with, for these property relations involve
the exploitation of some nations by others.”” Only the working class was
concerned with bringing about ‘‘the abolition of existing property rela-
tions.”” This meant that the liquidation of national exploitation could not
be achieved within the framework of capitalist relations of property (which,
as we shall see, List hoped could be done if his policies were adopted).
Accordingly, Marx argued that the ‘‘victory of the proletariat over the
bourgeoisie is at the same time, victory over the national and industrial
conflicts which today range the peoples of the various countries against
one another in hostility and enmity. And so the victory of the proletariat
over the bourgeoisie is at the same time the signal of liberation for all
oppressed nations.””’

What about those peoples who had not yet been conquered by the
bourgeoisie? On this issue we have a clear statement by Engels, whose
views may be quoted here as they appear to be those of Marx as well. In
an article of January 1848, Engels praised the then ongoing French conquest
of Algeria, despite the ‘‘highly blameable’” methods of the French: ‘“The
conquest of Algeria is an important and fortunate fact for the progress of
civilization.”’®

And if we may regret that the liberty of the Bedouins of the desert has been
destroyed, we must not forget that these same Bedouins were a nation of
robbers. . . . All these nations of free barbarians look very proud, noble and
glorious at a distance, but only come near them and you will find that they,
as well as the more civilized nations, are ruled by the lust of gain, and only
employ ruder and more cruel means. And, after all, the modern bourgeois,
with civilization, industry, order, and at least relative enlightenment follow-
ing him, is preferable to the feudal lord or to the marauding robber, with
the barbarian state of society to which they belong.”

The liberation of nations depended then on the progress of the prole-
tarian cause against capitalism. As summarized by Engels, Marx said in
a speech commemorating the seventeenth anniversary of the Polish rev-
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olution of 1830: ‘‘England would give the signal for the deliverance of
Poland. . . . The success of other European democrats depended on the
victory of the English Chartists; therefore Poland would be saved by En-
gland.’’'® Because in England the antagonism between the proletariat and
bourgeoisie was sharpest, ‘‘the decisive struggle’” was inevitable there.
Marx expected that therefore “‘in all probability the fight would begin™
in England and that it ‘‘would end with universal triumph of democracy
... which would also break the Polish yoke.””"'

Marx thought that ‘‘Poland must be liberated not in Poland but in
England” and insisted that the victory of the English workers over the
bourgeoisie would be ‘‘decisive for the victory of all the oppressed over
their oppressors.”” Directly addressing the Chartists, he declared: ‘‘Defeat
your own internal enemies and you will then be able to pride yourselves
on having defeated the entire society.””*

Why was the struggle between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat the
most intense in England? Why was England so important for the whole
world? Marx answers: ‘‘Because in England, as a result of modern industry,
of the introduction of machinery, all oppressed classes are being merged
together into a single great class with common interests, the class of the
proletariat.”” For the same reason, ‘‘all classes of oppressors’” merged
““into a single class, the bourgeoisie.”” ‘“The struggle has thus been sim-
plified and so it will be possible to decide it by one single heavy blow.”’
It was owing to ‘‘machinery’’ that the differences within the working people
were eliminated through the leveling of the living standards of all workers,
that is, ‘‘without machinery no Chartism, and although machinery may
temporarily worsen your position it is nevertheless machinery that makes
our victory possible.”’"

Marx pointed out that the same process was occurring in Belgium,
America, France, and Germany. Modern technology (‘‘machinery’’) has
been evening out ‘‘the position of all workers and daily continues to do
so more and more; in all these countries the workers now have the same
interest, which is the overthrow of the class that oppresses them—the
bourgeoisie.”” ‘‘Machinery’’ lay behind the ‘‘identification of the party
interests of the workers of all nations.”” This process thus marked ‘‘an
enormous historical advance.’’ The condition of the workers of all countries
was the same and so were their interests and their enemies. It followed
from this that the workers must ‘‘fight together, they must oppose the
brotherhood of the bourgeoisie of all nations with a brotherhood of the
workers of all nations.””"* The revolution would clearly be international.

In ““Principles of Communism,’” which Engels wrote in October 1847
and which was used by Marx in writing The Communist Manifesto, the
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following question was asked: ‘‘Will it be possible for this revolution to
take place in one country?”’

This was answered with a firm negative. ‘‘Large-scale industry, already
by creating the world market, has so linked up all the peoples of the earth,
and especially the civilized peoples, that each people is dependent on what
happens to another.”” It was further explained that ‘‘large-scale industry”’
in ““all civilized countries’’ transformed the bourgeoisie and the proletariat
into “‘the two decisive classes of society’” and their struggle into “‘the
main struggle of the day.”’

The communist revolution will therefore be no merely national one; it will
be a revolution taking place simultaneously in all civilized countries, that
is, at least in England, America, France and Germany. . . . It will develop
more quickly or more slowly according to whether the country has a more
developed industry, more wealth, and a more considerable mass of produc-
tive forces. It will therefore be slowest and most difficult to carry out in
Germany, quickest and easiest in England. It will also have an important
effect upon the other countries of the world, and will completely change
and greatly accelerate their previous manner of development. It is a world-
wide revolution and will therefore be worldwide in scope.®

Engels conceded that the differences between individual countries in
the revolutionary process might be quite serious. For example, in Germany,
where the struggle between the absolute monarchy and the bourgeoisie
was yet to come, the Communists would at first support the bourgeoisie
and then try to overthrow it.'®

To some extent, Engels contradicted an earlier stand of Marx: In his
“‘List Critique,”” Marx had doubted whether the bourgeoisie would make
a bid for power in Germany at all. Engels’ view was also different from
that presented in The Communist Manifesto, which saw the communist
revolution as the immediate task facing Germany precisely because Ger-
many was more backward than the West. To some extent this contradiction
is not surprising: Marx and Engels did not see eye to eye on all questions.
Engels, for example, tended to be more willing to recognize the importance
of matters relating to nationality. There was, however, no serious diver-
gence of their views on the revolution: On that issue, both Marx and Engels
were strictly internationalist.

As we shall see, Marx retained his international vision as he considered
the revolutionary prospects in light of the events of 1848. By the end of
that year, he had realized that social, political, as well as national and
international issues and conflicts were interrelated in ways he had not
anticipated before. Even then, however, he did not modify or revise his
strategic assessment of the role of the national factor in European politics,
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although he modified somewhat the grand scenario that involved England
as the main actor. On December 31, 1848, Marx wrote an article for the
January 1, 1849 issue of the Neue Rheinische Zeitung. He declared in it
that the most crucial of all the multiple lines of conflict was the revolu-
tionary struggle in France: ‘“The liberation of Europe, whether brought
about by the struggle of the oppressed nationalities for their independence
or by overthrowing feudal absolutism, depends therefore on the successful
uprising of the French working class.”’ He further argued that the English
bourgeoisie would try to “‘thwart’” any such upheaval in France by taking
part in a European war that *‘will be the first result of a successful workers’
revolution in France.”’

England will head the counter-revolutionary armies, just as it did during the
Napoleonic period, but through the war itself it will be thrown to the head
of the revolutionary movement and it will repay the debt it owes in regard
to the revolution of the eighteenth century. [That is, England will atone for
its past role as the main enemy of the American and French revolutions.]"”

Marx thought that because of England’s importance, a ‘‘European
war’’ involving England would be a world war ‘‘waged in Canada as in
Italy, in East Indies as in Prussia, in Africa as on the Danube.’’ Only a
war like that ‘‘can overthrow the old England’’ by providing the Chartists,
‘‘the party of the organized English workers, with the conditions for a
successful rising against their gigantic oppressors.’” Then, after the Char-
tists had taken power, the social revolution would pass ‘‘from the sphere
of utopia to that of reality.”’

The importance of the English proletariat was a reflection of the role
England had acquired in the modern world. Marx called England ‘‘the
country that turns whole nations into its proletarians, that takes the whole
world within its immense embrace, that has already once defrayed the cost
of a European Restoration.’’ It was also the country of most acute and
sharp class contradictions.

England seems to be the rock against which the revolutionary waves break,
the country where the new society is stifled even in the womb. England
dominates the world market. A revolution of the economic relations in any
country of the European continent, in the whole European continent without
England, is a storm in a teacup. Industrial and commercial relations within
each nation are governed by its intercourse with other nations, and depend
on its relations with the world market. But the world market is dominated
by England, and England is dominated by the bourgeoisie. '
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Marx concluded his article as follows: ‘“The table of contents for 1849
reads: REVOLUTIONARY RISING OF THE FRENCH WORKING
CLASS, WORLD WAR.’"

In a revealing phrase quoted earlier, Marx told the English Chartists
that if they were to defeat their ‘‘internal enemies’” they would be able to
pride themselves on ‘‘having defeated the entire society.”” That ‘‘entire
society’” clearly referred to the world capitalist system, the world held
together by the capitalist market. This is a point of central importance in
any attempt to understand Marx’s view of the role of the state and na-
tionality in history. For him, the real unit of history, and therefore the unit
of historical analysis, was the whole of human society, not any of its
segments divided by geographic, political, or linguistic criteria. He did
not believe in a ‘‘revolution in one country’” because he recognized no
“‘history in one country.”’ In other words, Marx did not think that national
or state boundaries imposed a meaningful restraint on the operation of
those larger causal factors that gave rise to such events as revolution. He
did not think therefore that a state or a nation constituted an entity that
could be analyzed within itself.

Marx’s evaluation of the German bourgeoisie (and of the German
Revolution of 1848, as compared with the earlier revolutions in France
and Britain) was consistent with his conception of history. To him, history
was world history, a process in which local and national developments
formed only a part and an admittedly insignificant part—unless, that is, a
nation happened to find itself, during a certain turning point in world
history, at the head of the progress of all humanity.

Such a historically important role had been played by the revolutionary
bourgeoisie in the West, to which the German bourgeoisie, in Marx’s
view, represented such a pitiful contrast. Marx stressed that the revolutions
of 1648 and of 1789 *‘were not English and French revolutions, they were
revolutions of a European type.”’

They did not represent the victory of a particular class of society over the
old political order; they proclaimed the political order of the new European
society. The bourgeoisie was victorious in these revolutions, but the victory
of the bourgeoisie was at the time the victory of a new social order, the
victory of bourgeois ownership over feudal ownership, of nationality over
provincialism, of competition over the guild, of the division of land over
primogeniture, of the rule of the landowner over the domination of the owner
by the land, of enlightenment over superstition, of the family over the family
name, of industry over heroic idleness, of bourgeois law over medieval
privileges. The revolution of 1648 was the victory of the seventeenth century
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over the sixteenth century; the revolution of 1789 was the victory of the
cighteenth century over the seventeenth. These revolutions reflected the
needs of the world at that time rather than the needs of those parts of the
world where they occurred, that is, England and France.”

In the same terms, Marx also contrasted the German Revolution with
the February 1848 revolution in France. The latter, he said, ‘‘actually
abolished the constitutional monarchy and nominally abolished the rule of
the bourgeoisie. The Prussian revolution in March was intended to establish
nominally a constitutional monarchy and to establish actually the rule of
the bourgeoisie. Far from being a European revolution it was merely a
stunted after-effect of a European revolution in a backward country.”” The
German Revolution ‘‘instead of being ahead of its century . ..was over
half a century behind its time. . . . It was not a question of establishing a
new society, but of resurrecting in Berlin a society that had expired in
Paris.”’?'

Marx’s writing of the 1848-1849 period contains many harsh and
contemptuous strictures addressed to the German bourgeoisie. But Marx
apparently did not consider that if the German bourgeoisie was as feeble,
sluggish, and timid as he insisted it was when it “‘confronted feudalism
and absolutism,”” its behavior was perfectly sound from its own class point
of view. Why should the bourgeoisie have speeded up its demise by acting
more boldly? Marx himself admitted the bourgeoisie already ‘‘saw men-
acingly confronting it the proletariat and all sections of the middle class
whose interests and ideas were related to those of the proletariat.”” The
following description of the German bourgeoisie’s behavior (assuming that
Marx’s ‘‘facts”” are right) would suggest that it acted very sensibly, in
accordance with its class interest. (Or should a class be blamed for not
acting against its vital interests?)

Unlike the French bourgeoisie of 1789, the Prussian bourgeoisie, when it
confronted the monarchy and aristocracy, the representatives of the old
society, was not a class speaking for the whole of modern society. It had
sunk to the level of a kind of social estate as clearly distinct from the Crown
as it was from the people. . . . From the first it was inclined to betray the
people and to compromise with the crowned representative of the old society,
for it itself already belonged to the old society; it did not represent the
interests of a new society against an old one, but renewed interests within
an obsolete society.”

Marx’s strictures against the German bourgeoisie can only make sense
if one recognizes that there was nothing ‘‘nattonal’’ in the class itself or
its conduct. We may well imagine that he would have been even more



Nation and Revolution: Marx and Engels, 18451848 51

critical of the Italian, Spanish, or Russian bourgeoisies had any of them
come to his attention then. The German bourgeoisie was feeble, backward,
and contemptible because no bourgeoisie could take significant action once
the English and French bourgeoisie had performed their world-historical
mission in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries respectively. The Ger-
man bourgeoisie was condemned because the proletariat, its historic suc-
cessor, was already on the stage as a distinct force.

This was to be seen not necessarily in the German context, but rather
when examining the world at large or “‘civil society.”” “‘Civil society is
the true source and theatre of all history,”” Marx wrote in The German
Ideology.

How absurd is the conception of history held hitherto, which neglects the
real relationships and confines itself to high-sounding dramas of princes and
states. . . . Civil society embraces the whole material intercourse of individ-
vals within a definite stage of the development of productive forces. It
embraces the whole commercial and industrial life of a given stage and,
insofar, transcends the State and the nation, though, on the other hand again,
it must assert itself in foreign relations as nationality, and inwardly must
organize itself as State.*

Marx never managed to explain why and in what circumstances civil
society ‘‘must assert itself . . . as nationality.”” But there can be no doubt
that he considered nationality to be a minor factor, a ‘‘dependent variable,”’
in the process of social development. He had been aware of the back-
wardness of Germany before 1848, but he was not prepared to recognize
that the contradiction between the state of ‘‘Germany’’ and the state of
the more advanced part of the world was important or meaningful in a
national sense. ‘‘Germany’’ belonged to a larger whole. On the contrary,
he did recognize a peculiar spatial form of the contradiction of *‘existing
social relations . . . with existing forms of production’”’ that “‘can also occur
in a particular national sphere of relations through the appearance of the
contradiction, not within the national orbit, but between this national con-
sciousness and the practice of other nations, i.e., between the national and
the general consciousness of a nation (as we see it now in Germany).”’**

In other words, the problem in Germany was to free the ‘‘general
consciousness’” of the nation, which it shared with the advanced world,
from its ‘‘national’’ component, which Marx obviously identified as Ger-
man backwardness exemplified by the German bourgeoisie. And the Ger-
man bourgeoisic was backward because it was to be replaced by the already
existing worldwide proletariat.

The proletariat’s mission was not to liberate nations in order to make
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them live in isolation from each other, but to liberate people as ‘‘world-
historical’” individuals, as persons engaged in ‘‘world-historical activity,”’
which raised them above narrow identities and ties. The force that enslaved
individuals was a worldwide phenomenon as well. As Marx put it, ‘‘sep-
arate individuals have, with the broadening of their activity into world-
historical activity, become more and more enslaved under a power alien
to them . .., a power which has become more and more enormous and,
in the last instance, turns out to be the world market.”””

That society dominated by the world market would be overthrown ‘‘by
the communist revolution . . . and the abolition of private property which
is identical with it.”” The liberation of the individual would be accomplished
“‘in the measure in which history becomes transformed into world history.”’

Only then will the separate individuals be liberated from the various national
and local barriers, be brought into practical connection with the material
and intellectual production of the whole world and be put in a position to
acquire the capacity to enjoy this all-sided production of the whole earth
(the creations of man). All-round dependence, this natural form of world-
historical co-operation of individuals, will be transformed by this communist
revolution into the control and conscious mastery of these powers, which,
bormn of the actions of men on one another, have till now overawed and
governed men as powers completely alien to them.”

When we bear in mind this conception of individual liberation as a
‘“‘world-historical’’ agent, we can understand why Engels spoke in the
following terms about the future of nations under communism in his *‘Draft
of a Communist Confession of Faith,”” written in June 1847:

Question 21: Will nationalities continue to exist under communism?
Answer: The nationalities of the peoples who join together according to the
principle of community will be just as much compelled by this union to
merge with one another and thereby supersede themselves as the various
differences between estates and classes disappear through the superseding
of their basis—private property.”’

The future of nations was to be exactly the same as that of religion:

Question 22: Do Communists reject the existing religions?

Answer: All religions which have existed hitherto were expressions of his-
torical stages of development of individual peoples or groups of peoples.
But communism is that stage of historical development which makes all
existing religions superfluous and supersedes them.™

Both religion and nationality were, for Marx, forms of false con-
sciousness that prevented mankind from developing its real human nature.
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As is evident especially in “‘On the Jewish Question,”” Marx did not think
that freedom of religion, while preferable to religious oppression or dis-
crimination, was the proper solution to the problem of religious belief.
Nor did he think that *‘political emancipation from religion’’—that is, the
establishment of a secular state—was enough: Instead of enjoying religious
freedom, people should be freed ‘‘from religious conceptions,” “‘freed
from religion.””* As McLellan puts it, *‘For Marx, the question of Jewish
emancipation had become the question of what specific social element
needs to be overcome in order to abolish Judaism.”’*

It was clear to Marx that political emaricipation would not result in the
freedom of human beings as human beings:

The political emancipation of the Jew or the Christian—of the religious
man in general—is the emancipation of the state from Judaism, Christianity,
and religion in general. The state emancipates itself from religion in its own
particular way, in the mode which corresponds to its nature, by emancipating
itself from the state religion; that is to say, by giving recognition to no
religion and affirming itself purely and simply as a state. To be politically
emancipated from religion is not to be finally and completely emancipated
from religion, because political emancipation is not the final and absolute
form of human emancipation.

The limits of political emancipation appear at once in the fact that the
state can liberate itself from a constraint without man himself being really
liberated; that a state may be a free state without man himself being a free
man.”!

Political emancipation, Marx argued further in “‘On the Jewish Ques-
tion,”’ treats the human being in a dual capacity: As a member of civil
society he is *‘an independent and egoistic individual,”” while as a citizen,
the individual is supposed to be a ‘‘“moral person.”” This dualism had to
be abolished.

Human emancipation will only be complete when the real, individual
man has absorbed into himself the abstract citizen; when as an individual
man, in his everyday life, in his work, and in his relationships, he has
become a species-being; and when he has recognized and organized his own
powers (forces propres) as social powers so that he no longer separates this
social power from himself as political power.*

One might have concluded from this that, according to Marx, just as
a “‘merely political”’ revolution and political emancipation would not free
the Jews from Judaism or the Christians from Christianity, so the estab-
lishment of a united Germany would not emancipate the Germans from
““Germanism,’’ that is, nationality. But Marx’s treatment of the Jews and
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Christians, or the Jews and Germans, was not even-handed. As we saw
in Chapter 3, Marx used fairly strong language in his discussion of the
German Question. But he spoke in those strong terms (never mind that he
did not actually publish his piece) about German nationalism. About the
Jews as a people, a religion, or a nationality, Marx spoke in a highly
abusive, venomous language that one might expect to find in a racist tract.
He did this in an article that he did publish. He heaped abuse on the Jewish
religion, and he called the Jews a “‘chimerical nationality.””> We must
therefore conclude, leaving Marx’s psyche for a biographer to explain,
that for Marx as a writer on history and society Jewry represented a
phenomenon destined oot only for political dissolution (the Jews did not
have a state in Marx’s time, nor was there a Jewish nationalist movement
to catch his attention), but also for disappearance as a spiritual and cultural
entity. In this sense, the Jews belonged in the same class as the Czechs
(see Chapter 11).

In general, Marx’s approach to religion and nationality was exactly
analogous to his conception of politics. It is a central point of the Marxist
theory of history and society that all politics, including democratic politics,
presupposes coercion and domination. Real freedom would transform the
citizen—that is, the member of a political community—into a human being.
The success of the communist revolution, Engels said, would be identical
to the establishment of a democratic constitution.” But he might have
added that the constitution would be followed by the abolition, or *‘tran-
scendence,”” of democracy. No paradox, let alone a Machiavellian ruse,
therefore exists either in Marx and Engels’ proclamation of the liberation
of nations in the communist revolution or in their expectation that, so
‘‘liberated,’” nations would disappear.

Two questions relating to Marx’s treatment of state and nationality
should be further pursued here: First, Marx’s view of the role of political
and ethnic factors in the operation of modern society, including the recip-
rocal relationship that economy, politics, and culture have to each other;
and second, his idea of emancipation as release from national and political,
as well as religious, ties.

It is commonplace to say that Marx failed to develop a political theory
based on his general theory of history and society. We have already said
that just as often Marx has been found wanting in explaining what exactly
he thought the nature of nationality was. He never found time to present
his understanding of these subjects in the overall frame of his Welran-
schauung. In 1845, he actually planned to write a book dealing with these
questions, but all we have is an outline of the contents of the proposed

I
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work. Here is that outline, which, as Hal Draper puts it, is ‘‘tantalizing
in its intimation of what might have been written’’:

(1) The history of the origin of the modern state or the French Revolution.
The self-conceit of the political sphere—to mistake itself for the ancient
state. The attitude of the revolutionaries toward civil society. All elements
exist in duplicate form, as civic elements and [those of] the state. (2) The
proclamation of the rights of man and the constitution of the state. Individual
freedom and public authority. Freedom, equality and unity. Sovereignty of
the people. (3) State and civil society. (4) The representative state and the
charter. The constitutional representative state, the democratic representative
state. (5) Division of power. Legislative and executive power. (6) Legislative
power and the legislative bodies. Political clubs. (7) Executive power. Cen-
tralisation and hierarchy. Centralisation and political civilisation. Federal
system and industrialism. State administration and local government (8a)
Judicial power and law. (8b) Nationality and the people. (9a) The political
parties. (9b) Suffrage, the fight for the abolition of the state and of bourgeois
society.”

Marx’s critique of Hegel, Hobsbawm notes, ‘‘forms the first and last
occasion on which Marx’s analysis operates systematically in terms of
constitutional forms, problems of representation, etc.”” Hobsbawm adds
that Marx never tried to carry out the plan mentioned above, ‘‘which was
also conceived in these terms, but specifically identified the origin of the
modern state with the French revolution and its abolition with the end of
the bourgeois society (under the heading ‘Suffrage’).””*

Had Marx written that book, perhaps he would have clarified the re-
lation of the state in modern times—that is, the nation-state—to the world
market, which he understood to be an international, or rather ‘‘transna-
tional,’’” force. As we recall, Marx claimed that the bourgeois revolutions
in England and France had not been national in their impact and signifi-
cance, but instead had been ‘‘European,’’ that is, international. He also
believed, and this was a central theme of the “‘List Critique,”” that the
world market was stronger than any bourgeoisie, or bourgeois state, in a
national framework such as Germany. We know that Marx severely under-
estimated the prospects of German nationalism against the advanced nations
of the West. As a historian, he appears to have been equally mistaken in
speaking about international bourgeois revolutions. To speak that way,
one had to underestimate the power of the state and the significance of
national boundaries. In this connection, Anthony Giddens helps to clarify
some of the issues considered here. Giddens argues that ‘‘while an inter-
national proletarian revolution may have seemed to some a possible scen-
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ario . . ., an international bourgeois revolution never was.”” This was so,
according to Giddens, because the nation-state became ‘‘the crucible of
power”’ in Western Europe and the United States beginning in the eight-
eenth century. That state delimited the territorial unit within which social,
political, and economic change, including industrialization, took place.
““Itis crucial in this that the bourgeois classes were ‘national bourgeoisies’:
in other words, that the political revolutions of seventeenth-eighteenth
century Europe were made within an already constituted state system.””’

As one looks at Marx’s predictions and the premises on which they
rested, one is inclined to admit the force of Giddens’ remarks. Indeed,
Marx paid what appears to be quite inadequate attention to the legal and
administrative structures within which the rise of capitalism, especially the
emergence of modern industry, had taken (or was taking) place. Giddens
may be right when he says that “‘capitalism does not, as Marx tended to
think, sweep away all significantly competing forms of socio-political and
cultural organization.’” He may be also right to stress that ‘‘the conjunction
between the risc of capitalism and the absolutist state system produced a
system of nation-states that . . . is integral to the world capitalist economy—
which is at one and the same time a world military order.’”*

A good example of how far contemporary Marxist thinking has deviated
from Marx’s thought on the question of state and the rise of capitalism is
provided by Claudia von Braunmiihl. She does not find it in any way
ideologically awkward to admit that after England,

once the world market had come into being, and once the capitalist mode
of production was established, the remaining European states were compelled
to open up to them on pain of economic stagnation or the loss of the material
basis of their authority; where the social preconditions were lacking, this
opening up was achieved through the active involvement of the state ap-
paratus which owes to a large extent its specific shape and its specific location
in class society to just those interventions in the service of the establishment
of capitalist relations of production.”

In other words, to this contemporary theorist, it is not in the least subversive
of Marxist orthodoxy to see the state as the force that plants and directs
capitalism in a society not yet capitalist, not yet ready for capitalism.

Whereas England was in world market competition with states which
were still at the stage of an almost purc merchant capitalism, the European
states were confronted in both domestic and external markets by a techno-
logically superior competitor with extensive world market connections which
was permanently in a position to effect value transfers through profitable
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unequal exchange. They were thus forced, on the one hand, to create a
complex of production and circulation subject to their own control and
protected as far as possible from external influences by means of protective
tariffs, and on the other, to revolutionize economic and social relations in
order to introduce capitalist relations and promote the development of com-
petitive conditions of production, or in a word, to develop a national capital
which would be competitive on the world market.*’

To see the precapitalist state as developing ‘‘national capital’” and
revolutionizing its domestic social relations in order to protect its political
independence from foreign powers may be good history in our time, but
it is not what Marx saw, or thought possible, when he exposed the ideas
of List. That such views as those quoted above are now considered Marxist
is an indication of how far the thinking of contemporary Marxists has
moved away from Marx and how much it has assimilated the Listian way
of looking at the world. This is not a question of having found minor errors
in Marx on various matters of fact; indeed, it would be very odd had Marx
not emerged mistaken on such matters. Rather, we are dealing here with
issues fundamental to Marxism—issues involving the relationship between
politics and economy, class and nation, ‘‘center’” and ‘‘periphery.”’

Marx did not recognize the creative role the state would play in pro-
moting economic and social change in developing countries. Nor did he
show that he understood the political implications of the cultural and
political nationalism that began at the time of the French and Industrial
revolutions and that is associated with Herder and Rousseau. There is
hardly any evidence that Marx grasped the role of the French Revolution
in spurring the emergence of a modern French nationalism or in inspiring
nationalism in other lands. This neglect was of course symptomatic of his
overall treatment of nation and nationalism. Z. A. Pelczynski notes that
while Marx and Engels acknowledged the strength of nationalism in their
time, for example in Ireland and Poland, and while they supported the
Poles in their struggle for independence, their interest in nationalism was
practical, not theoretical.

They viewed it as a political force to be taken into account in analyzing the
strength of class forces and in charting the revolutionary strategy of the
proletariat in different countries, not as a phenomenon to be explained
systematically in terms of definite economic and social conditions, still less
of course in terms of cultural, historical and traditional factors having their
own logic of development. They had no explanation, for instance, of why
Polish patriotism in the nineteenth century was so intense and manifested
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itself in frequent uprisings against forcign powers, although they noted and
praised it often in their writings.*'

Pelczynski declares that ‘‘the failure of marxism [sic] to acquire a
coherent and developed theory of nationalism, either of an empirical or a
normative kind, is unquestionable.”’*?

Perhaps Marx’s concept of human nature and of human liberation is
the key to his (and Marxism’s) myopia in matters relating to politics and
nationality. It may well be that his philosophy determined what Marx the
historian and sociologist saw and how he interpreted it. Pelczynski asks:

How . .. could Marx, who was such an acute observer of contemporary
history as well as a social theorist of genius, have been so theoretically
unconcerned about one of the dominant political phenomena of nineteenth-
century Europe, and apparently blind to its significance for world history?®

Pelczynski answers, after an elaborate and subtle argument, that Marx’s
position was largely influenced by his adherence to Hegel’s concept of
nation, which Marx nevertheless modified substantially for his own pur-
poses. According to Pelczynski, Hegel saw modern man as both a member
of the “‘civil society’” and of a “‘specific, historically formed national
community existing within a political framework.”” It was in the latter
community that man reached ‘‘the height of ethical life.”” Marx shared
Hegel’s conception of nationality as a political entity and, like Hegel, did
not think of nationalities as ‘‘merely cultural, ethnic or linguistic com-
munities.”” But he denied that the modern state was a political community,
which was what Hegel thought.**

Marx’s thought on such fundamental questions as the role of labor in
the development of society in history paralleled that of Hegel. However,
Marx and Hegel disagreed on ‘‘the centrality of the economic aspect of
society.”” Marx treated family and politics as aspects of economic relations
“‘determined by and subordinated to the central productive activity in
society, which is work’’; Hegel saw economic life in a ‘‘wider context of
ethical, religious, legal and political life, a context which is itself under
the influence of history, tradition and nationality.”**’

Marx modified the Hegelian conception of civil society by narrowing
its meaning to the sphere of production and exchange, which according
to Marx was the area in which human nature revealed itself. Marx, ac-
cording to Pelczynski, held that people’s political consciousness and na-
tional characteristics were ‘‘not essential features of their human nature.
In all epochs of history, not just the bourgeois one, the notion of political
community and national identity is an illusion and false consciousness.”’*
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Hegel’s conception of nation was political and thus was closer to the
ideas of Montesquieu and Rousseau than to those of the German Romantics
and the Historical School. Hegel cared little for ethnic or linguistic unity.
But even so, his recognition of the role of the state and law provided him
with “‘a substantial theoretical basis for appreciating the significance and
persistence of a whole range of socially and historically important phe-
nomena.’”” Marx lacked that basis, as Pelczynski notes:

The rejection of the conception of the state as a sovereign national
community left Marx and Engels without such a theoretical basis or at least
with a highly limited one. The conception of civil society |in Marx] is. ..
grounded in a universalistic, cosmopolitan and rather abstract view of man
and society; its basic categories, especially its narrow version as ‘the system
of needs’, such as need, labour, relations of production, classes and capital,
may be discussed without reference to national factors. They certainly pre-
suppose the concept of some kind of state power in the sense of a coercive
apparatus for the maintenance of law, order and independence, but not the
idea that state power is generally a product of a historically formed nation
and that it often serves as an instrument for the protection of national values
or of national self-assertion.*’

Pelczynski concludes that in conformity with their narrowly defined
conception of civil society, Marx and Engels considered class conscious-
ness and solidarity to be those forces that would bring about the liberation
of man from the corrupting influences of private property and would launch
a new community, ‘‘the classless, stateless and nationless community of
free producers,”” which would be global in scope.*®

Leszek Kolakowski argues along the same lines, as do many other
contemporary writers on Marx’s political and philosophical ideas. Kola-
kowski stresses that contrary to the assertions of Marx’s opponents, Marx
did not advocate or envisage ‘‘the extinction of individuality or a general
levelling for sake of the ‘universal good.” ** (That was in other socialist
and communist utopias and programs, but not in Marx’s plan.)

To Marx . . . socialism represented the full emancipation of the individual
by the destruction of the web of mystification which turned community life
into a world of estrangement presided over by an alienated bureaucracy.
Marx’s ideal was that every man should be fully aware of his own character
as a social being, but should also, for this very reason, be capable of
developing his personal aptitudes in all their fullness and variety. There was
no question of the individual being reduced to a universal species-being;
what Marx desired to see was a community in which the sources of antag-
onism among individuals were done away with."
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The ““web of mystification”” Marx wanted to destroy included not only
those bonds arising out of class division and exploitation, but also religious
and national ties.

Marx’s basic principle is that all mediation between the individual and
mankind will cease to exist. This applics to all constructions, rational or
irrational, that interpose themselves between the individual and his fellows,
such as nationality, the state, and law. The individual will voluntarily identify
himself with the community, coercion will become unnecessary, the sources
of conflict will disappear.™

This conclusion of Kolakowski agrees with that reached by Michael
Lowy after a different line of argument. According to Lowy, Marx’s pre-
1848 writings contain a ‘‘cosmopolitic/internationalist . . . projection of a
world city, a universal Gemeinschaft.”””'

Four or five drafts ago, this chapter was a transition piece linking the
“‘List Critique”” discussed in Chapter 3 with The Communist Manifesto 10
be examined in Chapter 5. In its present form, however, this chapter does
more than take care of the subject of Marx and nationality from 1845 to
1848. It raises questions inspired by that subject that arc related to more
fundamental and more general aspects of Marx’s world view. Our dis-
cussion suggests, for example, that Marx’s anti-statism—his conviction
that the state was a parasitical force—may have becn reinforced, if not
directly inspired, by his reaction to the specifically German conditions
under which, in Marx’s time, thirty-eight sovereign governmental machines
operated in one linguistic and cultural space. (The nationalists, who too
did not like this, wanted to reduce the number of states to one; Marx
thought that cven one was one too many and proclaimed the abolition of
the state altogether.) This chapter also suggests that there is a basic unity
in Marx’s treatment of both the Jewish Question and the German Question,
and that, in view of his treatment of Hegel and List, a fundamental con-
sistency exists in his approach to politics, religion, and nationality. Fur-
thermore, the “*‘Marx and Hegel’” theme appears in a new and interesting
light when one examines the place of the nation in Marx’s thought and
compares his position with Hegel’s.

This chapter raises other issues, too, including some that lic at the
center of current Marxist discussion—for example, the role of the state in
developing societies or the more general question of the relation between
the political sphere on the one hand and economy and culture on the other.
To some of those topics we shall return in the next chapter, which is
devoted to Marx’s synthesis of history, politics, and the future—The Com-
munist Manifesto.
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The Communist Manifesto

A good way to read The Communist Manifesto is to bear in mind that its
author, Karl Marx,' was in a hurry to leave the writing desk for the
battlefield. He did not have the time, indeed he saw no need, to write the
““Big Book,’” to construct a system in support of his program. Marx was
sure that he had unraveled the mysteries of the past and had found the key
to the future of humanity; everything was perfectly clear. The principles
of communism, he said in the Manifesto, are not something “‘invented,
or discovered, by this or that would-be universal reformer. They merely
express, in general terms, actual relations springing from an existing class
struggle, from a historical movement going [on] under our very eyes.”””

The Marx of the Manifesto clearly was the same Marx who just a few
years earlier had concluded his ‘‘Theses on Feuerbach’” with the following
sentence:

The philosophers have only interpreted the world, in different ways; the
point is to change it.’

Little did the author of The Communist Manifesto imagine that the
major effort of the remaining part of his life would be devoted to the
writing of a big book-—that is, to the process of interpreting the world all
over again. Nor did he suspect that the first volume of that book would
not appear until almost twenty years later, in 1867, and that the project
would still remain unfinished at the time of his death in 1883.

When he wrote the Manifesto, Marx hardly thought that the revolution
would have to wait until complex questions of political economy had been
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resolved in detail and with precision. His tone and mood were confident
and optimistic. The style of the document reflects this perfectly, and the
reader, whether persuaded by the argument or not, is unfailingly impressed
by its sweeping and daring vision. ‘*What a work! It never fails to astonish
when you come back to it,”” a distinguished French historian is said to
have exclaimed upon hearing it read in an admittedly unusual setting: a
German prisoner-of-war camp in 1943." A more detached but certainly no
less distinguished commentator, Isaiah Berlin, sees in this ‘‘unique mas-
terpiece’’ a ‘‘most arresting exposition’” of Marx’s views.”

This chapter does not aim to contribute to the exegesis of this most
famous, most read, and most influential of Marx’s works, which to this
day continues to engage lively scholarly interest.® Rather, it attempts to
show where nation belongs in the broader framework of Marx’s world
view, as Marx himself sketched it in that unique exposition of his total
system.

The author of the Manifesto had confronted the question of nationalism
earlier, as we have observed in the preceding discussion. His comments
about it, therefore, were neither random remarks nor asides, but were
rather the result of careful consideration. In his introduction to The Com-
munist Manifesto, Harold Laski argues that Marx’s reference to protective
tariffs “‘is primarily a thrust at Friedrich List— who had died only the
year before-—and his system of German national economy based upon a
closed customs union as the unit of prosperity.’” Laski (who is the only
writer to have noticed an anti-List message in the Manifesto) suggests that
this reference further links the Manifesto to American economic literature,
especially Alexander Hamilton’s Report on Manufactures (1791) and the
writings of Henry C. Carey, to which Marx and Engels ‘‘gave careful
attention.’”” If Laski is right, as I think he is, The Communist Manifesto
is more than a frontal and comprehensive attack on the bourgeoisie and
‘“classical capitalism.’’ 1t is also an ‘‘antinationalist manifesto’” by some-
one who had confronted German nationalism through the works of its main
spokesman—Friedrich List.

Seemingly random and marginal remarks about nations are scattered
throughout the text of the Manifesto. But it would be a mistake to isolate
them from the main line of argument. Let us instead elicit from the ar-
gument those components that are essential for an understanding of Marx’s
position on nation. First of all, there is the central statement of Marx’s
conception of history: ““The history of all hitherto existing society is the
history of class struggles.””® Elscwhere in the text, the same idea appears
in somewhat different phrasing: ‘‘The history of all past society has con-
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sisted in the development of class antagonisms, antagonisms that assumed
different forms at different epochs.””” These epochs were as follows:

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and
journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant oppo-
sition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open
fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution
of society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes.'”

Many think that according to Marx historical change was an uninter-
rupted move upward. Let us note in passing, therefore, that in the quotation
above Marx recognized that class conflict in certain historical situations
may result ‘‘in the common ruin of the contending classes.”” However, it
is only fair to add that this remark, in the overall context of the Manifesto,
must have been a side reflection. Certainly it left little mark on the Marxists’
attitude toward history and politics, for their outlook remained fundamen-
tally optimistic. (Only the nuclear age impressed on most, but not all, of
them the idea that class conflict might end badly for all.)

But as a matter of fact, even Marx’s general formula on what history
is about has not been followed up by Marxist historians: few among them
appear to have taken up the clue of the Manifesto and written a history of
the world as