
0
r

‘
conditions

tor
rev

o
lu

tio
n
ary

action
at

each
m

om
ent

of
history

T
h

synthesis

betw
een

th
o

u
g
h
t

an
d

“subversive
praxis,”

w
hich

is
p
resen

t
as

a
tendency

in
all

of
M

arx’s
w

ork,
attain

s
concrete

form
in

the
theory

and
practice

of

“the
com

m
unism

of
the

m
asses”:

revolution
becom

es
“scientific”

an
d

science

“rev
3

lu
tiO

flary
.

I.
T

h
e

C
o

m
m

u
n

ist
R

ev
o

lu
tio

n
an

d
th

e
S

elf-E
m

an
cip

atio
n

of
th

e
P

ro
le

ta
ria

t

a)
The

m
yth

pf
the

sar’ior
am

on
hiyli

“M
yth:

a
fab

u
lo

u
s

story
.
.
.

in
w

hich
im

p
erso

n
al

agents,
u
su

ally
forces

of

nature,
are

rep
resen

ted
in

the
form

of
personified

beings
w

hose
actions

and

ad
v
en

tu
res

bear
sym

bolic
m

ean
in

g
s”

T
his

rath
er

broad
definition

from
the

V
ocabielaire

technique
et

critique
do

Ia
philosophic,2

if
com

pleted
w

ith
the

o
b
ser

vation
that

the
bourgeois

social
m

yth
transform

s
history

into
nature,23

enables

u
s

to
g
rasp

clearly
th

e
m

y
th

o
lo

g
ical

ch
aracter

of
the

idea
of

th
e

sav
io

r

from
on

high,
in

its
b
o
u
rg

eo
is

form
.

In
this

conception,
the

“n
atu

ral”
law

s
of

society
—

m
eaning

by
“natural”

eternal,
unchangeable,

in
d

ep
en

d
en

t
of

h
u
m

an

w
ill

and
action

—
an

d
the

m
o
v
em

en
t

of
h
isto

ry
(also

conceived
in

“n
atu

ral

istic”
term

s)
are

rep
resen

ted
in

the
form

of
a

“tran
scen

d
en

tal”
sym

bolic

personage:
the

so
cio

-h
isto

rical
w

o
rld

becom
es

n
atu

re,
an

d
the

“forces
of

nature”
are

in
carn

ated
in

a
H

ero.

T
his

m
yth

has
a

long
history

and
goes

back
to

tim
es

v
ell

before
the

a
p

p
e
a
r

ance
of

the
m

o
d
ern

bourgeoisie.
B

ut,
just

as
the

“return”
of

G
reco-R

om
an

culture
in

the
R

enaissance
m

u
st

be
explained

by
the

conditions
p
rev

ailin
g

in

the
14th,

15th,
and

16th
centuries,

and
the

“reap
p
earan

ce”
of

m
edieval

c
o

r

poratism
in

F
ascist

ideology
by

the
situ

atio
n

in
the

20th
cen

tu
ry

so
the

d
ev

el

opm
ent

of
the

obsession
w

ith
a

transcendental
L

iberator
in

the
political

theory

of
the

rev
o
lu

tio
n
ary

bourgeoisie
has

to
be

stu
d
ied

in
relation

w
ith

the
stru

c

ture
of

the
bourgeois

w
orld.

A
t

bottom
,

behind
the

ap
p
aren

t
“resurrection”

of
an

old
th

em
e,

w
h

at
w

e
see

here
is,

rath
er,

a
new

form
,

w
ith

specific

features,
because

it
is

b
o

u
n
d

up
w

ith
a

new
historical

totality.

M
v

hook
is

based
on

a
doctoral

thesis
presented

at
the

S
orbonne

in
1964.

and
so

before
the

appearance
of

A
lthusser’s

p
rin

cip
al

w
ritIn

g
s,

ap
art

from
h

is
ex

cellen
t

a
rti

cle
on

the
young

M
arx

(1960).
1

share
his

general
view

of
M

arx’s
youthful

w
ritin

g
s

as
a

theoretical
“long

m
arch.”

1
share

also
w

ith
A

ithusser
the

hypothesis
of

an
“ep

is
tem

ological
break”

(a
political

break,
too,

in
m

y
opinion)

w
hich

is
observable

in
the

T
heses

ace
Feecerbach

and
T

he
G

L’r!cean
lcleoloyej.

H
aving

said
th

at,
it

w
ill

be
qL

ute
p
lain

that
m

y
“reading”

of
M

arx
is

not
at

all
the

sam
e

as
th

at
of

the
author

of
R

eading
“C

am
ta!.”



n
tro

d
_
cto

n
I5

T
he

social
basis

of
the

bourgeois
m

yth
of

the
savior

from
on

high
is

to
be

found
in

the
co

n
stitu

en
t

elem
ents

of
“civil

society”
—

p
riv

ate
p
ro

p
erty

and
free

com
petition,

w
hich

tu
rn

this
society

into
a

g
ro

u
p
in

g
of

“egoistic”
atom

s
stru

g
g
lin

g
ag

ain
st

each
other

in
a

veritable
belluni

om
niiini

contra
onines

in
w

hich
the

“so
cial,”

the
“general

interest,”
the

“collective”
has

necessarily
to

be
projected,

hvpostasized,
ev

en
tu

ally
alienated

as
a

being
or

an
in

stitu
tio

n
“outside”

and
“above”

civil
society.24

F
rom

an
o
th

er
angle,

econom
ic

alien
ation,

the
sep

aratio
n

of
the

p
ro

d
u
cer

from
the

p
ro

d
u
ctio

n
process

as
a

w
hole,

so
that

this
looks

to
the

isolated
in

d
iv

id
u
al

like
a

set
of

“n
atu

ral”
econom

ic
law

s
alien

to
his

w
ill,

leads
the

bourgeois
thinker

into
m

echanistic
m

aterial
ism

.
In

this
w

ay
he

arrives
at

the
theory

that
“m

en
are

p
ro

d
u
cts

of
circu

m
stances

and
u
p
b
rin

g
in

g
,”

a
theory

w
hich,

as
M

arx
noted

in
the

third
thesis

on
F

euerbach,
“is

h
o
u
n
d

to
d
iv

id
e

society
into

tw
o

parts,
one

of
w

hich
is

su
p
erio

r
to

societv.”2
In

fact,
sh

u
t

up
in

the
vicious

circle
of

“m
en

/circu
m

stances,”
the

ideology
of

the
rev

o
lu

tio
n
ary

bourgeoisie
can

n
o
t

escape
from

m
echanical

m
aterialism

otherw
ise

than
by

ap
p
ealin

g
to

a
“higher”

being
w

ho
is

capable
of

breaking,
from

w
ith

o
u
t,

the
irresistible

social
m

echanism
.

U
pon

the
infrastructure

of
private

p
ro

p
erty

and
the

law
s

of
the

capitalist
m

a
r

ket
there

is
thus

built
u

p
the

m
y
th

of
the

savior
from

on
high,

an
in

carn
a

tion
of

public
virtue

contrasted
w

ith
the

co
m

p
etitio

n
and

p
articu

larism
of

individuals;
a

dem
iurge

of
history

to
break

the
ch

ain
of

fatalism
;

a
su

p
e
r

h
u

m
an

herr)
w

ho
liberates

m
an

k
in

d
an

d
“constitutes”

the
new

state.
T

his
m

yth
ap

p
ears,

im
plicitly

or
explicitly,

in
m

ost
of

the
political

doctrines
of

the
b
o
u
rg

eo
isie

in
its

ascent.
F

or
M

achiavelli,
he

is
“the

P
rince,”

for
H

obbes,
“the

A
bsolute

S
overeign,”

for
V

oltaire,
“the

E
nlightened

D
espot,”

for
R

ousseau,
“the

L
aw

giver,”
for

C
arlyle,

“the
H

ero.”
T

he
17th-century

E
nglish

P
u
ritan

s
th

o
u
g
h
t

they
had

found
him

in
the

person
of

“the
L

ord
P

rotector”
(C

rom
w

ell),
the

Jacobins
in

“the
Incorruptible,”

the
B

onapartists
in

the
E

m
peror.

“T
he

w
o
rld

-so
u
l

on
horseback,”

w
rote

H
egel

ab
o
u
t

N
ap

o
leo

n
,

so
su

m
m

in
g

up
in

a
brilliant

phrase
the

entire
stru

ctu
re

of
the

bourgeois
m

ythology
of

the
“savior.”

T
he

W
ord

is
m

ade
fesh

,
the

im
m

ense
and

uncontrollable
forces

of
history

are
incarnate

in
a

personified
H

igher
B

eing.

L
elort,

o
p
.

ru
.,

p.
133:

“Ihus,
the

bourgeoisie
usually

finds
the

Im
age

of
its

ow
n

unity
situated

outside
of

itself,
and

it
presents

itself
as

an
historical

subject
only

through
the

m
ediation

of
a

pow
er

w
hich

transcends
the

realm
of

the
activities

in
w

hich
the

bourgeoisie
constitutes

itself
as

an
econom

ic
class.”

M
arx,

in
“T

he
Jew

ish
Q

uestion,”
C

W
,

III,
154:

W
here

the
political

state
has

attained
its

true
developm

ent,
m

an
not

only
in

thought,
in

consciousness,
but

in
rcalltt/,

in
life

—
leads

a
tw

ofold
life,

a
heavenly

and
an

earthly
life:

life
in

the
political

conuinunitu,
in

w
hich

he
co

n
siders

him
self

a
c
o

u
n

n
u

u
n

a
i

i’L
’in

’,
and

life
in

civil
society,

in
w

hich
he

acts
as

a
p

riv
a
te

individual,
regards

other
m

en
as

a
m

eans,
degrades

him
self

into
a

m
pan’v

an
d

h
p
rn

m
p
’

n
I,v

h
in

a
nE

Iip
n

n
n
w

r
c

,‘],,F
l,-,,,

,-0
fh

,,
,-,,-,N

f..

L
iberation

having
been

accom
plished

in
this

alienated
fashion,

the
new

state
established

by
the

“L
iberator”

cannot
b
u
t

be
itself

alienated.
C

o
n
stitu

ted
by

the
sep

aratio
n

b
etw

een
“private”

and
“public,”

“m
an”

an
d

“citizen,”
“civil

society”
and

“political
state,”

it
inherits

from
the

S
avior

the
role

of
protector

of
the

“so
cial”

from
th

e
p
articu

larism
of

in
d

iv
id

u
als.

W
h

ereas,
u
n

d
er

feudalism
,

the
B

iirpcrliciir’
G

esc’l!schaft
w

as
directly

political
in

character,
the

estates,
corporations,

etc.,
being

elem
ents

in
the

life
of

the
state,

bourgeois
political

em
an

cip
atio

n
projects

political
life

into
a

sphere
that

is
above

and
outside

society.2”
In

conclusion,
to

the
econom

ic
alienation

of
the

capitalist
m

arket
co

rresp
o
n
d
s

a
political

alienation
w

hich
is

expressed
in

the
m

yth
of

the
savior

from
on

h
ig

h
and

in
the

co
n
stitu

tio
n

of
the

liberal
state.

W
e

can
find

traces
of

it
in

the
political

ideologies
of

the
bourgeoisie

on
its

w
ay

u
p
,

betw
een

the
16th

an
d

the
19th

centuries.

b)
W

orkers’
se’if—

t’niailcipatlo
ll

T
he

p
erio

d
17$9—

1S30,
in

the
history

of
the

m
o
d
ern

labor
m

o
v
em

en
t

an
d

of
m

odern
socialism

,
is

a
tran

sitio
n
al

phase
b
etw

een
“bourgeois

m
essianism

”
and

the
idea

of
w

orkers’
self-em

ancipation,
w

hich
finds

expression
in

tw
o

characteristic
form

s:
u
to

p
ian

socialism
and

secret
societies

(not
to

m
ention,

of
course,

the
ad

h
esio

n
of

sections
of

the
w

o
rk

in
g

p
eo

p
le

to
Jaco

b
in

ism
and

B
onapartism

,
m

ore
or

less
direct

p
ro

lo
n
g
atio

n
s

in
the

w
orking

class
of

the
bourgeois

m
yth).

T
he

historical
bases

of
these

form
s

m
ust

be
so

u
g
h
t

in
the

still
em

bryonic
state

of
the

labor
m

o
v
em

en
t

and
of

the
p
ro

letariat
in

the
m

odern
sense

of
the

term
.

A
nalyzing

the
co

n
d
itio

n
s

of
this

epoch,
E

ngels
observed

that

the
proletariat,

w
hich

then
for

the
first

tim
e

evolved
itself

from
these

p
ro

p
ertless

m
asses

as
the

nucleus
of

a
new

class,
as

yet
quite

incapable
of

independent
political

action,
appeared

as
an

oppressed,
suffering

estate,
to

w
hom

,
in

its
incapacity

to
help

itself,
help

could,
at

best,
be

brought
in

from
w

ithout
or

dow
n

from
ah

o
v

e/

It
w

as
precisely

this
help

“from
above”

that
the

u
to

p
ian

socialists
so

u
g

h
t

to
bring,

p
resen

tin
g

th
em

selv
es

as
b

earers
of

the
T

ru
th

,
M

essiah
s

co
m

e
to

free
hun100iL

y
çlo

u
rier),

“N
ew

C
hrists”

(S
aint-S

im
on),

or
ap

p
ealin

g
to

the
P

rin
ces

to
g
ran

t
em

an
cip

atio
n

to
the

peoples.
S

aint-S
im

on
w

rites
to

T
sar

A
lexander

I,
to

L
ouis

X
V

III,
an

d
to

the
H

oly
A

lliance;
F

ourier
ad

d
resses

h
im

self
to

N
apoleon,

to
L

ouis
X

viii,
and

to
L

ouis-P
hilippe;

O
w

en
publishes

a
m

an
i

festo
to

the
C

ongress
of

the
H

oly
A

lliance
at

A
achen.

T
his

ideological
stru

c
ture

differs
from

bourgeois
m

essianism
only

by
the

content
of

its
p
ro

g
ram

of
em

ancipation,
and

it
is

precisely
the

clash
betw

een
the

co
m

m
u
n
ist

content
and

the
bourgeois

form
that

m
akes

these
m

oves
ap

p
ear

u
to

p
ian

an
d

naive.
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T
he

bourgeoisie
m

ight,
w

ith
reason,

en
tru

st
to

a
N

ap
o
leo

n
the

defense
of

its

interests,
but

it
seem

s
curious

to
expect

the
liberation

of
the

p
ro

letariat
to

com
e

from
T

sar
A

lexander
1.

T
he

bourgeois
m

yth
w

as
“realistic,”

that
of

the

first
socialists

“utopian.”

It
w

as
also

a
solution

“from
above”

that
w

as
ad

v
o
cated

by
the

group
of

r
ic

o

B
abouvist

conspirators
w

hose
p
ro

g
ram

of
action

replaced
the

in
d
iv

id
u
al

hero

by
the

secret
society

of
the

initiated,
an

d
the

d
ictato

rsh
ip

of
the

m
an

sent
by

P
rovidence

by
that

of
a

“rev
o
lu

tio
n
ary

directory”
em

erging
from

the
c
o
n

spiracv.
T

his
conception

of
the

em
an

cip
atio

n
process,

the
im

m
ediate

basis
of

w
hich

w
as

the
confusion

b
etw

een
co

m
m

u
n
ists,

Jacobins,
and

R
epublicans

d
u
rin

g
the

R
esto

ratio
n
,

co
n

stitu
tes

a
step

fo
rw

ard
from

the
m

essian
ism

of
the

b
o
u
rg

eo
isie

an
d

of
the

u
to

p
ian

s.
It

is
rev

o
lu

tio
n

ary
an

d
relativ

ely

“de-m
ystified”

in
character;

how
ever,

the
radical

change
is

seen
as

being
the

w
o
rk

of
an

“enlightened”
m

inority,
the

b
ro

ad
m

asses
having

no
role

b
u
t

th
at

of
“su

p
p
o
rtin

g
force.”

W
e

shall
exam

ine
later

the
origins

and
evolution

of

this
in

term
ed

iate
form

b
etw

een
the

action
of

the
“savior

from
on

high”
an

d

M
arx’s

“task
of

the
w

o
rk

ers
them

selves.”

U
topian

socialism
an

d
the

secret
societies

had
their

raison
d’être

in
the

w
eak

ness
of

the
in

d
ep

en
d

en
t

labor
m

ovem
ent,

w
hich

until
1830

am
o
u
n
ted

to
no

m
ore

than
the

heritage
of

the
c
o

Iitp
i7

g
iio

;1
ilç

e
s

together
w

ith
a

few
m

ovem
ents

of
resistance

and
com

bination.2
T

his
w

eakness
allow

ed
the

u
to

p
ian

s
p
racti

cally
to

ignore
the

labor
m

o
v
em

en
t

an
d

the
co

n
sp

irato
rs

to
regard

the
m

asses

as
“too

im
m

ature”
to

carry
out

a
revolution

by
them

selves.
B

oth
so

u
g
h
t

for

“socialist,”
“egalitarian,”

“in
d
u
strial,”

“com
m

unist,”
etc.,

society
a

p
ath

that

did
not

run
through

the
m

asses
—

neither
through

their
com

ing
to

consciousness

nor
th

ro
u
g
h

conscious
rev

o
lu

tio
n
ary

action.
T

he
new

w
orld

w
o
u
ld

be
estab

lished
by

the
m

iraculous
in

terv
en

tio
n

of
a

“new
C

hrist,”
if

not
of

a
m

onarch,

or
by

a
p
u
tsch

effected
by

a
h
an

d
fu

l
of

conspirators.

T
he

co
n
d
itio

n
s

for
the

idea
of

self-em
an

cip
atio

n
to

em
erge

can
be

eith
er

conjunctural
—

a
rev

o
lu

tio
n
ary

situ
atio

n
—

or
stru

ctu
ral

—
the

p
ro

letarian
c
o
n

dition.
It

is
the

historical
coincidence

of
these

tw
o

o
rd

ers
that

tran
sfo

rm
s

it

into
an

idea-force
of

the
broad

m
asses

of
the

people.

T
he

attitu
d
e

of
the

w
orkers

d
u

rin
g

rev
o
lu

tio
n
ary

conjunctures
reflects

the

em
inently

practical
character

of
their

com
ing

to
consciousness:

the
ex

p
eri

ence
of

arm
ed

action
by

the
people,

the
accen

tu
atio

n
of

social
conflicts,

the

d
e-b

u
n
k
in

g
of

the
“great

m
en”

of
the

ru
lin

g
strata;

in
short,

revolutionary

praxis
is

reflected
at

the
level

of
the

consciousness
of

the
v
an

g
u
ard

and
of

the

m
asses

by
the

radicalization
of

asp
iratio

n
s

for
equality

and
the

blossom
ing

of
the

project
of

self-liberation.

A
nd

so
see

ap
p
earin

g
the

first
m

o
d
ern

m
anifestations

of
co

m
m

u
n
ism

,
the

first
outlines

of
the

idea
that

the
w

orkers
sh

o
u
ld

free
them

selves
by

their
ow

n
efforts,

d
u

rin
g

the
great

bourgeois
rev

o
lu

tio
n

ar’
u
p
h
eav

als,
even

b
e

fore
the

m
o
d
ern

p
ro

letariat
has

ap
p
eared

.
E

ngels
notes

these
“rev

o
lu

tio
n
ary

arm
ed

u
p
risin

g
s,”

these
“in

d
ep

en
d
en

t
nutbuirstc

of
th

at
class

w
h
ich

w
as

the
forerunner,

m
ore

or
less

d
ev

elo
p
ed

,
of

the
m

odern
proletariat,”

d
u
rin

g
the

R
eform

ation
and

the
great

E
nglish

and
F

rench
revolutions

(M
U

nzer,
the

L
evellers,

B
aheuf).2”

T
hom

as
M

unzer’s
m

o
v
em

en
t

w
as

m
illenarist

hut
not

m
essianic.

T
he

bands
of

arm
ed

p
easan

ts
an

d
pleheians

w
hom

he
led

or
inspired

did
not

look
for

their
salvation

to
anyone

sent
from

H
eaven

b
u
t

to
their

ow
n

rev
o
lu

tio
n
ary

action,
aim

ed
at

establishing
the

K
ingdom

of
G

od
on

E
arth.

W
hereas

L
uther

linked
him

self
w

ith
the

princes
(the

E
lector

of
S

a
x
o

n
etc.)

and
incited

them
to

m
assacre

the
rebels,

M
L

inzer
w

ro
te

th
at

“the
people

w
o
u

ld
free

th
e
m

selves
.

.an
d

it
w

o
u
ld

go
w

ith
D

r.
L

uther
as

w
ith

a
captive

fox.”6°

T
he

stru
g
g
le

of
M

unzer’s
pleheians

against
the

“bourgeois”
fu

rth
er

becom
es,

d
u
rin

g
the

great
E

nglish
revolution,

the
struggle

betw
een

the
L

e’ellers
and

C
rom

w
ell.

T
he

political
program

of
the

L
evellers

w
as

“self-governm
ent”

for
the

broad
m

asses,
w

hich
they

o
p
p
o
sed

to
C

rom
w

ell’s
m

ilitary
d
ictato

rsh
ip

.
In

a
p
am

p
h
let

com
posed

in
M

arch
1649,

T
he

H
in

t/n
ç

ofthe
F

o
x
es,

their
leader.

R
ichard

O
verton,

w
rote:

“W
e

w
ere

before
ruled

by
K

ing,
L

ords
and

C
om

m
ons;

now
by

a
G

eneral,
a

C
oL

irt
M

artial
an

d
H

ouse
of

C
om

m
ons;

and
w

e
p
ray

you
w

h
at

is
the

difference?”
U

nlike
C

rom
w

ell,
w

ho
saw

him
self

as
having

been
sen

t
by

P
rovidence

to
im

pose
his

conception
of

G
od’s

w
ill

u
p
o
n

a
c
o
r

ru
p
ted

hum
anity,

the
L

eveller
leaders

(L
ilburne,

O
verton,

etc.)
gave

ex
p
res

sion
to

the
inarticulate

passions,
grievances,

sufferings,
and

revolt
of

the
broad

m
asses,

w
h
o
se

v
o
lu

n
tary

an
d

co
n
scio

u
s

ad
h

esio
n

th
ey

so
u
g
h
t

to
w

in

F
in

alR
d
u
rin

g
the

rev
o

lu
tio

n
ary

struggles
of

the
years

It
and

lit
in

F
rance,

the
sam

e
kind

of
conflict

occurred
betw

een
the

rep
resen

tativ
es

of
the

m
ost

co
m

b
ativ

e
sails-cu

lo
ttes

an
d

the
Jacobin

d
ictato

rsh
ip

.
In

criticizin
g

“th
e

Incorruptible”
him

self,
the

“E
iirao,ês”

(J.
R

oux,
L

eclerc,
V

arlet,
etc.),

w
hose

them
e

w
as

“P
eople,

save
thyself,”

w
ere

inciting
the

m
asses

to
expect

salv
a

Lion
n
o
t

L
oin

the
constituL

ed
authorities

hut
L

oin
a

“revolutionary
upheaval,”

a
“sp

o
n
tan

eo
u
s

m
o
v
em

en
t.”2

E
ngels,

A
ti-D

:iiri,,,
C

W
,

X
.

19.
E

ngels,
The

Peasuzt’rV
or,

C
t\,

X
,

426.
C

f.
T.

C
.

Pease,
T

he
L

e:v!ler
M

o
ten

e,t
(C

hicago:
1916),

p.
360;

D
.

M
.

W
olfe,

Le:’eIiL’r
.V

1a,jft’st
of

the
P

:i,ita;:
R

t’:o!jttjo,,
(\e

w
Y

ork:
1944),

p.
9S;

\‘.
G

abriel,
introduction

in
P

m
O

’.-.
.
,

I
1
.,..’

.
c
r
n
...

J
:

i
n

—
c
,
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In
these

three
m

ovem
ents

w
e

find,
of

course,
only

a
crude

egalitarianism
and

a
v
ery

v
ag

u
e

sketch
of

the
idea

of
self-liberation.

B
etw

een
them

an
d

the

C
om

m
unist

M
anfi’sto

there
lies

all
the

difference
b
etw

een
the

u
rb

an
p/cbs

of

the
16th,

17th,
and

18th
centuries

—
a

h
etero

g
en

eo
u
s

and
im

precise
category

w
herein

poor
craftsm

en,
journeym

en,
hired

hands,
low

er
clergy,

unem
ployed,

vagrants,
etc.,

are
all

m
ixed

up
together

—
an

d
the

m
o
d
ern

p
ro

letariat
w

hich

b
eg

in
s

to
take

sh
ap

e
in

the
19th

century.
It

is
only

w
ith

the
ap

p
earan

ce

of
this

class,
after

the
Industrial

R
evolution,

th
at

the
stru

ctu
ral

fo
u
n
d
atio

n

arises
for

a
coherent

and
rigorous

conception
both

of
co

m
m

u
n
ism

and
of

self-

em
ancipation,

yet
the

role
of

the
conjuncture

continues
to

be
determ

ining:
as

a
g
en

eral
rule,

it
is

only
d

u
rin

g
g
reat

rev
o
lu

tio
n
ary

crises
th

at
the

b
ro

ad

m
asses

of
the

p
ro

letariat
identify

them
selves

w
ith

this
conception.

T
he

very
n
atu

re
of

the
p
ro

letariat
an

d
of

the
p
ro

letarian
revolution

co
n

sti

tutes
the

stru
ctu

ral
fo

u
n
d
atio

n
for

the
theory

of
w

orkers’
self-liberation.

In

the
first

place,
the

com
m

on
b
o
n
d
,

union,
co

m
m

u
n
ity

does
not

ap
p
ear

to
the

w
orkers

as
som

ething
external

an
d

tran
scen

d
en

tal
(as

it
does

for
the

b
o
u
r

geois
com

peting
am

ong
them

selves)
but

as
an

attrib
u
te

of
the

m
asses

or
the

result
of

com
m

on
action:

“solidarity”
is

the
im

m
ediate

psychological
relation

am
ong

the
w

orkers,
at

the
level

of
the

factory,
the

trade,
an

d
the

class.
T

he

bourgeois
ideologist

H
obbes

saw
social

life
as

a
“w

ar
of

all
against

all,”
b
u
t

the
naive

craftsm
en

of
the

L
ondon

L
eague

of
C

o
m

m
u
n
ists

had
as

their
m

otto:

“A
ll

m
en

are
brothers.”

F
or

the
proletariat,

w
hich

has
no

p
riv

ate
p
ro

p
erty

(in
m

eans
of

p
ro

d
u
ctio

n
,

etc.),
the

“social,”
the

“public”
no

longer
needs

to

be
in

carn
ated

in
a

H
igher

B
eing

over
against

the
p
articu

larism
of

in
d
iv

id
u

als.
It

becom
es

im
m

an
en

t
in

“the
people,”

it
presents

itself
as

a
quality

in
trin

sic
in

the
w

orkers
as

a
w

hole.
Insofar

as
he

is
not

a
p
ro

p
erty

-o
w

n
er

and
is

not
d
raw

n
into

“free
com

petition,”
the

p
ro

letarian
c
a
n

escape
from

bourgeois

political
alienation

an
d

its
m

yths.
L

ooked
at

in
an

o
th

er
w

a
th

e
historical

significance
of

the
p

ro
letarian

rev
o
lu

tio
n

is
essen

tially
different

from
the

“taking
of

pow
er”

by
the

bourgeoisie:
it

w
ill

be
a

self-liberation
or

it
w

ill
be

nothing.
T

he
bourgeoisie

can
becom

e
the

“ruling
class”

even
w

ith
o
u
t

a
co

n

scious
h
isto

rical
action,

because
the

b
o
u
rg

eo
is

rev
o

lu
tio

n
b
elo

n
g
s

to
the

K
ingdom

of
N

ecessity.
E

ven
if

this
actio

n
is

alien
ated

,
o
rien

ted
to

w
ard

s

illusory
objectives,

and
in

sp
ire

d
b

y
m

yths,
the

“cunning
ot

reason”
of

eco

nom
ic

and
social

liberation
w

ill
give

it
victory.

T
he

bourgeois
rev

o
lu

tio
n

is

the
im

m
ediate

realization
of

the
bourgeoisie’s

social
being.

T
he

barriers
in

the
w

ay
of

this
realization

are
purely

external.
It

does
not

p
resu

p
p
o
se

any

“self-changing”
by

the
class.

T
his

“autom
atic,”

alienated,
and

necessary
process

can
easily

assum
e

the
m

ythological
form

of
a

personal
L

iberator
from

w
ith

out.
T

he
p
ro

letarian
revolution,

on
the

contrary,
has

to
be

the
first

c
o

n
sc

io
u

s

tran
sfo

rm
atio

n
of

society,
the

first
step

in
the

“K
ingdom

of
F

reedom
,”

the

historical
m

om
ent

w
hen

individuals
w

ho
have

hitherto
been

objects
and

p
ro

d
,
,

r,A
,-,rn

e
ln

rp
rc

It
r-ln

ec
n

n
t

realize

a
“transcendence

of
self”

th
ro

u
g
h

com
ing

to
consciousness

an
d

rev
o
lu

tio
n

ary
a
c
tio

n
.

A
s

E
ngels

w
rote

in
his

“political
testam

en
t”

(the
1895

preface
to

T
he

C
lass

S
triic,’les

in
France

1848—
1850):

T
he

tim
e

of
su

rp
rise

attack
s,

of
rev

o
lu

tio
n
s

carried
th

ro
u

g
h

by
sm

all
C

o
n

scious
m

inorities
at

the
head

of
m

asses
lacking

co
n

scio
u

sn
ess

is
past.

W
hen

it
is

a
q
u
estio

n
of

a
co

m
p
lete

tran
sfo

rm
atio

n
of

the
social

o
rg

an
izatio

n
,

the
m

asses
th

em
selv

es
m

u
st

also
be

in
on

it,
m

u
st

th
em

selv
es

alread
y

h
av

e
g
rasp

ed
w

h
at

is
at

stake,
w

h
at

they
are

fig
h
tin

g
for,

b
o
d

y
an

d
soul.34

It
m

u
st

nevertheless
be

observed
that

in
som

e
periods,

for
a

n
u

m
b

er
of

re
a

sons
w

hich
need

to
be

stu
d
ied

concretely
in

each
case,

certain
leaders,

the
v
a
n
g
u
a
rd

,
o

r
ev

en
a

large
p
art

of
the

m
ass

take
over

the
bourgeois

m
y
th

o
l

ogy
or

retu
rn

to
p

ast
form

s
of

o
rg

an
izatio

n
and

action
(utopianism

,
co

n
sp

ir
acy,

etc.).
W

e
see,

for
instance,

in
the

19th
century,

the
reap

p
earan

ce
in

som
e

sectors
of

the
w

o
rk

in
g

class
of

the
m

y
th

of
the

m
an

sent
by

P
rovidence:

the
“flirtation”

of
P

ro
u
d
h
o
n
,

W
eithng,

an
d

som
e

w
o
rk

er
g
ro

u
p
s

w
ith

N
apoleon

III,
of

L
assalle

w
ith

B
ism

arck,
an

d
so

on.
F

urtherm
ore,

utopia
and

the
secret

society
reap

p
ear

after
1848

an
d

p
ersist

in
d

iv
erse

form
s

(P
ro

u
d
h

o
n

ism
,

B
lanquism

)
right

d
o
w

n
to

the
C

o
m

m
u
n
e

of
1871.

A
nd

o
u
g
h

t
one

not
to

in
te

r
pret

sim
ilarly

w
h
at

is
co

n
v
en

tio
n
ally

called
“the

cult
of

p
erso

n
ality

”
in

the
w

orking-class
m

o
v
em

en
t

in
the

20th
century?

T
he

m
ost

favorable
co

n
d
itio

n
s

for
the

ap
p
earan

ce
of

these
p
h

en
o
m

en
a

of
“ideological

regression”
are:

a)
w

eakness,
im

m
aturity,

low
level

of
consciousness

in
the

w
orking-class

m
ovem

ent;
b)

defeats
of

the
proletariat,

setbacks
to

the
revolution,

disappointm
ent

and
discouragem

ent
of

the
m

asses;
c)

isolation
of

the
vanguard,

bureaucratization,
gap

betw
een

leaders
and

m
ass.

To
the

revolutionary
conjuncture

corresponds
the

tendency
to

self-
em

ancipation;
to

the
victory

of
the

counterrevolution
corresponds

the
return

to
m

essianic
m

yths,
utopia,

and
Jacohino-M

achiavellism

c)
M

arx’s
c
o
;iirn

u
lijs

n
i

vJ
1/ic

flo
s
s
e
s
”

T
he

eco
n

o
m

ic
an

d
social

co
n

seq
u
en

ces
of

th
e

In
d
u
strial

R
ev

o
lu

tio
n

w
ere

m
o
re

an
d

m
o

re
felt

in
E

u
ro

p
e

d
u
rin

g
th

e
p
erio

d
1830—

1848:
g

ro
w

th
of

to
w

n
s,

d
e
v

e
l

o
p
m

en
t

of
in

d
u
stry

an
d

com
m

erce,
concentration

an
d

n
u

m
erical

in
crease

of

C
f.

L
ukâcs,

H
isto1

a
n

d
C

lass-C
onscioiisn’ss,

p.
72;

A
.

G
orz,

La
m

orale’
d’

l’izistc’ire
(Paris:

1959),
p.

175;
R.

L
uxcm

burg,
“M

asse
et

chefs.,”
in

M
arx/sine

contrc
dictature

P
a
n
s

1946)
p

37
[F

rom
G

e
k
ic

k
te

H
o
ifru

n
g

en
(

H
opes

dashed
)

D
c

\e
Z
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L

n
tro

&
jc

tio
n

J
n

tro
d
u

c
tjo

n
2

the
proletariat,

p
au

p
erizatio

n
,

and
p
ro

letarian
izatio

n
of

craftsm
en,

etc.
T

hese

changes
b
ro

u
g
h
t

about,
directly

or
indirectly,

a
great

reinforcem
ent

and
reo

ri

en
tatio

n
of

the
labor

m
ovem

ent.
W

e
th

u
s

see,
in

F
rance,

the
form

ation
of

in
d
ep

en
d
en

t
w

orking-class
g
ro

u
p
s

and
tendencies,

sep
arate

from
rep

u
b
li

canism
and

p
u
rely

b
o
u
rg

eo
is

Jaco
b
in

isn
.

T
his

w
as

the
tim

e
of

the
rise

of

“w
orkers’

unions,”
societies

for
resistance,

secret
societies

m
ade

up
of

w
o
rk

ers
and

w
ith

a
w

orking-class
ideology;

neo-B
abouvist

com
m

unism
,

a
w

av
e

of
com

binations,
strikes,

riots,
and

p
o
p
u
lar

insurrections.
In

E
ngland,

trade

unions
develop,

the
w

o
rk

er
m

asses
organize

them
selves

politically
(C

hartism
),

strikes
and

u
p
risin

g
s

follow
one

after
another.

In
G

erm
any,

the
first

w
o
rk

ers’
associations

appear,
and

also
the

first
w

orkers’
revolts.

In
exile,

G
erm

an

craftsm
en

form
B

abouvist
secret

societies.
In

general,
E

urope’s
w

o
rk

in
g

class

ap
p
ears

on
history’s

scene,
begins

to
act

th
ro

u
g
h

its
ow

n
organizations

an
d

also
to

sketch
out

a
p
ro

g
ram

of
its

ow
n.

M
arx

w
as

able
to

g
rasp

the
co

m
m

o
n

feature
of

these
experiences

an
d

to

develop
into

a
coherent

theory
the

m
ore

or
less

vague
and

frag
m

en
tary

te
n

dencv
to

w
ard

s
com

m
unism

and
self-em

ancipation,
an

d
he

could
grasp

and

give
expression

to
the

real
m

ovem
ent

of
the

p
ro

letariat
because,

since
1843,

he
h
ad

been
co

n
cern

ed
w

ith
“m

ak
in

g
the

w
o
rld

aw
are

of
its

o
w

n
c
o
n

to
it

the
m

ean
in

g
of

its
ow

n
a
c
tio

n
s,”

an
d

not

inventing
and

im
posing

a
new

read
y
-m

ad
e

dogm
atic

system
.

T
he

central
idea

of
M

arx’s
“co

m
m

u
n
ism

of
the

m
asses”

w
as

self-liberation

by
the

m
asses

th
ro

u
g
h

the
co

m
m

u
n
ist

revolution.
T

his
idea,

or,
rather,

this

significant
constellation

of
ideas,

w
as

m
ade

u
p

of
three

dialectically
linked

ideas,
three

perspectives
that

w
ere

m
u
tu

ally
im

plicit:

a)
recognition

of
the

potentially
revolutionary

nature
of

the
proletariat;

h)
the

proletariat’s
tendency

tow
ards

com
m

unist
consciousness,

by
w

ay
of

its
revolutionary

praxis;

ci
the

role
of

the
com

m
unists

in
developing

this
tendency

tow
ards

total

coherence.

In
this

threefold
approach,

the
critical

practical
stru

ctu
re

of
M

arx’s
th

o
u
g
h
t

ap
p
ears

cleariv:
on

the
basis

of
criuical

reflectio
n

ab
o
u
t

r
e
a
llt\,

a
o
ssih

i1
itv

em
erges,

and
upon

this
possibility

he
b
u
ild

s
a

project
for

tran
sfo

rm
in

g
action.

M
arx’s

d
o
ctrin

e
of

the
co

m
m

u
n
ist

rev
o
lu

tio
n

is
a

rea1stic
political

theory

because
it

is
based

on
a

“critico-scientific”
analysis

of
capitalist

society:
the

p
o
ssib

ility
of

ch
an

g
in

g
social

reality
is

p
resen

t
w

ith
in

reality
itself.3’

T
he

hypothesis
of

the
potentially

revolutionary
and

co
m

m
u
n
ist

nature
of

the
p
ro

letariat
is

the
link,

the
organic

connection,
b
etw

een
M

arx’s
political

theory

and
his

sociology,
econom

ics,
p
h
ilo

so
p
h
y

of
h
isto

ry
and

so
on.

“C
om

m
unism

of
the

m
asses”

p
resu

p
p
o
ses

M
arx’s

entire
W

r’ltaizschaii;i;
it

is
a

partial
to

tal
itv

articulated
w

ithin
this

lo
n
g
er

to
ta

lit

In
this

conception,
the

role
of

the
cainnhllnjsts

(a
broad

term
w

hich,
for

M
arx,

c:y,braccs
th

e
ideoiogh,t5,

the
p
o
litical

lead
ers,

an
d

the
v
an

g
u
ard

of
the

proletariat)
is

qualitatively
different

from
that

of
the

Jacobin
heroes

or
the

re\o
lu

tio
n
ary

co
n
sp

irato
rs.

T
hey

are
the

“catalysts”
of

the
totality

w
ith

in
the

labor
m

o
v
em

en
t;

their
function

is
to

link
every

lim
ited

d
em

an
d
,

every
national

struggle,
every

partial
m

om
ent,

to
the

total
m

o
v
em

en
t

(the
ultim

ate
aim

,
the

in
tern

atio
n
al

stru
g
g
le,

etc.).33
C

o
n
trary

to
the

id
eo

lo
g
ists

of
the

“S
avior”

or
the

S
upporters

of
conspiratorial

societies,
for

w
h
o
m

the
sep

ara
hon

betw
een

“the
general

interest”
and

the
m

asses
is

institutionalized
because

people
are

necessarily
p
articu

larist,
corrupt,

or
ignorant,

M
arx

refuses
to

dig
a

ditch
betw

een
the

co
m

m
u
n
ists

and
the

proletariat,
because

their
separation

is
provisional,

because
the

proletariat
tends

tow
ards

the
totality,

tow
ards

co
m

m
unism

,
to

w
ard

s
revolution

T
he

bourgeois
doctrinaire

alienates
the

“to
tal

ity
”

in
an

in
d
h

id
u
al

or
an

in
stitu

tio
n

because
he

reg
ard

s
civil

society
as

essentially
particularist.

T
he

co
n
sp

irato
r

sees
in

the
secret

sect
the

only
bearer

of
the

“totality,”
because

the
w

orking-class
m

ass
seem

s
to

him
to

he
d
o
o
m

ed
to

o
b
scu

ran
tism

so
long

as
the

capitalist
regim

e
survives.

M
arx

sees
his

role
and

that
of

the
co

m
m

u
n
ists

as
an

in
stru

m
en

t
of

self-liberation
of

the
m

asses,
because

he
is

w
itnessing

the
birth

of
an

in
d
ep

en
d
en

t
labor

m
ovem

ent,
and

he
believes

this
to

he
capable

of
attain

in
g

consciousness
of

its
historic

task.

C
f

\J.
L

enin,
W

hat
Is

Th
Bt’

D
ana?

C
W

L
,
\

423:
“T

he
Social

D
em

o
crats

ideal
should

n
o
t

he
the

tra
d
e
-u

n
io

n
secretary,

hut
the

tribune
oF

[1w
ot’ople,

w
ho

is
able

to
react

to
every

m
anifestation

of
tyranny

and
oppression,

no
m

atter
w

here
it

ap
p

ears,
no

m
atter

w
h

at
stratu

m
or

class
of

the
p

eo
p
le

it
aftects;

w
ho

is
able

to
g

en
eralize

all
these

m
an

ifestatio
n

s
an

d
p

ro
d

u
ce

a
sin

g
le

p
ictu

re
of

police
violence

an
d

cap
italist

&
X

ploitation;
w

ho
is

able
to

take
advantage

of
every

event,
how

ever
sm

all,
in

order
ifl

ç
f
.

O
w

.k
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