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 "Marx and Political Theory"

 Robert 1J. Pranger

 T HIS is a political world of power and competition for power, together with, hopefully, the legitimate authority that goes
 with such power; a world where ability to dominate the will

 of others is prized either in itself or for other ends. Politics is
 associated with the quest for power, as an end or means.1 It is
 not surprising, therefore, that in looking at those thinkers in the
 past who have focused on human relationships and organized
 associations, commentators should be fascinated with how they
 looked at domination, and also, secondarily, how they viewed
 freedom from such domination (for example, the limits of power).
 In the measure that these thinkers dealt with politics, one might
 say, they concerned themselves with power, authority, leadership,
 and, coincidentally, with freedom. Put another way, what is typ-
 ically "political" about their thinking concerns their views about
 the "political system"; that is, how they looked at the process
 whereby valued goods are allocated authoritatively.2 This "system"
 includes formal, public institutional arrangements, such as the
 "State," and processes within these institutions, such as "conflict"
 and "conciliation."

 Looking at politics as public power, Karl Marx was explicitly
 apolitical. He was an enemy of the "State" and "State power,"
 together with its hoary practices and recondite rationalizations.
 Further, it is plain that Marx identified politics with power and
 power with the nineteenth-century Machtstaat which both sup-
 pressed working-class spontaneity and persecuted individual radi-
 cals like himself. As most everywhere else in his social theory, Marx
 relied here on firsthand experience as well as learned treatises and
 governmental documents. From early in his writing career, with
 two articles critical of Ruge in 1844, to his later ideas in Capital
 and The Civil War in France (1870-71) one can locate numerous
 examples of Marx's apolitical bias, his firm belief that class war-

 1Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society (New
 Haven, 1950), Chap. V; Karl Loewenstein, Political Power and the Gov-
 ernmental Process (Chicago, 1965), p. 3.

 2 On the "political system" see David Easton, A Framework for Political
 Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, 1965), p. 50.
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 192 THE REVIEW OF POLITICS

 fare will finally terminate the State, and his conviction that "So-
 ciety" will triumph over its agents.3 In other words, what stands
 out about Marx's political theory is its negativity regarding State
 power, meaning that for those who regard politics only as power
 in conventional public settings, Marx does not have much to add
 to the history of political theory except his resounding negative
 vote, a not insignificant contribution considering his sway over the
 influential ideology developed in his wake. Aristotle, on the other
 hand, had much earlier discerned the connection between economic
 class and politics, but sought to harness class power to political
 stability, a task taken up in contemporary social thought by the
 sociologist, Seymour Martin Lipset.4 Having both stolen Marx's
 thunder, so to speak, and also treated state politics as the highest
 good, Aristotle seems much more interesting, as a political theorist,
 than does Marx.

 Even in the area of conventional public politics, however, poli-
 tics involves, besides power, a community of public concerns and
 a body of citizens or full members participating in building a com-
 monwealth, or so a number of thinkers have argued from Aristotle
 to the present. Linked to politics is not only Harold D. Lasswell's
 "Who gets what, when, how," but "community" as well. Cicero
 had one participant in his dialogue, The Republic, argue:

 S... a commonwealth is the property of a people. But a people
 is not any collection of human beings brought together in any
 sort of way, but an assemblage of people in large numbers asso-
 ciated in an agreement with respect to justice and a partnership
 for the common good [communione sociatus].5

 Similarly, looking back at the Roman Republic, Machiavelli had
 Cosimo ask, in The Art of War, what ancient civic virtues might
 be introduced for contemporary Italian imitation. The famous
 general, Fabrizio, responded:

 To honor and reward civic excellence (virtu'); not to scorn

 3 See for example T. B. Bottomore and Maxmilien Rubel (eds.), Karl
 Marx, Selected Writings in Sociology and Social Philosophy (London, 1956),
 Part Four.

 4 Aristotle, Politics III, viii; Lipset, Political Man (Garden City, 1960),
 passim. Harrington and Madison developed this theme before the advent of
 the modern social sciences, but the exploration continues into the present.

 5 Cicero, Republic I, xxv, 39, trans. C. W. Keyes (Loeb Classical Library,
 Cambridge, 1951), pp. 75-77.
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 "MARX AND POLITICAL THEORY" 193

 poverty, to value good order and discipline in their armies; to
 oblige citizens to love one another, to decline faction, and to
 prefer the good of the public to any private interest.6

 And Joseph Tussman, a contemporary political philosopher, has
 commented:

 Graham Wallas once characterized the great philosophers of
 Athens as "training free citizens to exercise judgment on behalf
 of a consciously self-governed community." This has always
 seemed to me an especially apt statement of what liberal educa-
 tion is - when it is what it should be.7

 While Marx evinced a negative approach to State power,
 and thus one might say to political theory, one could also argue
 there is more to political theory than power, if one concentrates
 on citizenship, participation, the idea of the common good, liberal
 education, and community. In this last area, the question of
 citizenship and community, Marx was a positive political thinker,
 even though he identified politics too narrowly with power and
 community with "society." As a result, some commentators, such
 as Hannah Arendt and Sheldon S. Wolin, have criticized Marx
 for subordinating politics to society, a dichotomy Marx, Arendt,
 and Wolin would share, and one which views politics too narrowly
 perhaps, and society too broadly.8 Despite these criticisms, Marx's
 view of community will be treated here as political theory. Within
 his focal community, the modern industrial workplace or factory,
 issues of both political power and citizenship were confronted.
 This essay will focus on Marx as a theorist of citizenship.

 In what follows four topics will be discussed. First, the gen-
 eral subject of citizenship, as developed by Marx in relation to
 the factory, will be analyzed. How can one speak of "citizenship
 in the factory"? Secondly, Marx's view of what kind of revolu-
 tionary change in government is necessary for full community to

 6 Niccol6 Machiavelli, The Art of War, ed. by Neal Wood (Indianapolis,
 1965), p. 12.

 7 Obligation and the Body Politic (New York, 1960), p. 10.
 8 Marx: "The clearer and more vigorous political thought is, the less

 it is able to grasp the nature of social evils." Bottomore and Rubel, loc. cit.,
 p. 217; and Marx, "First Manuscript" in Economic and Philosophical Manu-
 scripts (1844), ed. by T. B. Bottomore (London, 1963), pp. 156-158 (here-
 after cited as EPM, followed by Roman numeral for manuscript number).
 Also, Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Garden City, 1958), pp.
 101ff; Sheldon S. Wolin, Politics and Vision (Boston, 1960), pp. 416-418.
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 194 THE REVIEW OF POLITICS

 develop will be discussed. Thirdly, the habits of the new industrial
 citizenship will be examined. Finally, the fact that Marx's pre-
 scriptions regarding the new citizenship are revolutionary, even
 utopian, should be recognized and commented upon.

 I

 Factory Citizenship

 One might properly ask, however, that if Marx were a foe of
 State power and citizenship involves full-fledged membership in
 the national state, then how could he be interested in citizenship
 as a positive problem requiring his serious attention. The answer
 to this question may seem a bit unusual. Political theories, con-
 trasted with legal theories about the public domain, are not con-
 fined to formal, public, governmental settings at all; that is, to
 what is usually thought to be political. Both in the sense of power
 and in the sense of communal participation, politics extends to
 all groupings in life where men deliberately seek to resolve their
 differences through organized effort and with an "economy of
 violence."9 For Marx, man is a citizen of two cities, the formal
 state and the city of work.10 The worker, or "proletarian,""' is
 in the State but not of it: his truly relevant citizenship is in the
 factory where the central human drama of suffering and redemp-
 tion will be carried out, only now without the transcendent per-
 spective those early Christians had when they claimed: "We are
 in the world, but not of it." Though men have always suffered
 in their work, the modern factory based on new technologies
 together with the capitalistic relationships found in this factory'2

 9 The expression "economy of violence" is used with reference to
 Machiavelli by Wolin, op. cit., pp. 220-224; the emphasis here is on economy
 or thrift rather than on the inevitability of some violence in politics.

 10 There are some interesting parallels here to the famous discussion of
 the "two cities" and man's "pilgrimage" as a stranger through the earthly
 city in St. Augustine, The City of God, Book XIX.

 11 The "proletarian" is "one who lives, without capital or rent, simply
 from labour, and from one-sided, abstract labour merely as a worker." Marx,
 EPM I, p. 76. See also Capital, Vol. I (1867), 4th ed., trans. Samuel Moore
 and Edward Aveling (New York, 1906), Part II, Chap. VI (hereafter cited
 as Capital - all references are to Volume One).

 12 Marx defines "capital" as "stored-up labour," EPM I, p. 85. A more
 extended analysis of this process of storing up labor, including "surplus value,"
 is found in Capital, Parts II-III. See Marx's statement in Capital that the
 capitalist "proceeds to consume the commodity" (laborer), p. 205, and also
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 "MARX AND POLITICAL THEORY" 195

 makes this suffering apparent in dramatic, radical dimensions
 where every so-called "progressive" measure leads to further misery.
 The dramatic apparentness of this proletarian suffering, just as
 in the case of Christian suffering, leads to the destruction of both
 false idols and incomplete visions of the new society. In Chris-
 tianity these idols include worship of worldly things; in Marx's
 view the worship is not much different. "Fetishism" is a pagan
 custom involving, among other things, golden objects and money.
 Excoriating money, the young Marx relied for his critique on
 authors steeped in the traditions of Classical humanism and Chris-
 tian iconoclasm, Shakespeare and Goethe.'3

 The relevant focus for civic membership or citizenship for
 Marx, therefore, was the factory as a possibly enriched commu-
 nity, though at present thoroughly corrupt. Here Marx's nominal
 Lutheran background perhaps came to the fore: while Luther
 railed against the "three walls" of Rome, clerical supremacy,
 scriptural monopoly, and papal autocracy, Marx assaulted the
 three monetary abstractions of classical economics, capital, ground
 rent, and labor.14 Out of this destruction of hoary, unanalyzed
 fictions was to come a living community, the factory freed from
 hierarchy and open to dialogue among the whole membership.
 Further, through this dialogue was to develop the factory as a
 means of enlightenment for everyman in the central truths of the
 drama in which each was engaged, the pageant of modem pro-
 duction. The parallels to Luther's "priesthood of all believers"
 are striking.

 In the capitalist factory, true citizenship --full, responsible
 participation open to every member on crucial governmental mat-
 ters in the workplace - was absent, even though the factory was

 at pp. 257, 339. What follows this statement in Capital is a lengthy documen-
 tation of this figurative cannibalism: for instance, "Capital is dead labour,
 that vampire-like, only lives by sucking living labour, and lives the more,
 the more labour it sucks." Ibid., p. 257.

 13 For Marx's comments on money, with citations of Shakespeare and
 Goethe, see EPM III, pp. 190-191. A more elaborate analysis may be found
 in Capital, Part I, Chs. II-111, with the passage from Shakespeare's "Timon
 of Athens," cited in the EPM, quoted again on p. 148 n. 1.

 14 On capital see EPM I, pp. 85ff; ground rent, EPM I, pp. 103ff; labor,
 EPM I, pp. 69-84, 120-134. Also the comments in Capital, pp. 92-93. Karl
 Marx's father converted from Judaism to Protestantism one year before Karl's
 birth; the latter was raised in the spirit of enlightened, Prussian Lutheranism.
 Isaiah Berlin, Karl Marx, His Life and Environment (2nd ed., London,
 1948), pp. 27-31.
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 present and all-pervasive. Just as that pure of heart Lutheran,
 Kierkegaard, saw the world filled with "Christianity" but empty
 of "Christians," so his contemporary, Marx, saw society replete
 with "Industry" but devoid of Saint-Simonian Industriels imbued
 with scientific entrepreneurship in the mold of Robert Owen.15
 The reason for this contrast between ostensible richness and actual

 poverty, in Marx's view, was the domination of Industry by Capi-
 talism, of Industriels by Capitalists. To gain true citizenship would
 require, therefore, loss of alienation between worker and process
 and the creation of a community within a contemporary tech-
 nological framework. Industry was to dominate Capital. Such
 a change would be truly revolutionary involving (a) radical trans-
 ference of political power from State to industry, (b) an equally
 radical transformation of the image of citizenship within the
 factory, and (c) a revolutionary educational process to sustain
 this new image. Each of these three radical changes will be dis-
 cussed separately in the sections following this one.

 Since the factory constitutes Marx's focus for relevant citizen-
 ship, economic indices dominate Marx's political theory because
 the factory is an economic unit. Saying this, however, is not the
 same as saying that Marx's theory provides an "economic inter-
 pretation of politics" or that "economic determinism" is at work.
 Rather, the relevant politics for Marx takes place in an economic
 setting. Hence, economic matters preoccupy Marx, even in his
 early works, contrary to much opinion that his early writings
 smack more of Hegel than Ricardo.16 Similarly, St. Augustine's
 "City of God" is a very religious setting for a highly political argu-
 ment.'7 But in either case, factory or church, political categories
 have been transferred into novel settings and then these settings
 have been contrasted with more normal political environs. The
 economic indices of primary importance to Marx are: (1) relation-
 ships or systems involving employers, bosses, and employees all
 knit together in "hierarchic exploitation" through the division of
 labor and class conflict; (2) money, the tie that binds everyone
 in alienated, abstract relations instead of human ones; (3) com-

 15 For Marx's comments on Robert Owen see Capital, pp. 106 n.1, 327-
 328 n.4, 440, 552; also, EPM III, p. 156.

 10 For a view of the "philosophical" young Marx see A. James Gregor,
 A Survey of Marxism (New York, 1965), Chap. 1.

 17 On Early Christian religious thought as a political theory see Wolin,
 op. cit., Chapter Four.
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 "MARX AND POLITICAL THEORY" 197

 modities, the inputs and outputs of the factory, including labor
 itself as both input and output; (4) work or what is done as con-
 trasted with what is produced; and (5) the means of production,
 machines and men. Each of these indices assumes a central posi-
 tion as a major variable, connected with the other major variables,
 in the industrial drama enacted under capitalism. Juxtaposed to
 this economic drama is a political chorus demanding changes in
 power, authority, citizenship, and civic education for the sake of
 justice. Contrasted with Marx's description of the capitalist process
 of production is his view of a new distributive justice.

 Marx's analysis of capitalism is personal but very professional,
 a paradigm of theory and research in the social sciences; his call
 for justice prophetic, phrased in biting terms in the name of the
 proletarian collectivity. The analysis knows the distinction between
 fact and value, though it does not always heed it, especially as the
 analysis pierces capitalism's ideological shell. But the collective
 opprobrium of the chorus is more purely political in that it jumbles
 description and evaluation in its own ideological disarray.

 Alienation, community, civic virtue, and other political prob-
 lems take on economic overtones and in this sense there may be
 an economic interpretation of politics in Marx. But Marx also
 fashioned a political theory of the factory where political categories
 were pervasive. The old politics of the factory had been "vertical"
 (tall), an elite domination of the mass based on wealth, slavery,
 alienation. This old politics emphasized power. The new politics
 will lead toward a cooperative, egalitarian commonwealth of work-
 ers, where civic participation in a more "horizontal" (flat) com-
 munity of equals will prevail.18 In any case, work organizations
 like the factory form the core of man's life. Standard "political"
 units, such as the state, are now, as always, except perhaps in the
 ancient Greek polis, irrelevant to the affairs of daily living. Al-
 though Erich Fromm may not always be correct about Marx in
 the judgments of some, he does warn rightly that Marx

 . . is not concerned primarily with the equalization of income.
 He is concerned with the liberation of man from a kind of

 18 On vertical-tall and horizontal-flat organizations in contemporary life
 see Chris Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the Organization (New York,
 1964), p. 233; Arthur H. Kuriloff, "An Experiment in Management - Put-
 ting Theory Y to the Test," Personnel, XL (November-December 1963), 8-17;
 Robert Goliembiewski, Behavior and Organization: 0 & M and the Small
 Group (Chicago, 1963), pp. 199-205.
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 198 THE REVIEW OF POLITICS

 work which destroys his individuality, which transforms him into
 a thing, and which makes him a slave of things.19

 II

 Governmental Leadership in the New Society

 According to Marx, in a famous letter, class struggle necessarily
 leads to "dictatorship" of the proletariat and from there to a class-
 less society.20 Some indication of what Marx considered a model
 for this dictatorship is found in his three addresses on "The Civil
 War in France," delivered in 1870 and 1871 to the General Coun-
 cil of the International Working Men's Association. Especially
 interesting is his third lecture given in 1871 only two days after
 the Paris Commune was finally defeated by forces representing the
 "Government of National Defense" at Versailles. Marx closed

 his analysis of the Commune with an avowal that "working men's
 Paris ... will be for ever celebrated as the glorious harbinger of
 a new society."21 Though he later expressed doubts that the
 Commune was fully socialistic, he nevertheless stood by his opinion
 that the Commune was a harbinger of things to come.22 The
 description of the Commune's government that follows comes
 from Marx, not because he was historically accurate, but because
 what he saw tells something about the kind of governmental leader-
 ship he favored for the new society.

 The Paris Commune was formed of municipal councillors
 chosen by universal suffrage in various wards of Paris and made
 responsible by the short terms of their offices. The majority of the
 members were either working-class or acknowledged representa-
 tives of the working class. This Commune was not a parliamentary
 body (Marx had no liking for parliamentarism and representative
 democracy), but a working body with both legislative and execu-
 tive functions. Since the nature of this government was dictatorial,
 at least in Marx's eyes, the fact that legislative and executive powers
 were fused would cause none of the anxieties for him it might for
 ardent, middle-class constitutionalists such as Madison. In prac-

 19 Erich Fromm, Marx's Concept of Man (New York, 1961), pp. 48-49.
 20Marx to Joseph Weydemeyer, March 5, 1852, in Lewis Feuer (ed.),

 Marx & Engels, Basic Writings on Politics & Philosophy (Garden City, 1959),
 pp. 456-457.

 21 The Civil War in France (1871), trans. E. Belfort Bax (Chicago, n.d.),
 p. 78.

 22 Marx to F. Domela-Nieuwenhaus, in Feuer, op. cit., pp. 390-391.
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 tice the Commune functioned more like the Soviet Party Central
 Committee, if the latter body were armed with significant legis-
 lative and executive powers; that is, "government by committee,"
 but a committee larger than the British Cabinet.

 Throughout the governmental system of the Commune was
 found a deemphasis of hierarchy. As "the positive form of the
 Social Republic," representing Society's victory over the formal
 State (though not, according to our analysis, the victory of society
 over politics), the Commune based its legitimacy on supersession
 of class domination.23 Monarchy was gone. Standing army was
 transformed into citizen's militia. Police were stripped of political
 attributes. Public service was reward at workmen's wages. "High"
 dignitaries disappeared, signifying a decrease in symbolic distance
 between governors and governed. Judges were elected. Suffrage
 was universal and frequently exercised. The Commune was to be
 the political form throughout France, even in the smallest hamlets,
 with decentralization occurring on a whole series of federated levels.
 In all this, the Commune of 1870-71 was intended to break "the
 modern State power" and was not analogous to medieval or other
 communes, none of which had this purpose. Its real secret was
 that it represented essentially a working-class government, "the
 product of the struggle of the producing against the appropriating
 class, the political form at last discovered under which to work out
 the economical emancipation of labor."24 Here Marx let slip a
 distinction between political forms, one of which he approved, the
 other subjected to scorn. On the one hand was the conventional
 State performing yeoman-like services for capitalistic domination
 (disapproved), on the other hand was the communal political
 form leading to labor's emancipation (approved). Instead of be-
 ing apolitical here, Marx envisages a new politics that emphasizes
 horizontal communities where many participate in making major
 decisions for society, instead of politics ruled over by ever-narrowing
 vertical hierarchies. Actually, as noted earlier, participatory poli-
 tics leading to the construction of commonwealth is "new" only

 2s The Civil War in France, pp. 42-43. The view adopted in the present
 essay differs radically from the idea that Marx insisted on the need for cen-
 tralization and implied the possibility of a "state" organization in the new
 socialist society. For the latter point of view see S. F. Bloom, "Withering
 Away of the State," Journal of the History of Ideas, VII (January, 1946),
 113-121.

 24 The Civil War in France, p. 48.
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 200 THE REVIEW OF POLITICS

 in the sense that it remains relatively untested; in political theory
 its conception dates back to Athens at least, while at that point
 it was even tried in practice. Subsequently, it has received faithful
 treatment in the history of political ideas and occasional, fitful
 exercise in political action as well.25

 III

 A New Image for Citizenship

 According to Marx, the Paris Commune's aim was to emanci-
 pate labor, and with this emancipation "everyman becomes a
 working man and productive labor ceases to be a class attribute."26
 In other words, the relevant citizenship in the new society will
 involve "workers" and an image of membership appropriate to
 universal working-class status. But the Commune lasted less than
 one year, so no new ideology of civic virtue and no revolutionary
 educational system could be established. At most, Parisian edu-
 cational institutions were all made public and free and open to all
 who wished to attend. For Marx's image of the newly emanci-
 pated member of the working class one must search elsewhere than
 in his analysis of the Paris Commune.

 A good deal has been written about Marx's picture of the vir-
 tuous worker in the new society, mostly centering around "leisure"
 and most of it misleading.27 Certainly it is clear that Marx's
 object was to make men truly "human" through the vagaries of
 the labor process itself, which hitherto had corrupted homo faber.
 Man desperately needs work to establish self-identity in the world
 of acting human beings, where man is defined as homo faber;
 Marx's most bitter and persistent indictment against capitalism is
 that it has destroyed this identity-through-work for most men.28

 25 There exists at present no adequate treatment of this subject, but see
 my The Eclipse of Citizenship (New York, 1968).

 28 The Civil War in France, p. 48.
 27 There is some literature on Marx and leisure. For use of The German

 Ideology to corroborate the leisure thesis (footnote 30 below) see Arendt,
 op. cit., p. 101, and Fromm, op. cit., p. 42.

 28 In both EPM I, pp. 120-134 ("Alienated Labour"), EPM III, pp. 189-
 194 ("Money"); and in Capital, pp. 81-185 on the general "fetishism of
 commodities" under capitalism whereby commodities experience "alienation"
 as they receive a monetary value, and pp. 185-221 where labor becomes a
 commodity with a monetary price that expresses "the alienation of labour-
 power."
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 This central aim of humanizing labor is stated frequently as early
 as the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 and con-
 tinues throughout his life. As with Rousseau and his state of nature,
 however, Marx will not turn the clock back to "precapitalist eco-
 nomic formations,"29 since he believed both in the unidirectional
 movement of history and in the possibilities present in the modern
 factory and its associated industrial technology for truly Promethean
 humans to develop - the whole human race transfigured from
 miserable beggars into true Industriels.

 Usually Marx's picture of the new virtue possessed by the
 members in the emancipated factory based on the potentials of
 industrial technology, as already noted, is thought to center on
 "leisure"; that is, the new man will be freed by machinery to
 develop himself in Renaissance-like directions through hobbies and
 so on, once capitalism has been overturned. A famous passage in
 the German Ideology, written by Marx and Engels in 1846, is
 frequently cited in support of the leisure thesis.

 For as soon as labor is distributed [under capitalism], each man
 has a particular, exclusive sphere of activity which is forced upon
 him and from which he cannot escape. He is a hunter, a fisher-
 man, a shepherd, or a critical critic, and must remain so if he
 does not want to lose his means of livelihood; while in communist
 society, where nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but each
 becomes accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates
 the general production and thus makes it possible for me to do
 one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning,
 fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticize after
 dinner, just as I have a mind, without ever becoming hunter,
 fisherman, shepherd, or critic.30

 Here is clearly a society that sanctions "role diffusion" as a virtue
 instead of a vice or mental illness. How reminiscent are these

 prescriptions for the good society of Fourier's phalansteries with
 their provisions for butterfly (papillon) desires and for mobility
 among these types by the same person! But Marx was a theorist
 of work who despised Fourier's fanciful psychology.

 The interpretation of Marx's statements about the new citi-
 zen in the new society as comments on leisure are mistaken. Marx

 29See Karl Marx, Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations (1857-58), trans.
 Jack Cohen, E. J. Hobsbawm (ed.) (New York, 1964).

 30 The German Ideology (1846), in Feuer, op. cit., p. 254.
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 expressed no nostalgia for field and stream, nor did he advocate
 revolving charge accounts for purchasing camp equipment, golf
 clubs, and paint sets. What he was fascinated by, in his new image
 of organizational citizenship, was the potential offered by modemrn
 industry, not for leisure but for education.

 In his Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts Marx was
 ambiguous about this new civic image. His main problem in this
 early period was that of human genuineness or authenticity which
 had been corrupted by capitalism and modem industry: what he
 called later in Capital the "negative" side of modern industry, the
 alienation of labor. Hence, the Manuscripts are largely an indict-
 ment against the practical employment of economic abstractions
 in capitalism and against the classical economists with their theo-
 retical abstractions (thought always mirrors social reality for Marx,
 the more as it is less conscious of doing so). No program was
 presented in the Manuscripts, therefore, for contemporary citizen-
 ship in the revolutionized factory (with capitalism destroyed), or
 for civic education within this communalized system (education,
 as thought itself, is social - one does not educate men to be dif-
 ferent from what they are and then expect them to change society,
 one first changes society).31

 31 To digress for a moment, Marx's early writings concentrate mainly on
 economic matters, just as do his later works; judging by the footnotes, most
 of which refer to Smith, Mill, Ricardo, Say, and other economists, the philo-
 sophical content of even the early Manuscripts is very slim. On the basis of
 Marx's economic analysis in the First and Second Manuscripts of 1844 he
 could have invented the term "alienation" himself (he uses the term in
 Capital also--see the references in footnote 28 above). That Hegel coined
 the term first, meant that Hegel had to be reckoned with, and this finally
 occurs in the last pages of Marx's Third Manuscript. No doubt Marx's language
 was more Hegelian in 1844 than in his later years, but Marx, above all per-
 sons, would have subscribed to Humpty Dumpty's reply to Alice when told
 by her that he could not use language any way he chose: "the question is
 who will be master, that's all." It is worth noting that Marx argued in the
 First Manuscript of the EPM that we "begin from a contemporary economic
 fact" which indicates the worker is becoming poorer even as he produces
 more wealth and as his production increases in power and extent; that is,
 from the increasing devaluation of the human world as the world of things
 increases in value. This fact "implies that the object produced by labour,
 its product, now stands opposed to it as an alien being, as a power indepen-
 dent of the producer." Hence, capitalist appropriation leads to alienation.
 All the indices of this alienation are empirical and economic ("a contem-
 porary economic fact"): plainly, Marx could just as easily have derived
 alienation from the fact of production as an "alien being" as from any pre-
 vious brush with Hegel. Further, the term "being" is probably used loosely
 by Marx. EPM I, pp. 121, 122.
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 By the first volume of Capital in 1867, however, Marx had a
 new image of civic virtue well in his mind. No doubt influenced
 some by the teachings of Robert Owen who demonstrated the
 potential of the modem factory as a social and educational system
 for humanizing man if productive relationships were changed
 radically, Marx dealt with the question of civic virtue in the new
 society freed from capitalism's abstractions. Again, Marx is a
 theorist of work, productive work that identifies man in relation
 to nature, other men and himself as a "species-being."32 "Leisure,"
 as an outgrowth of machinery, becomes only secondarily impor-
 tant, because contemporary industrial technology, on the job, pro-
 vides a whole curriculum in modem science for elevating the
 ordinary worker to elite status, assuming that elitism today has
 something to do with science and technology.33 Through his par-
 ticipation in the industrial process, Marx argues in Capital, the
 worker can learn how to be human in contemporary terms, instead
 of being defrauded, providing society will deliberately use work
 experience as a learning experience. This cultivation of work as
 learning requires, however, a radical transformation of the spirit
 of modem industry from commodity-centered capitalism ("com-
 modity fetishism") to worker-centered industrialism ("social-
 ism").34 Revolutionary abolition of modem capitalism proves

 32 The odd concept, "species-being," is developed only in the section on
 "Alienated Labour" in EPM I, pp. 120-134. However, in Capital, Part III,
 Chap. VI, Sec. 1, Marx proceeds in much the same manner. In 1844, man,
 as a "species-being," is a "self-conscious being, that is, his own life is an
 object for him, because he is a species-being," whereas the "animal is one
 with its life activity," EPM I, p. 127. (Marx does not include humans with
 the other animals, contrary to Arendt's argument that his theory of labor-
 process coincides with the evolution and development theories of the nine-
 teenth century, an argument encouraged by Engels' boast that Marx was
 "the Darwin of history," op. cit., p. 100.) In 1867, there is much the same
 distinction in Marx's thought between animal and man in that "what dis-
 tinguishes the worst architect from the best of the bees is this, that the archi-
 tect raises his structure in imagination before he erects it in reality." Further-
 more, in parenthetical fashion, Marx notes, "Man himself, viewed as the
 impersonation of labour-power, is a natural object, a thing, although a living
 conscious thing, and labour is the manifestation of this power residing in
 him." Capital, pp. 198, 225.

 3 On modern science and technology conferring elite status, see Marx,
 Capital, Part IV, Chap. XV. A more contemporary statement is found in
 Don K. Price, The Scientific Estate (Cambridge, 1965); and Hans J. Morgen-
 thau, "Modern Science and Political Power," Columbia Law Review, 64
 (December, 1964), 1386-1409.

 4 The transformation is pictured in EPM III, pp. 152-167, in the section
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 necessary, not because capitalism fails eventually to pay more
 money and to provide welfare plans, but because its spirit militates
 against reorientation of the industrial process to a worker-centered
 experience. Nothing about capitalism's "progress" since 1867
 would convince Marx otherwise today: wages, social welfare and
 the like do not alter the central problem about the primary use
 of industrial development; for Marx the alternatives are either
 money (capitalism) or worker virtue (socialism). A money-
 oriented economy turns all virtues upside down and is thus anti-
 thetical to true civic virtue in the workplace.35

 Modern industry itself is revolutionary and flatly contradicts
 the capitalist form of its development. Eventually capitalism will
 have to give way. Since modern industry itself is radical, the edu-
 cation one would expect from modern industry, if its secrets were
 taken seriously and disseminated to the broad masses of workers,
 would be a revolutionary knowledge. This revolutionary educa-
 tion in the new society without capitalistic control is the last topic
 to be discussed here.

 IV

 The Revolutionary Educational Process

 Modern industry forms a never-ending process wherein revo-
 lutionary changes occur continuously in machinery, in the functions

 entitled "Private Property and Communism." These pages are among the
 more difficult, abstract, and, perhaps, "Hegelian" in Marx's writings, but
 demand closer reading since the explicit references are to Proudhon, Fourier,
 Saint-Simon, Cabet, Owen, and Aristotle. The "transformation," as depicted
 in Capital, will be cited in footnotes 36-40 below when "The Revolutionary
 Education Process" in Marx's theory of factory citizenship will be discussed.
 Worker-centered industrialism, where the worker himself and not greater
 efficiency of output is emphasized, has a contemporary non-Marxist proponent
 in Abraham Maslow; see his Eupsychian Management: A Journal (Home-
 wood, 1965).

 35 "Money, then, appears as a disruptive power for the individual and
 for the social bonds, which claim to be self-subsistent entities. It changes
 fidelity into infidelity, love into hate, hate into love, virtue into vice, vice
 into virtue, servant into master, stupidity into intelligence and intelligence
 into stupidity." Marx, EPM III, p. 193. To be a true man, however, a
 real "individuality," argues Marx, one must relate to the world as a human
 world, not allowing abstract money to become the bond of social union. In
 Capital Marx states: "Modern society, which soon after its birth pulled Plutus
 by the hair of his head from the bowels of the earth, greets gold as its Holy
 Grail, as the glittering incarnation of the very principle of its own life" (p.
 149).
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 of the worker and in the social combinations of production.36
 The drama of this process unfolds in the many workplaces of
 modemrn life where men and women spend their most alert, pro-
 ductive hours. Modern industry, by the laws of its process, neces-
 sitates (a) variation of labor, (b) fluency of function, and (c)
 universal mobility of laborers, and requires, in turn, an educa-
 tional process that will meet these revolutionary demands.37 Capi-
 talism, on the other hand, keeps reproducing older divisions of
 labor in order to protect vested interests, and failing this, to re-
 orient itself drastically with catastrophic results for older workers
 and industries. Modem industry requires a smooth-flowing process,
 but in the hands of capitalism produces both inefficiently and
 inhumanly because the process is broken continuously by drastic
 readjustments ("contradictions") with dramatic drops in produc-
 tion and painful dislocations of workers. One hundred years after
 Marx, although the readjustments do not appear so dramatically
 on paper and are softened in practice by governmental interven-
 tion, they are just as surely present. Contradictions between the
 process of modern industry and the fever chart of capitalist pro-
 duction threaten the worker continuously, creating the "mon-
 strosity" of "an industrial reserve army kept in misery."3s Every
 progress report eventually turns into calamity for some segment
 of the working force, since workers are not educated to foresee or to
 readjust to changes in industrial technology. This constitutes the
 negative side of modem industry, caused by its contradictions be-
 tween the means of production and productive relationships.

 But there exists a positive side to modem industry as well. The
 catastrophes wrought by modern industry in league with capitalism

 36 Footnotes 36-40 are all from Capital, Part IV, Chap. XV, "Machinery
 and Modern Industry" which, for the purposes of this essay, must be con-
 sidered central to Marx's writings. The reference to modern industry as a
 never-ending process involving revolutionary changes is found in Capital,
 pp. 532-533. For Arendt's comparison of Marx's labor-process with the
 biological life-process, a mistaken parallel in my estimation, see op. cit., pp.
 84-117. From a somewhat different standpoint see the criticism of Arendt's
 views on Marx by W. A. Suchting, "Marx and Hannah Arendt's The Human
 Condition," Ethics, LXXIII (October, 1962), 47-55.

 3 Capital, p. 533.
 38 Ibid. One might argue that the British worker since World War II

 has hardly been "miserable." But Marx clearly means by "misery" insecurity
 related to ignorance of the industrial and financial processes of capitalism, as
 well as purely economic deprivations. Since 1945 Great Britain's financial,
 industrial, and technological situation has surely been a fever chart.
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 require not only that capitalism be eradicated in order to elim-
 inate these catastrophes (the prescription Marx is most noted for),
 but that a fundamental law of modern production, variation of
 work and consequently the fitness of the laborer for varied work
 (not varied hobbies) be recognized, thus achieving the "greatest
 possible development of his varied aptitudes."39 In Capital Marx
 spent a good deal of time laying down the guidelines by which a
 new society might prosper; contrary to a common view that Marx
 is unclear about the lineaments of postrevolutionary, worker-con-
 trolled politics, he is quite explicit both as to its leadership (see
 the previous section) and its citizenship. Further, for the strength
 of the new community, as well as individual interest (actually
 Marx finds the separation of community and individual an impos-
 sible one), the fundamental law of modem production which
 requires variation of work and the fitness of the laborer for varied
 work, demands recognition.

 It becomes a question of life and death for society to adapt
 the mode of production to the normal functioning of this law.
 Modem Industry, indeed, compels society, under penalty of death,
 to replace the detail-worker of to-day, crippled by life-long repe-
 tition of the mere fragment of a man, by the fully developed
 individual, fit for a variety of labours, ready to face any change
 of production, and to whom the different social functions he per-
 forms, are but so many modes of giving free scope to his own
 natural and acquired power.40

 Allowing for their different focuses of citizenship, Marx seem-
 ingly shares Tocqueville's concern about a society concentrating
 on things rather than men and as a consequence sapping its prin-
 cipal strength.

 It would seem as if the rulers of our time sought only to use
 men in order to make things great; I wish that they would try
 a little more to make great men; that they would set less value
 on the work, and more upon the workman; that they would
 never forget that a nation cannot long remain strong when every
 man belonging to it is individually weak, and that no form or
 combination of social polity has yet been devised, to make an
 energetic people out of a community of pusillanimous and en-
 feebled citizens.41

 39 Ibid., p. 534.
 40 Ibid.

 41 Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, trans. Henry Reeve
 (New York, 1961), Part II, Book IV, Chap. VII, p. 394.
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 Apparently Marx's view of a truly revolutionary education is
 a generalist view. But this is not the same as the Periclean model
 of "happy versatility," though similarities are there.42 Marx's
 philosophy of industrial education is more like some others in his
 time, notably Tocqueville's and Kierkegaard's, that ordinary citizens
 were being submerged in the "mass" of bourgeois society with its
 omnipresent things and impotent individuals, where political cre-
 ativity as well as personal authenticity might disappear in an age
 of conformist "mass society." In a sense, Marx's Communist Mani-
 festo is much the same commentary on nineteenth-century Euro-
 pean bourgeois society as Tocqueville's Second Part of Democracy
 in America and Kierkegaard's The Present Age (all published sig-
 nificantly enough, in the critical decade of the 1840's). We have
 not begun to approach Marx's ideal of the revolutionary worker
 in a revolutionary workplace oriented toward industrial education.
 Thus Marx remains as relevant for the present as the past; or at
 least events subsequent to his death have not outdistanced his ideas,
 as many allege.

 V

 Conclusion

 Having examined Marx's political theory from the more un-
 usual perspective of his views on community and citizenship, it
 seems that his applicability for contemporary politics is as great
 as his cogency for political theory. Older work communities in
 the form of traditional factories and assembly lines still persist
 unregenerated save for more pay and shorter hours, matters about
 which Marx had much to say himself and about which he saw
 nothing very significant.43 Automation's threats to employment
 would not have surprised him either, because the modem work
 force continues in its ignorance about technological change. Mean-
 while, newer factories have developed which specialize even more
 than older ones in the input, manipulation, and output of men

 42 See the comments by Arendt on Marx, with reference to both Periclean
 citizenship and mass society, op. cit., pp. 102-117.

 43Marx discusses the effects of shorter hours and proportionately more
 pay for hours worked under capitalism in Capital, Part III, Chap. X, "The
 Working Day." "The creation of a normal working day is . . . the product
 of a protracted civil war, more or less dissembled, between the capitalist class
 and the working class." Ibid., p. 327. But the civil war does not end with
 the creation of a normal working day.
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 and abstract symbols. Whereas the old factories at least produced
 tangible goods which were then expressed in abstract monetary
 terms, these newer industries produce intangible items, such as
 ideas, which are then further abstracted through monetary sym-
 bols. At the same time, bureaucracies and their logic of abstract,
 rational competence have grown apace with these other develop-
 ments so that today governance of both older and newer indus-
 tries is controlled by abstract, even cybernated organizations orient-
 ed toward the output of things rather than the workmen involved.
 This contemporary government is as prevalent in Marxist as non-
 Marxist nations.44 In other words, the spaces for politics and
 citizenship have proliferated and become more hierarchical since
 Marx's time, making even more difficult the problem of prescrib-
 ing a course for revolutionary civic virtue to develop. Alienation
 dominates all the factories of modern life, from assembly line to
 university, and these factories grow more prolix and complex
 daily.45

 That the old order still persists and metamorphoses into stranger
 and more repressive forms, only heightens the revolutionary urgency
 of Marx's views. The "real Marx" is both more radical and rele-

 vant than ever, which may help explain why comfortable elites
 in both East and West prefer to speak of "Marxism" rather than
 "Marx," since Marxism has accommodated and invariably soft-
 ened Marx to fit local circumstances. But perhaps the course of
 events also emphasizes the utopian aspects of Marx's thinking,
 which in his own time, at least to himself and Engels, might have
 appeared more realistic. Yet one must distinguish between utopian
 thought and irrelevant thought: Marx's message today on the
 subject of citizenship and community is more relevant than ever
 precisely because the likelihood of its implementation has faded
 into the misty regions of bureaucratic management.

 44Fromm claims that Marx would view the situation of workers in con-
 temporary American, British, and Russian "factories" with equal aversion.

 45 Concern about personal alienation has become almost frenetic, at times,
 in the West. Recently, the subject has also been recognized as a problem in
 Eastern European Communist states, particularly in relation to growing
 bureaucratization of daily life. See The New York Times, January 20, 1965.
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