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Abstract

Friedrich Engels’ bicentenary was celebrated in 2020. As a contribution 
to this celebration, this article argues that Engels, among his various 
other substantive contributions, must be credited with his conceptu-
alization of the worker–peasant alliance. Given that this alliance was 
fundamental to democratic and socialist revolutions in the Third World 
in the twentieth century, and continues to be so in the twenty-first, 
it remains important to clarify its trajectory within classical Marxism. 
Engels turned his attention to the sixteenth-century peasant war 
in Germany so as to illuminate the challenges faced in the course of 
the 1848 revolutions that swept across Europe. He argued that, for 
large sections of the peasantry, the throwing off of their feudal yoke 
required an alliance with the proletariat. This, however, did not mean 
land redistribution via private landholdings but nationalization of the 
land. It also did not mean an alliance with the whole of the peasantry. 
These two questions and the antagonisms that they entailed were cen-
tral to the development of Marxist theory and practice in the Bolshevik 
and Chinese revolutions, as well as others in the Third World. Today, 
neoliberal globalization has shifted the terrain of struggle further by the 
fact of corporate dominance over the whole of the peasantry. The mas-
sive agitation of the Indian agriculturists since the end of 2020 and the 
alliances that have emerged should be an eye-opener.
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Introduction

The worker–peasant alliance has provided the basis for every revolution 
in the twentieth century, starting with the Bolshevik Revolution. For 
bringing about such an alliance, however, a conceptual innovation was 
required within Marxism. This conceptual innovation was affected 
explicitly by the Bolsheviks; in fact, it was an important point of 
difference between the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks. While the 
Mensheviks wanted an alliance with the Russian liberal bourgeoisie 
in the fight against feudalism, the Bolsheviks believed that the liberal 
bourgeoisie would betray the anti-feudal struggle at a certain stage 
and ally itself with the feudal lords in order to form a common front 
in defense of private property. Because of this, the working class, they 
argued, should rather forge an alliance with the peasantry to usher in the 
democratic revolution against Tsarism and feudalism, which it can then 
carry forward to socialism. 

The worker–peasant alliance proposed by the Bolsheviks has been 
rightly seen as a remarkable conceptual breakthrough in Marxist theory, 
and this breakthrough has been rightly attributed to Lenin. However, 
while Lenin no doubt formulated the concept rigorously and gave great 
clarity to it, the breakthrough had already occurred earlier with Friedrich 
Engels.

Engels whose bicentenary has just been celebrated in 2020 has been 
greatly underrated as a theorist. He is essentially seen as a popularizer of 
Marx’s ideas, and some even suggest that in the process of popularizing 
Marx, he simplified and somewhat distorted him. He is also seen as a 
person with flights of esoteric fancy, such as reading dialectics into 
nature (The Dialectics of Nature) and integrating Morgan’s anthropo-
logical discoveries into the corpus of Marxism (The Origin of the Family, 
Private Property and the State), but Engels was much more than this. He 
was an outstanding theorist of the revolution, who in many ways, more 
explicitly than Marx, laid the groundwork for the Leninist conceptual 
breakthrough that was responsible for charting the trajectory of the revo-
lution in Third World countries in the twentieth century.
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Marx and Engels on Third World Revolutions

Oddly enough, neither Marx nor Engels wrote anything about the class 
basis and class nature of the revolution in the colonies and semi-colonies 
of the Third World, even when they anticipated the prospects of such 
a revolution. The first reference to a revolutionary upsurge in a Third 
World country occurs just in passing in Marx’s article entitled ‘On the 
Future Results of British Rule in India’ in The New York Daily Tribune, 
on 8 August 1853, where he writes (Husain, 2006, pp. 46–51): 

[t]he Indians will not reap the fruits of the new elements of society scattered 
among them by the British bourgeoisie till in Great Britain itself the now rul-
ing classes shall have been supplanted by the industrial proletariat, or till the 
Hindoos themselves shall have grown strong enough to throw off the English 
yoke altogether.

This perception is remarkable for having anticipated, even before the 
Indian revolt of 1857, a possible uprising by the Indians (the ‘Hindoos’) 
against the English yoke, and that too when Marx himself had written at 
length about the village communities giving Indian society an unchanging 
character and the Indian people a passive, vegetative existence suggestive 
of an incapacity for acquiring agency for any conscious historical action. 
Equally remarkably, he anticipates that such an anticolonial uprising 
could free India from the English yoke even before a proletarian 
revolution had occurred in Britain. There is, however, no class analysis 
of such a possible uprising or any exploration of its class basis.

While keenly following the course of the 1857 uprising in India, and 
writing about it in The New York Daily Tribune (though the articles were 
all written in Marx’s name, a few pieces dealing especially with the 
military aspects are suspected to have been written by Engels1), Marx 
and Engels maintained their reticence over entering into any class 
analysis of the uprising. This is a silence they maintained all through 
their lives about uprisings in the Third World. Even in 1882, Engels 
wrote in a letter to Karl Kautsky on 12 September (Engels, 1882):

India will perhaps, indeed very probably, produce a revolution, and as the 
proletariat emancipating itself cannot conduct any colonial wars, this would 
have to be given full scope; it would not pass off without all sorts of destruc-
tion of course, but that sort of thing is inseparable from all revolutions. The 
same thing might also take place elsewhere, e.g. in Algiers and Egypt, and 
will certainly be the best thing for us.
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Engels’ confidence in the prospects of an Indian revolution is matched 
by his reticence about the class nature and class basis of that revolution. 
However, while not speaking about the class nature of anticolonial Third 
World revolutions, Engels was directly concerned about the German 
Revolution, and what he wrote about it was indirectly of great importance 
for a revolutionary strategy in the Third World, with whose formulation 
Lenin had to be engaged later at the Communist International.

Engels on the Peasant War in Germany

The sixteenth-century peasant war in Germany had ended in a defeat 
for the peasantry, and in analyzing the reasons for that defeat, Engels 
had highlighted the lack of unity between the peasants and the plebeians 
as an important factor. In fact, in regions like Thuringia where Thomas 
Muenzer’s influence was significant, the peasants were able to put up a 
better fight because of allying themselves with the plebeians (who were 
a pre-proletarian class) (Engels, (2020[1850]), Chapter 1).

Engels’ preoccupation with the sixteenth-century peasant war in 
Germany arose from the lessons that he could draw from it for his time. 
The events of 1848, when all over Europe, including Germany, there were 
revolutionary uprisings, had induced him to go back to the sixteenth- 
century war and write his book in 1850, and his analysis was expressed in 
a concise form in a preface written to a new edition of the book in 1870.

In the 1870 preface, he asks: what is the specificity of the German 
bourgeoisie in Europe? His answer is that it has arrived too late on the 
historical scene, at a time when the older bourgeoisies of England and 
France are themselves facing severe challenges from their respective 
working classes. Even the French bourgeoisie has had to hand over power 
to Louis Bonaparte rather than exercise direct rule itself, which would 
have been unacceptable to the workers. The challenge to the older bour-
geoisies frightens the German bourgeoisie, a late entrant on the historical 
scene, into making compromises with the feudal elements in Germany to 
put up a front in defense of all private property, bourgeois and feudal. As 
Engels (2020[1870]) puts it: ‘[t]he bourgeoisie became frightened not so 
much by the German as by the French proletariat. The battle of June 1848, 
in Paris, showed the bourgeoisie what could be expected.’

This, however, means that for large sections of the peasantry, the 
throwing off of their feudal yoke is not possible with the help of the 
bourgeoisie; they would have to ally themselves with the proletariat for 
their own liberation. Engels lists the following classes as possible allies 
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of the proletariat: the petty bourgeoisie, the ‘low-grade’ proletariat of the 
cities, the small peasants, and the agricultural laborers.

Among the rural population, it is the small peasants and agricultural 
laborers who are included by Engels in this list. He explains this as 
follows:

[t]he small peasants (bigger peasants belong to the bourgeoisie) are not 
homogeneous. They are either in serfdom bound to their lords and masters, 
and inasmuch as the bourgeoisie has failed to do its duty in freeing those 
people from serfdom, it will not be difficult to convince them that salvation, 
for them, can be expected only from the working class; or they are tenants, 
whose situation is almost equal to that of the Irish. Rents are so high that even 
in times of normal crops the peasant and his family can hardly eke out a bare 
existence; when the crops are bad, he virtually starves. When he is unable 
to pay his rent, he is entirely at the mercy of the landlord. The bourgeoisie 
thinks of relief only under compulsion. Where, then, should the tenants look 
for relief outside of the workers?
 There is another group of peasants, those who own a small piece of land. 
In most cases, they are so burdened with mortgages that their dependence 
upon the usurer is equal to the dependence of the tenant upon the landlord. 
What they earn is practically a meager wage, which, since good and bad 
crops alternate, is highly uncertain. These people cannot have the least hope 
of getting anything out of the bourgeoisie because it is the bourgeoisie, the 
capitalist usurers, that squeeze the life-blood out of them. Still, the peasants 
cling to their property, though in reality it does not belong to them, but to the 
usurers. It will be necessary to make it clear to these people that only when a 
government of the people will have transformed all mortgages into a debt to 
the State, and thereby lowered the rent, will they be able to free themselves 
from the usurer. This, however, can be accomplished only by the working 
class. (Engels 2020 [1870])

The third group from the agricultural population which Engels saw, 
quite obviously, as an ally of the working class was agricultural laborers 
who comprised the numerically largest rural class and about whom 
Engels’ proposal was that ‘the land itself, will be withdrawn from the 
private property of the large peasants and still larger feudal masters, and 
transformed into social property to be cultivated by an association of 
land workers on common basis’ (Engels, 2020[1870]).

Some Features of Engels’ Analysis

Three points need to be noted about the worker–peasant alliance 
visualized by Engels. First, there is no room in it for large and middle 
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peasants (he sees all ‘bigger peasants’ as belonging to the bourgeoisie). 
It is only the small peasants, whether serfs, tenants, or petty proprietors, 
who have a place in it, apart from agricultural laborers who are on a par 
with industrial workers. 

The second point is that Engels’ program has no place in it for radical 
land distribution, that is, for the breaking up of large feudal estates and 
of large peasant holdings and their distribution among the small peasants 
and landless laborers. For the serfs, he visualizes freedom from bondage; 
for the tenants, he visualizes lower rents that the alliance with the 
working class would bring; for the petty proprietors, he visualizes an end 
to a usurers’ exploitation through a replacement of the debt to usurers by 
debt to the new workers’ state; and for laborers, he visualizes their 
cultivating in common the land taken over by the State from the feudal 
lords and large peasants.

The program in short visualized socialization of land (through the 
nationalization of feudal estates and large peasants’ land) but not land 
distribution. Existing petty proprietorship holdings were supposed to 
continue until they were presumably absorbed through voluntary consent 
into socialized cultivation but were not to be expropriated by the State. 
No new petty proprietorship holdings, however, were to be created. 

Third, there is no mention of a two-stage revolution, a democratic 
revolution to be followed later by a socialist revolution, with the workers’ 
allies at each stage being different. In other words, the worker–peasant 
alliance, as visualized by Engels, was the beginning of a transition to 
socialism without there being a separate prior stage of ‘democratic 
revolution’ where the working class has allies that it later has to shed in 
the course of the transition to socialism.

There are two distinct ways that a demarcation between two stages of 
the revolution can be made: one is by looking at the tasks being achieved 
at each stage; the other is by looking at the classes involved at each stage. 
Since the revolution visualized by Engels involves a simultaneous attack 
on bourgeois property as a whole (within which even large peasants’ 
land is included), as well as feudal property, there are no separate stages 
of the revolution in the first criterion; from the very beginning the revo-
lution itself, in other words, restricted the scope for any bourgeois devel-
opment so that even its anti-feudal thrust created the conditions not for 
bourgeois development but for ushering in socialism. At the same time, 
no change is visualized in the composition of the class alliance along the 
way. A change is envisaged perhaps in the attitudes of the classes 
included in this class alliance, so that they do not resist the transition to 
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socialism, but no change in the composition of the alliance is considered 
necessary for such a transition, so that even on this criterion, there are no 
two separate stages of the revolution, as was visualized by the Bolsheviks 
before the October revolution (though, when the revolution actually 
occurred, the two stages got merged into one).

The concept of the worker–peasant alliance as the basis for revolution 
was to undergo much change from Engels to Lenin to Mao Zedong, but 
the later revolutionaries were to build on the basic foundation provided 
by Engels.

Misconceptions on Marxism and the Peasantry

Engels obviously did not write this preface without Marx being aware 
of it and giving his assent to it. In fact, The Peasant War in Germany 
appeared first as a set of articles in the Neue Rheinische Zeitung which 
was then being edited by Marx, and these articles were later put together 
as a book. The concept of a worker–peasant alliance, in other words, 
originated within classical Marxism itself, though there is much writing, 
both within the Marxist tradition and outside of it, that rejects this 
concept because of which an impression has gained ground that classical 
Marxism was skeptical about the revolutionary potential of the peasantry.

Ferdinand Lassalle was clearly opposed to any alliance between the 
working class and the peasantry because he saw all segments of the 
peasantry as reactionary. Apropos the sixteenth-century peasant war in 
Germany, he had a very different position from Engels and told the 
Berlin workers (quoted in Riazanov, 2020[1925]): 

[y]ou all know that the peasants killed the nobles and burned their castles, or, 
according to the prevailing habit, made them run the gauntlet. However, not-
withstanding this revolutionary appearance, the movement was, in substance 
and principle, reactionary.

Lassalle’s views were seized upon by Bakunin and other anarchists to 
claim that Marxists too were opposed to the peasantry. Bakunin wrote 
(quoted in Riazanov, 2020[1925]):

[t]he fact is that the Marxists cannot think otherwise; worshippers of state 
power at any price, they are bound to curse every people’s revolution, espe-
cially a peasant revolution, which is anarchic by its very nature, and which 
proceeds directly to annihilate the state.
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While Bakunin’s criticism against the German communists was by no 
means unjustified, this criticism does not apply to Marx and Engels. 
In fact, one of the objectives of Engels’ work on the sixteenth-century 
peasant war was precisely to rectify the erroneous understanding on the 
peasant question by the German Left, including even by people like 
Wilhelm Liebknecht. 

Engels was not altogether successful in this attempt. Even Karl 
Kautsky, generally considered the most authoritative exponent of 
Marxism within the Second International, had written that in the conflict 
between the feudal lords and the peasants, the Russian working class 
should maintain a position of neutrality (Krupskaya, 1970, p. 110). Lenin 
who had not broken from Kautsky by then was shocked by this position 
but excused it with the thought that Kautsky might have been too 
influenced by a Western European perspective.

There is no doubt that the specificity of the Western European 
experience has influenced thinking on the peasant question. What is 
called ‘Western Marxism’ (in which one must include Leon Trotsky as 
well) has always been more inclined to underestimate the revolutionary 
potential of the peasantry, perhaps because the peasantry is numerically 
less significant in Western Europe. By contrast, the idea of the worker–
peasant alliance has been in the forefront of Third World Marxism both 
because of the numerical significance of the peasant population in the 
Third World (especially if one includes the landless peasants in it) and 
also because the deadweight of feudalism, though not in its original form 
but tailored to the needs of colonialism, continues to remain heavy in 
these countries. However, the worker–peasant alliance is not a 
contribution of Third World or of non-‘Western Marxism’; it has been a 
part of Classical Marxism itself, contrary to Bakunin’s claim.

The Contrast Between Engels and the Bolshevik 
Position

Before the revolution, the Bolshevik position was in contrast with 
Engels’ on the three counts mentioned above. First, it clearly visualized 
a two-stage revolution, drawing a distinction between the democratic 
revolution and the socialist revolution. In fact, the slogan of the 
Bolsheviks before the revolution was for the establishment of a State 
that would be a Revolutionary Democratic Dictatorship of Workers and 
Peasants, and in the transition to socialism, there had to be a change in 
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the composition of the ruling class alliance. Lenin (1977[1905], p. 494) 
expressed this two-stage revolution in his book in the following words:

[t]he proletariat must carry the democratic revolution to completion, allying to 
itself the mass of the peasantry in order to crush the autocracy’s resistance by 
force and paralyse the bourgeoisie’s instability. The proletariat must accom-
plish the socialist revolution, allying to itself the mass of the semi-proletarian 
elements of the population, so as to crush the bourgeoisie’s resistance by 
force and paralyze the instability of the peasantry and the petty bourgeoisie.

It is clear from Lenin’s writing that not only is the task of the democratic 
revolution, namely the overthrow of autocracy and of the feudal order, 
different from that of the socialist revolution, but that the democratic 
revolution creates the conditions for a broad-based development of 
capitalism, because of which the composition of the class alliance must 
change between the two revolutions. There is no seamless transition from 
one revolution to the next; the element of continuity is provided only by 
the leadership of the working class over the entire process, from starting 
the democratic revolution to carrying it forward to the socialist stage.

This change in the composition of the ruling class alliance is from one 
where the proletariat is allied to the peasantry at large (and the petty 
bourgeoisie that has a similar social position) to one where it is allied 
only with all the semi-proletarian elements. Implicit in this understanding 
is the idea that in the anti-feudal revolution, the rich and middle peasants 
(or what Engels had called the large and middle peasants) will be allied 
with the proletariat. The question of excluding the ‘bigger peasants’ 
because they were part of the bourgeoisie and, hence, had to face the loss 
of land ownership like the feudal lords did not arise until the socialist 
revolution came onto the agenda. In other words, in line with the two-
stage revolution that Lenin and the Bolsheviks had visualized, there was 
the proposal for a much broader class alliance in the first stage.

One point where the Bolshevik program, even for the democratic 
revolution, was similar to Engels’ was with regard to the nationalization 
of land. It was not land distribution among the poor and landless peasants, 
for creating a proliferation of petty proprietorship holdings, that was 
envisaged in the Bolshevik program but nationalization of land where 
the State simply took over the feudal estates and leased out this land to 
tenants at zero rent. This, it was argued, would overcome the rent barrier 
to investment and allow for greater productive investment on land 
(Lenin, 1977[1907]).

Even this, however, could not be carried through. When the October 
Revolution occurred, the peasants just spontaneously took over feudal 
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estates without waiting for any permission from the revolutionary State, 
and the Bolsheviks encouraged this, abandoning their own earlier 
program and inviting the ire of the Socialist revolutionaries who accused 
them of ‘stealing our programme’ (since they had advocated land 
redistribution all along). The Bolshevik program for nationalizing land 
was, thus, abandoned by the Bolsheviks themselves when faced with the 
reality of the revolution.

The same, it may be thought, was true of the concept of the two-stage 
revolution. October 1917 was supposed to have established not a 
democratic dictatorship of workers and peasants but a dictatorship of the 
proletariat that would lead on to socialism. However, the fact remains 
that the peasantry as a whole, and not just the semi-proletarian elements 
in the population, were the beneficiaries of the revolution. While the 
Bolshevik Revolution expropriated bourgeois property in the cities, 
thereby acquiring a socialist character, it expropriated only feudal 
property in the countryside, thereby acquiring a democratic character: it 
was in effect two revolutions, or two stages of revolution, rolled into one 
(Deutscher, 1967).

An anecdote illustrates the difficulty of finding the right nomenclature 
for the revolution. At a meeting shortly after the revolution, Lenin 
described the Soviet State as a dictatorship of workers and peasants, to 
which Bukharin objected, pointing out that the central committee of the 
party had passed a resolution calling it a dictatorship of the proletariat. 
Lenin came back the next day to apologize for his error the previous day, 
saying that he had consulted the concerned resolution of the central 
committee and that Comrade Bukharin had been right (Deutscher, 1973). 

The fact that Lenin himself had seen the Soviet State as a dictatorship 
of workers and peasants is not without significance. It also suggests that, 
notwithstanding the creation of a beachhead of socialized property by it, 
the October Revolution had been essentially a democratic revolution, 
from which proceeding in the direction of socialism was to be an arduous 
journey (marked in the Soviet context inter alia by the forced collectivi-
zation of agriculture).

It follows that the Bolshevik Revolution departed from Engels’ vision 
in every significant respect: it had to base itself on a much broader class 
alliance than Engels had visualized; it did not carry out nationalization of 
land but had to accept land redistribution; and it had to have a change in 
the composition of the class alliance for carrying forward the revolution 
to the socialist stage. However, this very change in class alliance, entail-
ing an antagonism between the State and the kulaks in the countryside, 
also served to weaken the revolution and contributed to its harshness that 
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was to be its ultimate undoing. This brings us to a dilemma that Third 
World countries face today.

Problems of Building a Worker–Peasant  
Alliance in the Third World

Since the bourgeoisie in the Third World is incapable of joining the 
peasants to throw off the feudal yoke, the working class has to carry out 
the democratic revolution, and if this revolution is to have any chance of 
success, then it must mobilize the widest sections of the peasantry, apart 
from agricultural laborers, under the worker–peasant alliance. However, 
if the rich peasant class knows that joining the working class in the 
democratic revolution will eventually lead to its own undoing when it will 
have to be dumped from the class alliance in the process of transition to 
socialism, that is, that the State will eventually turn against it, then it will 
not even join such an alliance at the stage of the democratic revolution 
itself. In other words, a two-stage revolution where the composition of 
the ruling class alliance is supposed to change, excluding some at the 
second stage, will fail to bring them on board at the first stage itself and, 
hence, make the first stage itself unachievable.

If the Third World is to go beyond the hegemony of the bourgeoisie 
allied with the feudal elements, then it becomes necessary that the class 
alliance forged for the first stage of the revolution must continue during 
the entire transition to socialism. However, if this class alliance is broad-
based enough, which is a condition for its success, then how can it be 
expected to proceed to socialism without opposition. How can large 
masses of the people, including diverse classes, be persuaded to move 
voluntarily toward socialism? Engels had visualized such a voluntary 
movement toward socialism but on the part of only the small peasants 
and the agricultural laborers, but can such a voluntary movement be 
visualized when other classes, such as the middle peasants and even 
sections of the rich peasants, are concerned. This is the problem that has 
haunted several Third World countries. Even those countries that have 
had Communist revolutions have faced serious problems in making a 
transition from the democratic stage to the socialist stage.2

While an answer to this question will have to be found in practice and 
not a priori, the only valid a priori proposition is that the revolution must 
make socialism as attractive as possible for every segment of the class 
alliance that is part of it at the democratic stage itself, two factors need 
emphasis in this context.
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The first is that there has always been an exaggerated fear of ‘capital-
ist restoration’ among the revolutionaries which paradoxically, by 
encouraging ultra-Left practices, has actually strengthened the prospects 
of such a restoration. True, when imperialism will necessarily be engaged 
in destabilizing a revolutionary regime, its attempt to create dis- 
affections within the ruling class alliance can be seriously disruptive; 
however, forced collectivization or the repression of a class that is within 
the ruling class alliance but is considered potentially hostile to socialism 
is scarcely the answer to this threat.

Lenin’s remark that capitalism is emerging daily, hourly from petty 
commodity production, is an apocryphal one, not a remark to be taken 
literally. Any production for the market is not a commodity production; 
commodity production that causes differentiation among producers 
causing the emergence of a proto-capitalist class from among petty 
producers, such as what Lenin had visualized, occurs only in certain 
special circumstances. It involves a situation where the product is a use 
value and exchange value for the buyer but only an exchange value for 
the producer. This requires a complete impersonality in the exchange 
relations, which typically comes with long distance trade and not with 
any exchange (Kautsky, 1903; Patnaik, 2015).3 This is why despite 
millennia of production for sale against money, there was scarcely any 
tendency toward capitalist development in countries like India and 
China. The revolution, therefore, while never underestimating the 
prospects of restoration of capitalism, must never overestimate such 
prospects either and resort to unwarranted and repressive class exclusion 
that only narrows its own social basis.

Second, a new development from the time of Engels and Lenin is the 
immense centralization of capital that has led eventually to the current 
neoliberal globalization. This globalization threatens the peasantry via 
the imposition of corporate dominance over peasant agriculture. Given 
the immensity of the corporate threat, peasants, even large peasants, will 
be more open to making common cause with other sections of peasantry 
on an alternative program that a proletariat-led alliance alone can fulfil. 
In fact, even the very definitions of large, middle, and small peasants will 
have to be revised when we look at these classes in relation to corporate 
agribusiness. The massive and on-going agitation of the Indian 
agriculturists cutting across class lines against the three laws brought in 
by the Narendra Modi government in India to establish imperialist and 
corporate hegemony over Indian agriculture in conformity with the 
agenda of neoliberal globalization should be an eye-opener.
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The prospects of a worker–peasant alliance to fight neoliberal 
globalization, and not just the domestic feudal elements, are unfolding 
with great promise and rapidity. In fact, scarcely has the way out of the 
quagmire of neoliberal globalization been illuminated as clearly as is 
being done at present. The concept of a worker–peasant alliance, 
originally put forward by Engels, will have to be adapted to the current 
concrete situation to lead us out of this quagmire.
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Notes

1. Husain (2006) has attempted to identify the pieces that Engels might have 
written from those by Marx.

2. In a nutshell, this has been the problem not only with the Bolshevik 
Revolution but also with the Chinese Revolution.

3. Long-distance trade, too, is only a necessary, not a sufficient, condition for 
the development of capitalism through differentiation among producers. 
Otherwise, countries along the old silk route would have shown some ten-
dency towards the development of capitalism.
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