Karl Marx and the Jewish Question

A publisher’s amazing deception

thoroughly exposed

A WIDESPREAD advertising cam-
’ paign in recent months has in-
formed the world of a 51-page book-
let, strangely entitled “A4 World With-
out Jews, by Karl Marx, Edited with
an Introduction by Dagobert D. Run-
es,” priced $2.75 and issued by the
Philosophical Library, of which the
same Runes is publisher. On the dust-
jacket Runes modestly describes him-
self as an “eminent philosopher.”

We have examined this book care-
fully. Whatever one’s attitude towards
Marxism may be, Runes’ book violates
elementary principles of honest con-
troversy. It is such an incompetent
and dishonest piece of editing that
one’s first impulse is not to dignify
it by notice. However, the book ob-
viously has a prodigious promotion
budget with display ads repeated in
such costly media as the N. Y. Times,
N. Y. Post, many English-Jewish and
other periodicals and even abroad, as
in the London New Statesman.

The advertising copy itself is so
irresponsible that comment is neces-
sary. This venture has the earmarks
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of a heavily financed, virulently Cold
War propaganda stunt. And more,
it harms the Jewish people and con-
tributes to attitudes that make peace
harder to achieve.

One need go no further than the
title to find misrepresentation. Marx
never wrote anything entitled “A
World Without Jews.” He did write
a two-part essay, “On the Jewish
Question,” which Runes here prints
in a translation on which we shall com-
ment later. Runes adds also a third
section which, he does not inform the
reader, is a translation of a passage
out of Marx and Engels’ The Hol
Family. o

This is not the first time that Runes
has improved on the title of a work
by a classic author. In 1956 the Philo-
sophical Library published a “How
to” book by Spinoza. This philoso-
pher’s De Intellectus Emendatione,
“On the Correction of the Intellect,”
was issued by Runes under the title
How to Improve Your Mind. In the
case of Marx, however, he went be-
yond vulgarization to falsification.
In the context of our day, Runes’
title, “A World Without Jews,” re-
calls Hitlerism. That Runes explicitly
intended this association he makes
clear in his advertising copy and in
his introduction. The advertisement
asserts that Marx’s “little work be-
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came the fountainhead of anti-Semitic
activity in Germany and present-day
Soviet Russia.” Yet it is an elementary
fact that great Marxists—FEngels, Be-
bel, Lenin and others—and Marxist
movements in general have been bitter
opponents of anti-Semitism. Even if
the book is not bought and read by
many people, its propaganda purpose
is achieved by Runes’ untrue and irra-
tional statement.

Runes describes this booklet as “the
first unexpurgated English language
publication” of Marx’s essay. This
little lie adds to the mounting strue-
ture of deception. The facts are
these: in 1926, International Publish-
ers in New York issued a book of
Marx’s early essays under the title
Selected Essays; the article “On the
Jewish Question” is one of these.

This translation, by H. J. Stenning,
does indeed omit material from the
original. But by no stretch of the
imagination could these omissions be
called an “expurgation” of the text.

Stenning omits some material that
Marx quoted from other authors and
about 500 words of Marx’s original
text. But these omissions do not
modify Marx’s argument or soften
Marx’s comments on the Jews. A com-
parison of the text Runes published
with Marx’s German original shows
that the translation in the Runes book
deletes words, clauses and even sen-
tences. Should one then call Runes’
book an “expurgated” edition?

The “distinguished philosopher,” as
Runes alternatively describes himself
in his advertisement, has in his editor-
ial wisdom given his own emphases
in the text by setting some of Marx’s
comments on the Jews in very heavy
bold type without explaining to the
reader that these emphases were not
Marx’s but his own. It is apparent
that Runes is not at all interested
in Marx’s argument but simply wants
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to emblazon these passages out of con-
text historical, social or intellectual.

The advertisement holds out to the
reader the prospect of “explanatory
notes” by Runes. One would expect
that Runes would help the reader to
grasp this difficult essay, for it cannot
be properly understood without con-
siderable commentary on its historical
and ideological context. Instead the
reader gets in the Introduction an
incitement to rabid Cold War hatred.
By an astonishing farrago of innu-
endo and direct statement Runes
wishes the reader to identify Marx
with Hitlerism. Because of Marx’s
conception of the Jews, says Runes,
“it is therefore not surprising that
Adolf Hitler was able to take over
the Marxist unions of Germany almost
unchecked.” But Hitler did not “take
over” the German trade unions. He
destroyed them, executed scores of
their leaders and sent thousands of
trade unionists, communists, socialists
and others, to concentration camps.
So incredibly irresponsible is Runes’
Introduction that he charges to “Marx-
ian anti-Semitism” the non-recognition
of Israel by Indian Premier Nehru!
Runes makes wild charges against
Khrushchev and others without docu-
mentation. There are Jews in the So-
viet Parliament and in other high
political posts; some of the Soviet
Union’s leading atomic scientists and
thousands of other scientists are Jew-
ish; yet Runes has the insolence to
write: “No Jew may hold major po-
litical office or be a member of the
Soviet Parilament” and Soviet Jews
“are confined to basically menial and
subordinate tasks”—both simply con-
trary to fact. (See partial list of Jews
elected to office in March, 1959 on
page 47—Ed.) His comments on Zion-
ism are hysterically confused. Hardly
a sentence in this introduction does
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not flout reality and distort the truth.
Before we take up the substance
of Marx’s essay, a word about the
translation (the name of the transla-
tor is not given). It is quite unsatis-
factory. There are simple mistrans-
lations of single words, phrases,
clauses and sentences. For instance:
on page 47, “Eigennutz” is translated
119 ”” :
property” when it should be ‘“ego-
tism” or “self-interest.” On pages 37-
45, “Schacher” is translated “usury”
when it should be “petty trade.”
Elsewhere, many phrases and some
whole sentences are curiously omit-
ted. Space considerations ~forbid
our noting the extremely large num-
ber of mistranslations and omissions.
The translation at the top of page 43
is so garbled as to be unintelligible.

What did Marx really say and why
did he say it? The answer to this
question is important no matter what
one’s opinion is of Marx or Marxism.
Runes gives the reader no help here.
Marx wrote the essay in the fall of
1843 and published it early in 1844.
It is a way-station in Marx’s develop-
ment toward what is now known as
“Marxism” and by no means repre-
sents Marx’s mature views. In a series
of polemical essays in the few years
before 1847, Marx shed the idealistic
views of those who influenced him—
Hegel, Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer and
other “Young Hegelians.” “On the
Jewish Question” was Marx’s polemic
with Bruno Bauer, which was com-
pleted in The Holy Family a year later.

The Jewish question was the vehicle
for this polemic with Bauer because
the latter had in 1843 published an
essay on “The Jewish Question.” But
why was this a subject of discussion
in 18437 Because it formed an issue
in the political and ideological strug-
gles of that day. The democratic op-
ponents of the reactionary German
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princes attacked the theoretical founda-
tions of Christianity and of the state
itself as a means of resisting the re-
pressive German regimes that followed
the Congress of Vienna in 1815.

A beginning was made in D. F.
Strauss’s Life of Jesus, a work of “high-
er criticism” that applied the tech-
niques of secular historical evidence
to the Synoptic Gospels. Strauss be-
lieved that Jesus was an historical per-
son and that a residue of history un-
derlay the Gospels. But he showed
that popular myths were built by the
Gospel writers on the facts of Jesus’
life. In 1840, Bruno Bauer published
a book purporting to deny the histori-
city of Jesus altogether and to show
the Gospels were mythical throughout.

Ludwig Feuerbach in 1841 pub-
lished his Essence of Christianity, in
which he held that religion in general
had no objective reality but was only
a projection of man’s desires and
needs. In the course of these discus-
sions Judaism also was considered,
since it was the forerunner of the
Christian faith. In 1843, Bruno Bauer
combined his criticism of religion and
of Judaism specifically with his criti-
cism of the state in “The Jewish Ques-
tion.” The tenor of all these discus-
sions of Judaism was quite hostile.

Furthermore, the Jews were at this
time struggling to achieve full politi-
cal rights and this issue was a part
of the assault on the reactionary mon-
archy. The Napoleonic invasion had
shattered medieval restrictions on the
Jews in many of the German prince-
doms. But the defeat of Napoleon
after 1812 and the rise to power of re-
action with the Congress of Vienna
and the Holy Alliance brought a par-
tial return of these restrictions. Overt
anti-Semitism intensified and in 1819
there were violent outbreaks against
the Jews in many German cities.
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When Frederick William IV as-
cended the Prussian throne in 1840,
he declared his kingdom a “Christian
State” and Jjewish emancipation re-
ceived another setback. The Jewish
leaders petitioned for political rights
and there were liberals and radicals
who espoused the cause of Jewish
rights. They did so not necessarily
out of any fondness for the Jews but
as a measure to weaken the clerical
state. Thus the political urgency of
the problem and the attacks on reli-
gion and the state merged to focus at-
tention on the Jewish question.

Marx entered the fray with his po-
lemic on Bauer’s essay. Bauer main-
tained that human emancipation could
be won by Christians only by reject.
ing the Christian religion. The Jews,
he held, were interested only in their
own emancipation and not in the free-
ing of all Germans. Following the
current and generally accepted ideas
about the Jews, Bauer asserted that
Judaism was exclusive, separatistic and
egotistic; that the tribulations of the
Jews were their own fault because
they believed themselves “the chosen
people” and refused to adapt them-
selves to the societies in which they
lived and sought special privileges;
that they lived in the nooks and cran-
nies of society and did not contribute
to the general culture.

The Jews in the Christian state,
continued Bauer, were not entitled to
freedom unless they gave up their
Judaism. For Christianity had super-
seded Judaism and was a higher stage
of development; the Jews had to catch
up with the Christians before they
could be emancipated from religion
altogether. For their part, said Bauer,
the Christians could not free the Jews
because the Jews opposed their religion
and demanded privileges (that is, di-
verging from the state religion) that
the Christians themselves did not pos-
sess. The Jews in a Christian state
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could be emancipated, he held, only
if they shed their own religion and
adopted the more advanced Christian-

1ty.

Marx trenchantly exposes the falla-
cies of Bauer’s thinking on some
points: Bauer does not differentiate
between political and human emancipa-
tion and he does not radically criti-
cize the state as such. For political
emancipation is possible in the devel-
oped state, as the United States
showed, but human emancipation was
not possible until man cast off religion
altogether. Marx derided the Christian
state as a feudal carry-over. He
fought for the modern concept of com-
plete separation of church and state.

Marx realized that “political eman-
cipation at least represents important
progress; while not the last form of
human emancipation generally, it is
the last form of emancipation within
the existing world order.” (All quota-
tions are from the Stenning trans-
lation.) Marx discussed some state
constitutions of North America and
the French Declaration of the Rights
of Man to arrive at the real meaning
of political emancipation. These doc-
uments insure the separation of indi-
vidual from individual and from the
community. That is, the state guaran-
tees (legally, at least) that an individ-
ual may without interference of any
person or the state itself profess any
religion; be free to do what he pleases
unless it infringes on others; possess
property, have equality before the law
and be protected in his person or from
invasion of these rights (freedom of
religion, liberty in general, the right
to property and to security). Because
these characteristic bourgeois rights
are “withdrawn into his [i.e., man’s]
private interests and separated from
the community,” Marx holds that the
bourgeois individual is therefore “ego-
tistic man.”
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Contrary to Bauer, therefore, Marx
asserted that not only was political
emancipation possible in the hourgeois
state, but such emancipation repre-
sents progress. “The poliiical emanci-
pation of the Jew, the Christian, or
of the religious man in general,”
wrote Marx, “means the emancipa-
tion of the State from Judaism, from
Christianity, from religion in general”
—that is, complete separation of
church and state. Bauer was mistaken,
says Marx, in posing the question
of the political emancipation of the
Jews in purely religious terms, since
the Jew can be politically emancipated
and yet retain his religion.

Human emancipation, however, is
another matter. Man cannot be wholly
free, Marx maintained, unless he
separates himself from religion, frees
himself from the fetters of “supersti-
tion.” In considering how this human
emancipation can come about, Marx’s
one-sided, prejudiced view of the Jew
comes into play. In common with most
Germans of his time, including the
most advanced figures, Marx mistak-
enly identified the Jew with the com-
mercial spirit. Marx was in this essay
still under Feuerbach’s influence and
Marx’s conception of the Jew and his
religion follows Feuerbach’s ideas in
the Essence of Christianity. Echoing
an idea of Feuerbach, Marx wrote
that “we will not look for the secret
of the Jew in his religion, but we will
look for the secret of religion in the
real Jew.” (Runes’ translator omits
this important sentence altogether.)
When Marx said that “the secular basis
of Judaism” is “practical needs, ego-
ism,” he was following Feuerbach’s
conception,

Marx uses Judaism in this essay to
symbolize the commercial spirit,
which, he maintains, is the real God
of the jews. It is in the “every-day
Jew,” not in the “Sabbath Jew,” that
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he finds the real expression of Juda-
ism. And the worldly Jew, he believes,
is the essence of the money power, the
drive for money, the spirit of petty
trade. Consequently, he writes, “eman-
cipation from huckstering and from
money, and therefore from practical,
real Judaism would be the self-eman-
cipation of our epoch.” Christianity
in bourgeois society has, he states,
taken over this money spirit of Ju-
daism: ““Christians have become
Jews”; Judaism has “received its su-
preme development in Christian so-
ciety.” Because of its historic com-
mercial function, “Judaism has sur-
vived not in spite of, but by virtue of
history. Out of its own entrails,
bourgeois society continually creates
Jews.” Marx concludes that “the social
emancipation of the Jews is the eman-
cipation of society from Judaism.” In
other words, when the world rids
itself of the commercial spirit of
bourgeois society, the dominating
power of money will disappear and
Jews and all mankind will be truly free.

Without condoning Marx’s use of
the Jew as the symbol of the commer-
cial spirit, let us try to understand
how it was possible for Marx to do
it at this early stage in his develop-
ment toward Marxism. It is a matter
of history that this view of the Jew
was general in German society in his
time and Marx was not immune from
it. Marx was not himself relizious at
any time. Two years befre Karl was
born, his father, as is well known,
was baptized a Christian—as were so
many Jews of that period, including
Heine—because he could not practice
his profession of lawyer as a Jew. To
call Karl Marx a convert, as Runes
does repeatedly, is absurd.

It should be recalled that at this
period in Germany severe restrictions

(Continued on page 33)

15



1

MARX AND THE JEWS

(Continued from page 15)

on the Jews had excluded them from
most occupations and forced them into
trade and finance for their livelihood.
Marvin Lowenthal in The Jews of
Germany (New York, 1936) notes
that “in 1807, 30 out of 52 Berlin
banks were in Jewish hands; a crop
of court bankers sprang up in the
Rhine states and Bavaria.” One of
the latter was Anshel Mayer Roth-
schild, who supported the Hapsburg
monarchy and other reactionary re-
gimes; and other Jewish bankers lent
strength to reactionary monarchs.

Lowenthal adds: “the masses of
Jews, however; remained poverty-
stricken as before. In 1813, 92 per
cent of the Prussian Jews were petty
retail-dealers or worse; 20 per cent
were peddlers and 10 per cent beg-
gars.” In the Rhineland, where Marx
lived, 974 of the 3,137 peddlers were
Jewish. Many Jews were cattle-dealers
and it was in the Rhineland also that
Jewish land-jobbers drew the anger
of the peasants in the 1820’s during
the agricultural crisis. A misinterpreta-
tion of such conditions stimulated an-
ti-Semitism and Marx was not free
from the general feelings of the time.
Goethe too succumbed: as privy-coun-
vilor of Saxe-Weimar in 1823 he ef-
fectively choked off the granting of
political rights to the Jews.

Marx still clung to this prejudiced
concept of the Jews in The Holy
Family, published in 1845, where he
reiterates his criticism of Bauer along
the lines of the essay of the year be-
fore. However, when Marx developed
his fully matured views, this concept
disappeared. It is totally absent from
Capital, in which Jews are hardly
mentioned. When he does refer to
Jews there as a commercial group, in
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volume ITI, he mentions them as only
one of the historical commercial
peoples, along with the Greeks, the
Phoenicians and the Lombards. The
biased, un-Marxist notion of the Jews
which Marx offered with youthful exu-
berance in 1843 (he was 25 years old
at the time) is not a part of Marxism.
He had not yet developed his theory
of the class struggle, so that his no-
tion of the Jews followed the non-
class views of Feuerbach, which he
was soon to discard. Unfortunately,
he continued in his letters later on to
use prejudiced epithets about Jews.
That this was a peripheral area of
his mind is evident from a letter sent
to Marx by the Jewish historian
Graetz in 1877. They had met at
Karlsbad and exchanged some of
their books. Graetz writes Marx in
warm personal terms. And in an ar.
ticle in the New York Tribune of April
15, 1854, Marx wrote a moving pas-
sage about the wretched conditions in
which the Jews of Jerusalem were
living.

And it must be  emphasized that
Marx was an advocate of political
rights for the Jews, as is apparent
from his essay. In fact, the Rheinische
Zeitung, a Cologne paper that Marx
edited from 1842 until its suppression
in March 1843, was one of the strong-
est supporters of Jewish emancipation
as one aspect of the struggle against
the clerical monarchy. The article
which finally brought the suppression
of the paper was one by Marx in
which he placed the blame for oppres-
sion of the peasants on the landown.
ers and ‘bureaucrats and makes no
mention of the popular notion that
the Jews were responsible. In Octo-
ber 1842 the paper opposed a ghetto-
ising law with an article which an-
swered the charge that all Jews were
traders with the argument: “. . . all
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other paths were closed to the Jews.
If you want to improve the Jews so
that they will take part in the mechan-
ical trades and agriculture more than
they do now, you must take the
necessary steps to remove the pres-
sures that bear down on them.”
When new taxes against Jews or
new restrictions were proposed, the
paper fought against them. It pub-
lished articles by Jewish liberals and
the Jewish paper, Allgemeine Zeit-
ung des Judentums, in 1842 often
quoted material from the Rheinische
Zeitung on the Jewish question. It
was probably because of the paper’s
militant support of Jewish rights that
the leading Jews of Cologne early in
1843 turned to its editor, Karl Marx,
to draw up a petition for Jewish
rights to be submitted to the Landtag.
Despite the fact, as he said, that the
Jewish religion was “repugnant” to
him, Marx consented because he saw
in such a move a way to weaken the
monarchy. It is significant that all
Jewish historians regard the petition
campaign of the Cologne jews as
marking a new advanced stage in the
Jews’ fight for emancipation. Further-
more, as Prof. Solomon F. Bloom of
Brooklyn College wrote in a paper on
“Karl Marx and the Jews,” (Jewish
Social Studies, Oct., 1942, pp. 3-15):
“The {fact that he supported emancipa-
tion removes Marx at once from the
ranks of political anti-Semitism.”

It is time to return to Runes. One
can see from the brief indication giv-
en above of the context of Marx’s
essay that any responsible editor, in
publishing it today, is under obliga-
tion to give some of this background.
But Runes is not interested in in-
forming the reader. He would rather
induce people to see the essay in a
false context and thus assign a mon-
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strously distorted significance to it.

A strange treatment of the word
“Judentum” beginning with page 43
of the book is extremely suspicious.
This word means, as any German dic-
tionary will show, “Judaism,” the Jew-
ish religion, and Runes’ {iranslator
has up to this point so rendered it.
All of a sudden, the translator in six
places changes the translation of this
word to “the Jews” or “Jewry” (the
word for Jewry in German is Juden-
schaft and occurs nowhere in the orig-
inal essay). The final sentence of
the essay in Runes’ book reads:
“The social emancipation of the Jews
is the emancipation of society from
Jjewry.” The accurate translation is:
“The social emancipation of the Jew
(des Juden) is the emancipation of
society from Judaism (Judentum).”
The subtle difference here—shifting
from the Jews’ religion to the Jews
themselves—has the effect, in our pres-
ent context, of making Marx appear
an advocate of Jewish extermination
while Marx intended to use Judaism
as the symbol for a commercial econ-
omy. By this mistranslation, Runes
fortifies his fantastic concluding asser-
tion in his Introduction that the
“terroristic practices”” of Marxism may
possibly “bring to reality the sangui-
nary dream of Karl Marx—a world
without Jews.”

We leave to the reader, whatever
his view of Marxism, to judge the
decency and probity of Runes. What
is more important, however, is to
consider how harmful to the Jews is
Runes” hodgepodge of misrepresenta-
tion. The presentation in this book is
a know-nothing incitement of malig-
nant Cold War attitudes and is propa-
ganda of the wildest kind. It con-
tributes its mite to weaken efforts to
prevent atomic extinction by its hys-
terical confusion of issues about Marx-
ism and the Soviet Union.
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