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Introduction 
 
This work contributes to a scientific analysis of the state. However, the results from 
this analysis make a number of conclusions: (1) the bourgeois state is not identical 
with the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie; thus the state exists independent from the 
proletariat as well as from the bourgeoisie (2) the evolutionary transition to 
communism is possible; and, (3) communism does not entail the abolition of law or of 
the state.   
 

(1) The Bourgeois State 
 
In the Manifesto we are told “…the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of 
Modern Industry and of the world market, conquered for itself, in the modern 
representative state, exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern state is but 
a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.” Here we then 
have the main thrust of the Marxist’s category ‘bourgeois state’, which is the “political 
sway” of the bourgeoisie. The bourgeois political sway in lawmaking under capitalism 
has become a truism of daily life which is nothing new or shocking to anyone; the 
political sway is considered a natural obstacle to progressive politics; an ailment as 
seemingly natural as the common cold.  
  

(a) The State as a Universal 
 
However, we must re-evaluate the ‘bourgeois state’ and/or the connotation the 
‘dictatorship of the bourgeoisie’. A bourgeois state is, as been defined, a state which 
has sway of law enforcement by the private property owning class; and moreover, here, 
in the Manifesto we are told “exclusive” sway.  
 

A few things we should note is, that, here we identify ‘the state’ as distinct from 
its particular form under capitalism. Once the state is swayed by the bourgeoisie, it is 
a bourgeois state; thus we propose the state as its own entity, existing independent 
from a class which seeks to establish its rule; once the state is combined with a 
bourgeois class, through political sway, it is a bourgeois state.  

 
Thus we identify ‘the state’ as something universal, the state of capitalism is a 

‘bourgeois state’, as opposed to another state, which can be found in other relations of 
production. Actually, a Libcom article by Chris Wright wants to claim this universal 
identification of the state is “a transhistorical abstraction, an a priori construction” an 
“empiricist abstraction” resulting in a “metaphysical object called a state”.1  Common 
to ultra-leftism is a bad application of dialectics, which usually forgets the mind and, 
thus, subject, exist within reality. Identifying common features of an object is a mental 
activity, but that does not make it unreal, nor does it make unreal what the mind 

                                                           
1 https://libcom.org/library/contra-state-and-revolution  



identifies in commonality. Here Chris Wright should critique Marx for making a 
“transhistorical abstraction” when he says, in The Critique: “Production in general is an 
abstraction, but a sensible abstraction in so far as it actually emphasizes and defines 
the common aspects and thus avoids repetition.” Marx goes on to say that in all 
societies “the subject, mankind, and the object, nature, are the same.”2 Thus Marx 
also talks of the ‘social metabolism’ of human production as a universal abstraction in 
Capital.  

 
We can easily see Wright’s attempt, yet fail, at dialectics, in his attempt to 

incorporate particularity into his world-view, as is found in Marx, yet thinks that 
finding particularity means abandoning universality. Wright’s errors should be sorted 
out by this passage in Marx’s Critique: 
 

To recapitulate: there are categories which are common to 
all stages of production and are established by reasoning as 
general categories; the so-called general conditions of all 
and any production, however, are nothing but abstract 
concepts which do not define any of the actual historical 
stages of production (Ibid, pg 193, original). 

 
What Marx is saying, often all the time, is that treating the universal (general) features 
of production as the particular features of production of capitalism is the dogma of 
bourgeois political economy. Here, Wright wants to be able use this same move on 
Lenin’s State and Revolution, but fails to see he completely misses and only exposes 
his flawed understanding. 
 

(b) Particularity of the Bourgeois State 
 

In addition then, to the universality of the state, within the definition the ‘bourgeois 
state’, we have the particularity of “exclusive political sway” by a particular class in its 
particular determining historical formation. That is, once the ruling class of capitalism 
has sway, or, “exclusive” sway, the state takes on the character of a bourgeois state.  
 

Yet, at what point does the “sway” become “exclusive”? The sway of the 
bourgeoisie lacks scientific clarity, as do many other categories in Marx’s mode of 
production. Not possessing the capacity to accurately identify key categories brings 
the ‘science’ of Marxism down to the level of inconsistencies found in common 
language. It is then no tedious task to accurately identify the sway of the interests of 
capital which determines the bourgeois state; actually, it’s quite important as the 
proletariat also has political sway over the state of capitalism.  
  

The interests of capital have, time and time again, dominated the political 
arena, the executive under the exclusive rule of capital. Yet, is a state a bourgeois 
state even if the bourgeois sway is not “exclusive”? Once again, we have no consistent 
definition; to act like we can “discover” the real definition of a ‘bourgeois state’ would 
be wrong. Moreover, we must be able to make sense out of a state of capitalism which 
would lack “exclusive” bourgeois political sway. For instance, Venezuela’s state at the 
height of the Chávez era, had a strong political domination of the interests of labor, yet 
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still remained in capitalism; a state with a strong sway of labor does not itself cause 
the end of capitalism. If we identify the state under capitalism as “exclusive” to the 
bourgeoisie, then, we have to still identify the state under capitalism when it is not 
under the exclusive sway of the bourgeoisie. In other words, if the state under 
capitalism is a state of bourgeois dominance, or, “exclusive sway”, we only identify one 
form of the state under capitalism as the only state under capitalism and thus fail to 
grasp the real dynamics of the state under capitalism.  
 

We have to understand what is meant by “exclusive”; was the Chávez state 
under the “exclusive” sway of labor? If the ‘bourgeois state’ is “exclusive” to the 
bourgeoisie and the ‘bourgeois state’ is only one form of the state under capitalism; it 
is easy to see this is not what Marx, Engels, and Lenin meant of the category.  
 

It must then be the case, that, what characterizes the state under capitalism is 
not dominating or authoritarian sway by the bourgeoisie. The interests of capital 
possess their own peculiar abilities to gain ruling sway under capitalism, which are 
“exclusive” abilities to the elite bourgeoisie.    
 

What must characterize the sway of a class is a ‘degree’ to which the class 
interests dominate the legislation carried out by the executive, as well as its treatment 
to its opposition. What the standard of measure (‘the third thing’) must be to 
determine this ‘degree’ will not be taken up here, and must be left to an intuitive level. 
It is well known to Marxists that the bourgeois class interests are equipped to 
dominate the political arena by ownership of production. Not only does the sway of the 
interests of capital come stuffed with money, but, as it is pointed out in Marx and 
Engels’ early joint work, The German Ideology:  
 

The class which has the means of material production at its 
disposal, has control at the same time over the means of 
mental production, so that thereby, generally speaking, the 
ideas of those who lack the means of mental production are 
subject to it. 

 
Then, in addition to money, the ruling class owns the mass production of information 
and ideas. We can safely say the ideas and information will generally not be hostile to 
the interests of the owners. Which is why Marx says (right before the above passage, 
actually): “The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e. the 
class which is the ruling material force of society, is at the same time its ruling 
intellectual force”. Thus we can here say that, the economically dominant class, when 
allowed political sway, will have a general tendency to be the dominating political 
sway. 
  

Yet we are still “generally speaking”, we’ve found a “general tendency” not an 
absolute law. As it has been pointed out before, it would be irrational for a communist 
to believe that dominating ideas will always be ruling class ideas, while at the same 
time aiming for eventual global change against these ruling ideas. Once the 
absolutism of this general tendency withers away, we can see the mind for the flexible 
instrument of evolution it really is.  
  



If the bourgeois state, the state of the capitalist mode of production, lacks 
“exclusive” sway, the ‘bourgeois state’ should then necessarily be distinct from the 
‘dictatorship of the bourgeoisie’. The interests of capital are challenged and do not hold 
outright rule; complete, and/or exclusive, political rule, dictatorship, of the 
bourgeoisie, is a latent possibility in the state of capitalism, which comes and goes in 
various places and times; as does its opposite.  
 

The ‘bourgeois state’ is then not characterized by class rule, nor is it characterized 
by dominating sway; it can only be characterized by sway among the contending 
classes alone. The ‘bourgeois state’ is the state which offers sway over the executive, to 
both the worker and the capitalist (in addition to the self-employed, the unemployed, 
as well as the various civil servants). Within this contending of classes, various forces 
can gain “exclusive” sway, and hold if for as long as it can.  
 

(2) The State  
 
We have then discovered ‘the state’ as independent from the bourgeoisie, as well as 
from the proletariat, we have identified the particularity of the bourgeois state, yet we 
have to still make comments on ‘the state’ itself. 
 

(a) “Special Body of Armed Men” 
 
The term Engels gives us, in consistency with Marx, is the state as a “special body of 
armed men”. Lenin’s close reading of Marx and Engels on the state elaborates in his 
State and Revolution:  
 

Engels elucidates the concept of the “power” which is called 
the state, a power which arose from society but places itself 
above it and alienates itself more and more from it. What 
does this power mainly consist of? It consists of special 
bodies of armed men having prisons, etc., at their 
command… We are justified in speaking of special bodies of 
armed men, because the public power which is an attribute 
of every state “does not directly coincide” with the armed 
population, with its “self-acting armed organization".  

 
The state is composed of police, judges, army, lawmakers, various bureaucrats etc. all 
of which act to carry out demands forced upon its citizens. It is the “special body of 
armed men” which makes legal decrees work; without enforcement, the execution of 
legal decrees, law, means nothing. The supporting characteristic of the state is 
organized authority; the capacity for violence. 
 

It must also be noted, the state, supported by authority, is identified as only a 
specific kind of authority, a “special body” of armed men, as opposed to a “self-acting 
armed organization”.   
 

We will see it is quite important to note, that, while the “special body” is the 
enforcement to the legal degree, only faith can be the enforcement, of the decree, to 
the enforcers. The “special” body, which carries out the orders of suppression, willingly 
subjects itself to its orders, by faith placed within them. It should not then be 



surprising that organized authority has been found, historically, to bind itself to 
religious leaders.  
 

(b) Antagonism 
 
Law must be enforced because it comes about as an irreconcilable antagonism. Law is 
then intrinsically hostile; its goal is suppression as a resolution to a conflict. The state, 
then, reflects a ‘factional’ character; if it enforces law, it represents one section of the 
population against another. Let’s take animal cruelty laws in example, here, the 
“special body” acts to suppress the abusers of animals on behalf of those of us who 
are empathetic to other species. Those interests which pass law, then, succeed in their 
conflict against another section of a population, or at least intend to.  
 

These social groups in antagonism vary immensely; they include struggles between 
labor and capital, but more than just labor and capital; only a blatant one-sided 
communist would claim this to be not true. However, these other antagonisms are 
greatly strengthened by capitalist reproduction, which can be weakened by overcoming 
the particular antagonism between labor and capital. 

 
It is the ‘factional’ character of the state which can greatly bring about a fetishism 

of the state so deeply rooted in the minds of our present population including old 
Marxism. The immediate perspective of the section of the population suppressed by 
state authority is only the state authority itself. What they fail to discover, is, who’s 
pulling the strings, and what the strings are made of. To the fetisized, ‘the state’ is 
acting on its own, its one-sided character is taken to be its only character, its 
motivation is seen as intrinsic; the state is then absolutized. It should then not be 
surprising, that, in advanced welfare states, the majority, of moaning about an 
absolutized state is done by positions favorable to the bourgeoisie.  
 

(c) The Paths to Communism: Revolution and Evolution 
 
By starting expropriation of private property at the top, the big capitalists, and slowly 
withering away the petty bourgeoisie by an abolition of inheritance, private property 
will no longer exist, production will be necessarily planned, and a vast amount of other 
antagonisms are likely to weaken. However, this decree, communism, must be the 
“official” enforced decree, that is, law.    
 

To expropriate the ruling section of the population there will most necessarily 
need to be a “special body”.3 This is partly what really distinguishes Marxism from 
anarchism. As Marx and Engels say in the Manifesto: “The proletariat will use its 
political supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralize 
all instruments of production in the hands of the state, i.e., of the proletariat 
organized as the ruling class…” And because class-rule of the proletariat, organized as 
the proletariat, does not immediately abolish private property, as Marx says in his 
Critique of the Gotha Programme: “Between capitalist and communist society there lies 
the period of the revolutionary transformation of the one into the other. Corresponding 

                                                           
3 However, Lenin argues that, when the “special body” is created out of the workers, it is 
“hardly” a special body and is on its way to dissolve the state all-together. 



to this is also a political transition period in which the state can be nothing but the 
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.”  
 

The “special” body rules as the “official” law, manning, it generally succeeds at 
ruling, within its own national borders, with its own law. This status of “official” is of 
course, subject to challenge, and thus an alternative to political struggle is opened up 
when any faction attempts to gain political representation. With that, revolution and 
war is a possibility; the supporting element of law, authority, can be challenged by a 
contending authority to establish new “official” law. It was not the Bolshevik 
‘revolution’ which established the major change of making “official” the Soviets, but 
the civil war; without an army, the Bolsheviks would have been no more than the 
Pairs Commune of Petrograd. However, minor uprisings can, possibly, cause 
lawmakers to concede on passing or repealing certain laws.  
 

Starting with Marx and Engels, along with Lenin, the revolutionary path to 
political power is said to be the only way. We are told in the Manifesto, communism 
can be obtained “only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions”. Lenin 
in State and Revolution tells us: “The supersession of the bourgeois state by the 
proletarian state is impossible without a violent revolution.”  
 

If communist political power can only be obtained by successfully suppressing 
the “official” bourgeois state with an “official” proletarian state, this must mean the 
bourgeois state possesses an intrinsic character which is oppositional to the struggle 
for communism. This intrinsic reactionary character must then be in the process of 
gaining control over the “special body”, or, within the body itself.  
 

Yet the political process of gaining control over the “special body” is itself 
determined by the political process; if we are to identify an intrinsically reactionary 
character, which has the process as its source, it must be law, which then suppresses 
socialism, as was true in Marx’s time. In this instance, the state has taken up a 
reactionary character, true; however, it is not a character intrinsic to the state itself. 
Here Marx explains this in relation to the anti-socialist laws of Germany: “In Germany 
the working class were fully aware from the beginning of their movement that you 
cannot get rid of a military despotism but by a Revolution.” England, as opposed to 
Germany, Marx says, in this same letter:  

     
If you say that you do not share the views of my party for 
England I can only reply that that party considers an 
English revolution not necessary, but – according to 
historic precedents – possible. If the unavoidable evolution 
turn into a revolution, it would not only be the fault of the 
ruling classes, but also of the working class. Every pacific 
concession of the former has been wrung from them by 
‘pressure from without’. Their action kept pace with that 
pressure and if the latter has more and more weakened, it 
is only because the English working class know not how to 
wield their power and use their liberties, both of which they 
possess legally.4 

                                                           
4 http://marxists.catbull.com/archive/marx/works/1880/letters/80_12_08.htm  



 
Then it seems even Marx has cracks in his revolutionary absolutism worth opening.  

 
It is probably more likely that a young bourgeois state would take on a more 

reactionary form than an old one. It is well known that the state originated in the 
opposition between rulers and ruled, ‘only’ used as an instrument of class domination; 
purposeful for preventing slave uprisings and foreign conflicts. This is the historical 
origin of the state. The state operated under the “exclusive” sway of royal blood. The 
bourgeois state was then furnished by a history of elites. Then, in the coming granting 
of powers to the lower classes, the furnishers of the state may have the ability to 
maintain “special” connections and exert influence. These “birthmarks” are possible 
determinants of a reactionary form of the state; however, they still present us with no 
intrinsic reactionary character to the state itself; after all, we now see how Marx 
thought England in 1880 was ripe for evolution. 

  
Any intrinsic qualities to the state would, at best, and worse, be the interests of 

the “special body” for its own well being, and this would be true in all places and 
times. However, the immediate interests of the “special body”, as the “special body”, 
are mediated by their faith in the order they uphold; this is what stops every “official” 
armed organization from inevitably turning into nothing but an armed gang to plunder 
the rest of the population. Although the relation between immediate interests and a 
‘relative autonomy’ of mediation explains how a special armed body could turn into 
pure plunderers. Various circumstances can determine one or the other. The status of 
the armed body was a chief factor in the Bolshevik revolution as the Russian soldiers 
defected to the Soviets in mass.  
 

Only if the state is intrinsically reactionary can we say that evolution is 
impossible. Otherwise, any reactionary character of the state will only last as long as 
its determinants are in place. In understanding the dynamics of the state, then, we 
must declare it is not intrinsically opposed to communism. And with that we have 
withered away revolutionary absolutism; evolution is possible. As of now, only the 
crypto-reactionaries have taken to parliamentism; France’s (currently) ruling Socialist 
Party is not a bunch of authentic communists who have been paid-off by the interests 
of capital, they are, and have been, only moderate social democrats at best; they have 
no revolutionary theory and thus cannot revolutionize society.  
 

(3) Law and Communism 
 
Let us now get to the end-goal, communism, which, according to old Marxist theory, 
the state, i.e. the “special body”, will, wither away. Lenin elaborates on this most 
thoroughly. Without the antagonism between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat the 
state will begin to wither away. Moreover, Lenin, in State and Revolution tells us the 
state will completely wither away once goods are in abundance and the antithesis 
between mental and physical labor disappears; once this has happened: “There will 
then be no need for society, in distributing the products, to regulate the quantity to be 
received by each; each will take freely "according to his needs".”   
 

Yet we have more absolutism to wither away. Law is not solely bound to the 
struggle between the two classes, nor the distribution of goods; Lenin also 
understands this: 



 
Lastly, only communism makes the state absolutely 
unnecessary, for there is nobody to be suppressed--
“nobody” in the sense of a class, of a systematic struggle 
against a definite section of the population. We are not 
utopians, and do not in the least deny the possibility and 
inevitability of excesses on the part of individual persons, or 
the need to stop such excesses. In the first place, however, 
no special machine, no special apparatus of suppression, is 
needed for this: this will be done by the armed people 
themselves, as simply and as readily as any crowd of 
civilized people, even in modern society, interferes to put a 
stop to a scuffle or to prevent a woman from being 
assaulted. And, secondly, we know that the fundamental 
social cause of excesses, which consist in the violation of 
the rules of social intercourse, is the exploitation of the 
people, their want and their poverty. With the removal of 
this chief cause, excesses will inevitably begin to "wither 
away". We do not know how quickly and in what 
succession, but we do know they will wither away. With 
their withering away the state will also wither away. 

 
The solution to enforcement of continued antagonisms is a “self acting armed 
organization”. Could this mean vigilanteism? Yet vigilantes are not an “organization”.  
How can this new authority be “self acting”, “organized” but not “special”?  
 

Surely, not just anyone should declare themselves as authority and enforce 
whatever decree they’d wish! I would bet the KKK would love to play this role! 
Moreover, psychologists have continuously noted the “bystander effect” where 
someone is assaulted in a crowd and nobody will do anything to stop it. Surely, it is 
not asking too much to have an authority bound to a set of rules and indoctrinating 
procedures and criteria for enrollment which takes itself the task of enforcing peace? 
What is then “special” about the “special body of armed men” which is distinct from a 
“self acting armed organization”?  

 
If the state is a “special body” as opposed to a “self acting body” because, as we 

have been told, it “stands above society” then what does it mean to “stand above 
society”? This distinction can only mean an “exclusive” section of the population with 
access to this body. Yet if this is true then to dissolve the state, all that is needed is to 
make the state not “stand above” the rest of us! No communism is needed! Actually, in 
that a reasonable criteria is generally in place in regards to joining the “special body”, 
which is also generally subjected to the orders of elected officials, can we then say we 
live in a mostly stateless world? 
 

The truth is law and the state is said to replace law and the state by Marxist 
theorists. A “self acting armed organization” is only different from a “special body” if it 
means vigilanteism, which is ridiculous at worst and utopian at best, while at the 
same time fails to be an “organization” of any assured trained, capable, consistent 
members.  
 



Communism must have law and the state, yet communist law, and communist 
democracy, will be unlike law and democracy under capitalism. Moreover, the state 
and democracy will wither away only in that its services will become increasingly 
unnecessary; the section of the population which utilizes the state will fall once 
production is brought under planning, theft becomes increasingly unnecessary, life 
becomes more relaxing, and voting becomes unnecessary once a working and healthy 
plan is established. -Stability and equality is not liberation from authority, but the use 
of authority to demand this state of relations continuously.     
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