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THIS VOLUME IS DEDICATED
to the student and worker revolutionaries
of China
who fought for workers’ power
through workers’ democracy from below
in the bravest popular upheaval ever seen,
against the bureaucratic-collectivist ruling regime
that calls itself “Communist,”
and who temporarily yielded
before the monstrous massacre of June 4, 1989
executed by the bureaucratic-military dictatorship,
assassins of the people.
The association of this counterrevolutionary tyranny
with the name of Karl Marx
is the biggest Big Lie in history,
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the Stalinist world of bureaucratic-collectivism
and the decaying world of capitalism,
and by the apologists of both exploitive systems.
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June 5, 1989






CONTENTS

Foreword . . ... . e xi

1. Of Utopian Socialism . ................... .. ... ... ... ..... 1
1. Accenting the positive (1)... 2. “Scientific socialism” (6) ... 3. Uto-
pianism (9)... 4. First exposition (14)...5. The meaning of utopian
socialism (17)

2. Of Sentimental Socialism............................ ... . ... 22
1. The meaning of sentimental socialism (22)... 2. The “modern my-
thology” (25) ... 3. Morality and moralizing (31)...4. Humanism and
the power of Love (34)

3. Of State-Socialism: Lassallean Model . . ....................... 41
1. Forerunners (41)...2. The cult of the state (46)...3. The state-
aid nostrum (50) ... 4. State-socialism and social-Caesarism (54)...5.
Marx on Lassalle (58)...6. Marx and the Lassallean movement
(61)...7. Marx’s break with the Lassallean party (63) ... 8. Lassallean-
ism and the Gotha unification (67)... —Note on the suppression of
Marx’s critique (70)

4. Of State-Socialism: Bismarckian Model . ...................... 72
1. The Bismarck attack (73) ... 2. The Katheder-socialists (75) . .. 3. The
crisis in the party (79)...4. Flashback: Marx on state intervention
(82)...5. On capitalist statification (85)...6. Argumentation
(90) ... 7. More consequences of statification (92) ... 8. The issue re-
fuses to go away (97)...9. Four illustrative cases (100)

5. Of Anarchism: Proudhonist Model. ......................... 107
1. The reservoir of antistatism (107)...2 Godwin, Stirner, Hess
(111)... 3. Watershed: the “ultimate aim” formulation (118)...4. In-

1)



Vil Contents

terlude: bourgeois anarchism (121) ... 5. Anarchism’s “disguised state”
(126)

. Of Anarchism: Bakunin Model ............................. 130
1. On the “principle of authority” (131)...2. Engels on authority
(135)... 3. Revolution and authority (140) ... 4. The nature of the Ba-
kunin operation (144)...5. Analysis of the Bakunin operation
(145) ... 6. The nature of the struggle with Bakunin (147). .. 7. Bakuni-
nist ideology: the state (152)...8. Bakuninism: reformist politics
(157)...9. Bakuninism: reformist practice (161)...10. Bakuninism
and ‘“authoritarianism” (164)...11. The alien ideology (168)...12.
Epilogue: the “Marx-Anarchist” myth (171)

7. Of the Reactionary Anticapitalisms . ........................ 176
1. The meaning of “reactionary socialism” (176). .. 2. “Feudal social-
ism” and the triangular class struggle (178) ... 8. The third corner of
the triangle (182)... 4. The case of Thomas Carlyle—I (185)...5. The
case of Thomas Carlyle—II (188)...6. O’Connor to Comte (192)...7.
The case of David Urquhart (196)

8. Of Boulangism: The Politics of the Third Way ............... 204
1. The political matrix of Boulangism (205)... 2. Socialists and Bou-
langer (207)...3. The Guesdist line on Boulangism (211)... 4. Paul
Lafargue’s Boulangeo-socialism (216)...5. Engels on Boulangism
(219)...6. Engels’ “third way” (222) ... 7. The international compli-
cation  (226)...8.  Antiparliamentarism and  opportunism
(228)...9. War and counterrevolution (232)

APPENDICES ...ttt ss s sssassesenes 239

Special Note A. Lassalle and Marx: History of a Myth ............ 241
1. Lassalle’s character and personality (242)...2. The Hatzfeldt case
as career (244) ... 3. Friendship: up to 1856 (246)... 4. Gustav Lewy’s
mission (250)...5. Lewy’s exposé of Lassalle (253)...6. Who broke
with whom? (256)...7. The myth of the creator (259)...8. Engels’
campaign against the Lassalle myth (263)...9. The Bernstein/Engels
critique of Lassalle (266)

Special Note B. Bakunin and the International: A “Libertarian”
Fable . ... e 270
1. Preliminary considerations (270) . .. 2. Bakunin’s first takeover op-
eration (274)...3. First round at Basel (276). .. 4. Bakunin’s destruct-
o-clique: the secret Alliance (279)...5. Bakunin declares war
(284) ... 6. Bakunin’s split drive (286)...7. Racism and the splitters’



Contents w

campaign (291)... 8. Bakunin’s political pogrom of 1872 (295)...9.
The great smear campaign (298)...10. The paladin of lies (300)

Special Note C. The Strange Case of Franz Mehring .............. 305
1. Mehring’s Circuitous Road to Marxism (306) ... 2. The Sonneman
Affair (308)...3. The Morning After (310)...4. 1882—A Year of
Change (311)...5. Last Stop (311)...6. Mehring as a Left-winger
(314) ...7. Mehring’s Biography of Marx and the 1913 Dispute with

Kautsky (315)

RETEIEIICE INOLES vocuvitiieieieerceeeceer s ctesssesterasesessaensessisssastasssesssssssssessossssssonsesns 319
BiblIOGTaphy ..o st s 352
365






FOREWORD

The present volume, KMTR 4, is devoted to an important part of any
exposition of Marx’s views, namely, his criticism of alternative ideas and
movements: socialist views and theories put forward by others during his
active years. The real content of any line of thought is clarified not only
through what it says it is but what it says it is not: what it differentiates
itself from; what it denies or rejects; what it counterposes itself to and how
it criticizes it; and also what it accepts from others’ contributions. In fact,
all thinkers have to start from this point; the subject they broach is not a
tabula rasa; their own thinking has to go through an apprenticeship.

As a matter of fact, a good deal of attention has already been paid to
this approach in the preceding three volumes. The present volume would
have a long chapter on Marx’s views about Blanqui and Blanquism, were
it not that KMTR 3 has already devoted more than one chapter to this
subject. There is another very important ism missing from the present
volume: reformism, along with a long list of associated isms, such as gradual-
ism, parliamentarism, opportunism, and several others. All of these terms
are aspects of a single subject, often summarized as the issue of reform
versus revolution, or sometimes the “road to power.” Marx’s views both
positive and negative, that is, both as positively expounded and as counter-
posed to reformist views, will be the subject of the first half of KMTR 5,
the volume which will end this enterprise.

Of the isms that are treated in the following chapters, several have al-
ready come up for partial discussion in the preceding volumes, in connec-
tion with other subjects. For example, anarchism in general or Bakunin
in particular has been discussed in relation to the peasantry, to dictator-
ship, and to other topics. Needed now is a general analysis.

Each chapter, devoted as it is to a particular socialist tendency, should
not be considered an attempt to sum up the state of historical knowledge
about that tendency. My subject is not the tendency itself but the views of
Marx and Engels on it. For example, there is a great deal about utopian

xi
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socialism which is not even broached in Chapter 1; my task was viewed as
more limited.

The beginning of Chapter 1, below, points out that some of the isms
taken up in this volume tend to interpenetrate; in practice they seldom
live entirely detached from each other. In particular, the common practice
of affixing the label ‘state-socialist’ on some figure is seldom justified (as
is explained below in the case of Louis Blanc, for example). The more
useful task is to define a state-socialist element in a viewpoint. In general,
the subject of each chapter is not a hard-edged theory or school but rather
a more or less pervasive element in socialist thinking.

One element of confusion in socialist history is illustrated by the lack
of any agreed-on term for a non-state-socialist, with the result that terms
get invented to label the confusion itself. For example: “libertarian social-
ism.” Since questions get raised about such fuzzy isms, we may take this
one as an example of several that are not separately considered here.

° ‘Libertarian’ goes far back as simply the adjectival form of ‘liberty’; and
the checkered career of that much-battered word goes far to explain what
happens when a blur of thought is turned into an ism. Some of this history
is irrelevant to us: for example, ‘libertarian(ism)’ once referred to a philo-
sophic doctrineabout the freedom of the will. By at least 1830, in English,
it was in general use to label any advocacy of “liberty.” The Oxford English
Dictionary illustrates this usage (between 1830 and 1906) with five cases,
none of which is concerned with any shockingly extreme view of liberty.
More to the point: the term was eventually expropriated by that school
of thought which lives ideologically on various declensions of the word
‘liberty’—the anarchists.

An anarchist paper named Le Libertaire was published by French émigreés
in New York as early as 1858-1861, but its terminology did not take hold.
In 1895 a leader of the French anarchists, Sébastien Faure, founded a
journal with the same name, and announced that libertaire was a “conve-
nient synonym for anarchist.” He did not explain why a fuzzy word was
more “convenient” than one that already had a known ideological content;
but he did not have to, for everyone could understand that ‘libertarian’
was preferable because it was more beguiling and less communicative. By
defining liberty in terms of anarchism, it made it unnecessary to prove the
identity by argument.

In a later stage of the term, ‘libertarian(ism)’ was taken over by some
other political currents. One tendency was that of left-wing social-demo-
crats who wanted to distinguish themselves from the ‘democratic socialism’
vaunted by the European Social-Democracy that ignominiously collapsed
in the 1930s. It was now too ambiguous for leftist radicals to call themselves
‘democratic socialists’ in order to differentiate themselves from the Stalin-
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ists. The term ‘libertarian socialist’ came into some use to fill the need,
but only sporadically. Later, ‘libertarian’ was seized on by an American
extension of the so-called bourgeois anarchism that goes back to Josiah
Warren. In its degenerate contemporary form it was adopted by a right-
wing extrusion from the Republican Party to describe a quasi-anarchist
program: the program of minimizing government interference with the
profit system (“free enterprise”) while the power of capital remains
unchecked.

Obviously these terminological vagaries have little relation to the subject
of this book. The isms chosen to be the subject of chapters in the present
volume are some that actually played a significant role in the development
of the socialist movement.

TWO INQUIRIES
INTO MARXOLOGY AND SCHOLARSHIP

The rest of this Foreword is devoted to two supplements. The first is a
supplement to KMTR 3, dealing with the French Revolution. The other is
related to Special Note B in the present volume, but it might be thought
digressive there. The real subject of both supplements is one that our
Forewords have touched on before: the nature of our contemporary
marxological scholarship.

1. MARX AND THE FRENCH REVOLUTION:
A SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE

This subject has been dealt with in KMTR as an ad junct of other issues,
especially the question of ‘terror’ and ‘terrorism.” A brief explanation of
Marx’s views on the so-called Reign of Terror in the French Revolution
was given in KMTR 3 as part of Special Note C (pages 360-367). For other
aspects of the French Revolution, see the indexes of KM TR volumes.!

An interesting addendum to this Special Note deserves space here.

In two letters written in the last years of his life, Engels recalled a long-
forgotten article on the revolutionary Terror that had clearly made a great
impression on him and on Marx, in their youthful days. Writing in the
centennial year of the Revolution, on December 4, 1889, Engels gave his
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friend Victor Adler an educational summary of the meaning of the French
“Terror,” and we have already quoted from this letter in the aforemen-
tioned Special Note.? At the end of this letter, Engels referred his corre-
spondent to what he considered an especially enlightening article: “The
explanation of how the battle of Fleurus [June 26, 1794] overturned the
reign of terror was given in 1842 in the (first) Rheinische Zeitung by K. F.
Koppen, in an excellent critique of H. Leo’s Geschichte der franzdsischen
Revolution.”® In 1895 Engels made the same recommendation—only more
emphatically—in a letter to Mehring, to guide the work the latter was
then doing in collecting Marx’s early writings. Clearly Engels was directing
attention to material that had impressed the young Marx, not simply
himself:

One of the best writings in the Rhfeinische] Z[eitung] is still, in the
feuilleton section, a long critique of the history of the French Revolu-
tion by Leo. It is by Marx’s friend K. F. Képpen ... and gives (for
the first time in any language) the correct explanation of the Terror
period.*

What was this explanation for the Terror that was so impressive in 1842
and was still impressing Engels at the end of his life? What was “the correct
explanation of the Terror period” that it put forward?

Képpen, then a very close friend and comrade of Marx, did have a
critique of Heinrich Leo’s just-published book, in the Rheinische Zeitung of
May 1842. (Marx, already active as a contributor, was not yet editor of the
new left-democratic organ.) Koéppen, like Marx himself at this time, was a
revolutionary democrat, not a communist; and in attacking Leo he was
peolemizing against a well-known champion of Junkerdom, absolutist reac-
tion, and anti-Semitism.

Now here hangs a tale of bibliographical confusion, which has helped
to keep this material from being better known. For despite Engels’ latter-
day recollection, in this long book review Képpen said nothing about an
explanation for the Terror; the piece did not deal with this subject. Engels’
memory had played a trick on him. But Képpen did publish another long
critique of Leo—only it came the following month, and appeared not in
the RZ but in the Deutsche Jahrbiicker. It was, in fact, this latter work that
Engels recalled with praise in 1889 and 1895.*

*The mixup was first elucidated in an article by Helmut Hirsch in 1936; a recent
(1989) article by Walter Schmidt has brought all the facts together. For these two,
see the Bibliography.—The clarification of this situation was handed to me on a
platter, when I was barely conscious of the problem, as soon as I asked for copies
of the RZ article from the Karl-Marx-Haus of Trier (letter by Dr. Hans Pelger, April
20, 1989). The cooperativeness of the K-M-Haus (as well as its associated Friedrich-
Engels-Haus of Wuppertal) is unmatched in-my experience, and my gratitude is
commensurate.
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Here, then, one finds the basic thought that later reverberated through
Marx’s and Engels’ references to the French Revolution’s period of “Ter-
ror,” as presented in the aforementioned Special Note. The most cogent
passage in Koppen went as follows:

Not base arbitrary despotism and caprice, not petty intrigues and
cabals, not the twinges of conscience of an old and bigoted mistress,
and similar trivial causes—not these have been the levers of Terror-
ism; but rather iron necessity itself, i.e., the mutual abrasion and strug-
gle of the most powerful forces and principles. As is well known, this
would never have mounted to its radical heights without the interven-
tion from outside [by the European powers in war coalition]. It began
when Europe was ranged in arms against France; it ended as soon as
this danger for France was over. For it was not because Robespierre
was overthrown but because the cause of the Revolution was, since
the battle of Fleurus, no longer in danger from without—this was why
the system of Terror came to an end.’

What K6ppen’s interpretation underlines, once again, is that this point
of view was not ‘“Robespierrist,” in the sense already discussed in the
Special Note. Marx and Engels “did not regard Robespierre’s political
current as the central progressive leadership of the revolution,” contrary
to the viewpoint currently called “Marxist” especially in France, where the
line stretching from Mathiez to Soboul via the CP industriously ignores
what Marx and Engels actually wrote.®

Let us zero in on the more specific question raised by Képpen and so
heartily approved by Marx and Engels, that is, the emphasis on the roots
of the original “Terror” in the danger felt from the Furopean counterrevolution-
ary war. What has happened to this thought now, in the two hundredth
anniversary of the Revolution?

Engels’ first recollection of the old Képpen article, in his letter to Adler,
came while the world was celebrating (or damning) the one hundredth
anniversary of the revolution that helped to remake Western society. We
have now come another century beyond that point, in 1989, when the
society that the French Revolution shaped is losing elements of cohesion.
To celebrate the bicentennial, the University of Chicago Press has pub-
lished Prof. Francois Furet’s work Marx and the French Revolution, which
should be of special interest to us as a summary of the present wisdom of
the academic world on this topic.”

Not that Prof. Furet himself stakes this claim. On the contrary, he assures
the reader that he is nof a “Marxologist,” much less a Germanist. (In the
English version, this comes out: he is not a “specialist on Marx.”)8 That is,
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even though he is publishing a whole book about Marx’s views, he avers
that he has not been prejudiced by a surfeit of knowledge on the subject,
nor tainted by overexposure to the facts. In truth, his essay bears out his
claim to have no special expertise on Marx’s work.

Nevertheless, almost every page of Furet’s essay assures the reader that
everything in Marx is all wrong. Marx’s preoccupation was “inventing” a
new revolution (the original French said: “imagining” a new revolution).
Marx “substitutes politics for religion as the dominant illusion of soci-
ety...” In Marx’s view of the rights of man “citizenship is what is false.”
He did not have “any concept of democracy other than one of illusion or
mystification.” He defined the state “as a communitarian lie” (whatever
that means). Under French absolutism there was “by definition, no domi-
nant class...” These pearls of sciolism, which I select out only because
they can be exhibited concisely, are not supported by textual references
or other pedantic modes of verification. Instead, Furet leaves all that to
the second half of the book, which is not Furet’s product but an anthology
of snippets from Marx about the French Revolution, assembled by another
person, Lucien Calvié, and not directly linked up with the assertions by
Furet. As a non-marxologist, Furet is doing his duty as a historian of
the Annales school just as competently as when he retailed the Stalinist-
ideological line in the 1950s. As a recent critic of Furet has said about
his antirevolutionary output on the Revolution, Furet is not primarily a
historian but rather an “ideologue.”!?

The result is that, in this year two centuries after the event, the academic
establishment offers a work of such shoddy scholarship that its perpetrator
does not even know that there exists an interesting question about Marx’s
view of Robespierre and the Terror. Furet thinks that Marx “portrays
the opposition to Robespierre (the Girondins and the Thermidoreans) as
representatives of the propertied classes” (meaning that they were the only
such representatives), and is apparently unaware that Marx hailed “the
opposition to Robespierre” on the left, i.e., the “Enragés” Roux and Leclerc
in particular. In this same sentence by Furet, Marx supposedly portrays
“the Robespierrist dictatorship as emanating from the only ‘truly revolu-
tionary class,’ the ‘innumerable masses.’ ” Through a concatenation of as-
sertions, Marx is represented as believing that Robespierre was the
“proletarian” paladin of the revolution, even though (as I have shown)
virtually every reference to Robespierre by Marx (or Engels) is a hostile or
distanced one.

it will occasion no surprise, therefore, if we reveal that Furet thinks
that the relationship between the Terror and the outside war danger was
unknown to Marx—instead of being the essential explanation of the Terror
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that Marx and Engels hailed at the very beginning of their political lives.
Furet writes:

....Marx remained rigorously attached to this pure notion of histori-
cal necessity [an invention of marxologists], without making the least
allusion, for example, to the role that might have been played in
the Revolution by external events such as revolutionary France’s war
against the European monarchs.!

“Rigorously attached”—*"pure notion”—not “the least allusion”: these are
the sweeping terms in which the ideologue wraps his sorry scholarship.
The very thought for which Furet cannot find “the least allusion” in Marx
in fact played a central role in Engels’ exposition of Marx’s views, repeat-
edly. And now we find that both Marx and Engels grasped this point
enthusiastically when Képpen made it way back in 1842.

But the marxologists have learned how to handle such inconvenient
facts: by means of the Engels-versus-Marx myth. It is clear how important
it often is to rip Engels out of the Marx story, and why this game is so
popular with a variety of fantasists who wish to write their own version of
“Marxism” whether to refute it or toot it.

Furet is an advanced practitioner: Engels’ name does not even appear in
Furet's index. Engels has become a Non-Person, victim of a modern fate
well known to Furet in his Stalinoid days.

2. “PACKING” THE HAGUE CONGRESS: THE FABLE
ACCORDING TO HANS GERTH

In Special Note B of the present volume the essential facts are set forth
about the rule-or-ruin operation by Bakunin and his wrecking crew, orga-
nized around the Hague Congress of 1872. This Note necessarily offers
many cases of falsifictions by marxologists (the term distinguishes falsifzc-
tions from falsifications, as we have explained). I have staunchly refused to
take space to refute all of the innumerable falsifictions that later clustered
around this episode, since this would leave no room for other material. If
now I make an exception, it is in order to take up the one falsifiction
which is most often repeated.

I have seen this fable quoted at least a thousand times—no exaggera-
tion—and one reason it is quoted so freely is that its source looks so
authoritative. Professor Hans Gerth is an eminent sociologist, and no one
would charge him with deliberate falsification. When a set of minutes of
the Hague Congress, perhaps made by Sorge, was discovered among the
Schliiter papers at the University of Wisconsin, Professor Gerth was given
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the task of translating the document and editing the book in which it was
published: The First International. Minutes of the Hague Congress. ..

Unfortunately, Gerth also felt called on to write the introduction, which
should have offered the reader some necessary background history. It
hardly even attempts to do so in its scant seven pages, and where it refers
to the history of the International it is so confused as to be incompetent.
What it does manage to do is devote over half its scanty space to heaving
mudballs at Marx. Most of these missiles are standard and have been cov-
ered in KMTR: the Bakuninists “always denied” maintaining their secret
society inside the International, and Gerth endorses their claim ex cathedra;
Marx persecuted poor Bakunin unmercifully and “set out to destroy him”;
and so on. It is evident that Gerth’s sources are Guillaume’s compendium
of Bakuninist fabrications plus Carr’s irresponsible biography of Marx.

But only one of these mudballs has generally achieved an independent
life of its own as an accusation reference-noted to Gerth himself. Gerth
writes:

....they [Marx and Engels] did what they could to *“pack” the Con-
gress. Engels paid the fare for the five members of the General Council
he brought over.

And then he quotes two letters by Marx.!? The fact that, right on the face
of it, this passage has a number of puzzling features has not impaired
Gerth’s scholarly authority for all the aforesaid people who have quoted
his statement with confidence.

Even before we get to the two letters by Marx, the reference to Engels’
fare-paying must knit a few brows. To begin with, Gerth’s own reference
note for the fact is a blunder, a testament to sloppy scholarship.* (But few
readers will check it, of course.) Secondly, in all the countries where the
International had sections, delegates usually had to scrounge up travel
expenses as best they could, preferably from their organizations but not
infrequently from friends (including political supporters). This is so well
known even today, for small revolutionary groups, especially those popu-
lated by impecunious workers, that it would be ridiculous to offer evi-
dence. The reader must wonder: since this was done by every group in the
International, including the Bakuninists, as well as by every group since
the International, why is it a matter of “packing” the Congress?

Part of the answer lies in the way Gerth has twisted the words of Gustav

*The note goes: “Gustav Mayer, Engels, p.247.” Readers would assume that this must
point to the one-volume English condensation of Mayer’s biography; and so they
would be puzzled to find nothing pertinent on page 247. If they looked into the
two-volume original edition, they would find their page 247 only after getting to
the second volume.
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Mayer’s biography of Engels, which he quotes. Gerth writes about “the five
members of the General Council he [Engels] brought over.” It sounds as if
Engels “brought them over” to the Hague in his pocket. What Gerth actu-
ally read in Mayer was that these five “members” were the regularly elected dele-
gates of the GC, and that the GC’s treasury was empty. There is no implication
in Mayer’s account that there was anything discreditable in Engels’ picking
up the tab, nor could there be any such implication. Nor were the five
elected delegates of the GC the kind of people who would fit into Engels’
pocket. Now one may ask: how did Gerth’s mind work so as to impose this
twist on the facts? The answer is that Gerth got it, not from the source he
footnoted (Mayer), but from his real “authority,” viz,, the foxy work of
Guillaume, who specialized in working out twists for easily confusable
marxologists.

This should prepare us for those two letters by Marx. To make the story
short, what our eminent scholar exhibits triumphantly, as evidence for the
“packing,” are a couple of letters by Marx, to comrades in America and
Germany, urging them to make sure that their organizations would be fully and
properly represented by delegates at the Congress, which meant “life or death”
for the International.

—What! that’s all? Impossible! How could an intelligent scholar like Gerth fail to
distinguish this necessary activity from “packing”? Couldn’t he tell the difference
between active efforts to win a majority under the existing rules, on the
one hand, and on the other the use of illegal and forbidden methods (as
are implied by the term “pack”)?

Well, Gerth does not bother to explain where he thought the “packing”
came in, or what it consisted of; one supposes that he thought the mere
words of Marx’s letters were enough to indict him. The suspicion must
surface that he simply did not understand what he read and quoted, not
because his command of German was faulty but because he understood
nothing of what was happening in the International, in particular how
delegates were elected. The understanding of one term is particularly in
question.

The two comrades to whom Marx wrote (in the letters quoted by Gerth)
were not casual vagabonds whom Marx was proposing to “pack” into the
Congress by a back door. They were both leaders of their respective local
sections; beyond question they would get themselves elected as delegates
if they wished. Why shouldn’t they wish to go to the Hague? Because Sorge
lived in the New York City area, in modest circumstances; and it took a
fortune in money and an eon of time (from the viewpoint of a working-
man) to journey across the ocean and the continent, and back again, just
to cast a vote. The other correspondent, Dr. Kugelmann, lived in Hanover,
Germany, which on my globe is only about a centimeter from the Hague;
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but it was still a longish and expensive trip for a stay-at-home, across one
or two borders, and a physician had to make special arrangements for an
absence.

This was why Marx wrote in such urgent terms. First, to Sorge, after
telling him the Congress date:

It will just not do for you to put us off with a memorandum [Memo-
rial]* At this Congress it is a question of the life or death of the International.
You and at least one other, if not two, must come. As for the sections that
send no delegates directly, they can send mandates (delegates’
mandates).!?

Whatever the first sentence means, Marx is obviously telling Sorge not to
send any kind of casual document that would not be official. The official
kind of document was a mandate, a delegate’s mandate—a document signed
by the proper official, naming a delegate. This concern about following
the rules and regulations exactly is seen again in the same letter, in a
paragraph not quoted by Gerth:

Naturally every section, no matter of how many members, if not
over 500 strong, [gets] only 1 delegate.

It is a reminder about the official basis for mandates, explaining the possi-
bility of two delegates. So far, not a word about “packing.”

On the contrary, Marx is trying to “get out the vote,” to get representa-
tives of the legitimate strength of the defenders of the International against
the wreckers. At this point we can throw in the second letter cited by
Gerth, in which Marx merely tells Dr. Kugelmann exactly what he told
Sorge: thatat the Hague “it is a question of the life or death of the Interna-
tional,” and: “Germany must therefore have as many representatives as
possible.”

Did Gerth understand the meaning of the term ‘mandate’ This system
of delegates’ credentials was seldom used in the later history of the move-
ment, for good reason, though it was unchallenged in the First Interna-
tional. A section or branch, entitled to (say) one delegate, filled out a
formal document, signed by the proper officers, giving the essential infor-
mation about the branch for the use of the Credentials Committee, and
naming its delegate. The rules of the organization allowed the branch to

* Gerth’s quote begins after this sentence. Note that in the translation of this letter
by Padover, in his compilation On the First International (p.567), this entire sentence
is unaccountably omitted.—The translation of Marx’s letters given above are my
own; Gerth’s versions are based on an early publication which is unreliable in detail
(e.g., emphasis) but fortunately nothing substantive is involved.
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name any member of the International as the delegate, and the minutes of the
Congresses are peppered with allusions to delegates who were not mem-
bers of the branch they represented. (At the only International congress
he attended, in Basel in 1869, Bakunin represented Lyons although the
Russian then resided in Geneva.) Later, this was sometimes called a “proxy
system.”

But the branch might also decide to leave the delegate’s name blank
temporarily, until it found a suitable person to represent it, one who could
in fact get to the Congress. Blank mandates were publicly discussed and
known; they were not illegal, though used as a last resort. Again, we must
emphasize, for obvious reasons, that blank mandates were as freely used
by the Bakuninist forces as by any other tendency in the movement.

This system was used due to the difficulties that faced every branch
about sending delegates to a Congress at a distance. Its drawbacks were
obvious, but for too many cases the only alternative was to send no dele-
gates at all, or to allow rich individuals to represent the branch simply
because they could afford the trip. Again and again Marx or Engels re-
ceived letters about supporters who would be unable to go to the Hague
because they could not afford it.*In any case, the ‘mandate’ system as
described was not controversial at the Hague; whatever the system, all
tendencies scrambled to get as many delegates for their faction as possible,
and the operating system was used equally by all.

Now it is easy to believe that the average reader of Gerth’s introduction
would know nothing about the ‘mandate’ system, but it is hard to believe
this of Gerth himself—only because he had (presumably) just translated
every word of the Congress minutes he was editing, and nearly the first
three days of the Congress were taken up with detailed arguments about
delegates’ mandates. He had just read pages and pages of discussions at
the Congress over the validity of credentials. He had read, for example,
about delegates who routinely presented the Congress committee with as
many as three different mandates from different places! Could he make
anything of this?

In citing that “incriminating” letter of Marx’s to Sorge, Gerth took the
space (in a very short Introduction) to give the whole list of possible dele-
gates that Marx had included for Sorge’s use, precisely in order to avoid
a blank mandate. Obviously Gerth thought this was somehow damaging,
a “smoking gun”! This is a measure of his incompetence in this field.

Now if he had been moderately well acquainted with Marx’s and Engels’
correspondence, he would not have had to rely only on ammunition sup-
plied by Guillaume. He could have cited, for example, Engels’ letter to
Liebknecht six months before. It exhorted Liebknecht in the same terms
as Marx wrote to Kugelmann, about getting a maximum of delegates, and
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added that the official forms must be carefully followed, warning: “Since
the Bakuninists and Proudhonists will probably do their utmost, the man-
dates will be strictly examined . ..” Engels alerted Liebknecht that the Ger-
man organization had to regulate dues payments with care “so that its
mandates cannot be contested at the Congress...” On the other hand:
writing to his loyal supporter Cuno, Engels stressed (repeatedly) that the
Italian Bakuninists could do anything they liked within the rules, and
their mandates would not be challenged: “. .. the Italians have the right to
commit all the idiocies they wish, and the General Council will counteract
them only by way of peaceful debate.” “So long as these gentlemen remain
on lawful grounds, the General Council will gladly let them do as they
like ...” Engels wrote to J. P. Becker that things were going well—"“But only
if, on our part, we muster all forces.” And he stressed the danger that the
Bakuninists might get a majority “through the negligence of our friends.”!>
That was the danger: negligence meant doing less than was possible to
mobilize a majority at the Hague to defend the International.

While Bakunin’s factional correspondence was industriously searched
out and destroyed by his friends, as we report elsewhere, the correspon-
dence by Marx and Engels and their friends has been industriously col-
lected and published. And every word of it speaks to the care taken by
Marx and his friends to win a fair majority at the Hague in open debate.
If we were to use the Gerth mode of scholarship, we could quote a number
of situations in which the Bakuninists used dirty tricks to gain mandates;
for the letters of Marx, Engels and their correspondents are peppered with
statements about these goings-on.’®Fortunately, for various reasons it was
not necessary to turn the Congress into a month-long credentials session.
But looking at it all in hindsight, there was one basic diference between
the two sides that does not depend merely on charges and countercharges:
the Bakuninists believed on principle in using dirty tricks to defeat the evil
Authoritarians in any way possible, and they proclaimed this principle
openly as an anarchist mark of honor.

Now let us return to our original subject: Gerth and scholarship. We
submit a test specimen, almost of laboratory quality, using a passage of
Gerth’s Introduction which is not about packing the Hague Congress.

Although Gerth had no space in his Introduction to explain much about
the history and functioning of the International, he had space enough to
include some other items that appealed to his scholarly soul for the pur-
pose of discrediting Marx. On his second page, he has a relatively consider-
able passage on the Paris Commune and Marx’s defense of it, The Civil
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War in France. We refrain from commenting on his views about the Com-
mune, since these might provoke us to digressions; but in the middle of
this passage is the following demonstration of a mode of scholarship.
Gerth writes:

Marx drew the ire of a hostile European society upon himself and
the International, for he published the pamphlet [the address on the
Commune] and several addresses in its name without being too scru-
pulous about prior consent and endorsement.

The ordinary reader will understand Gerth to be saying that the “ire of a
hostile European society” was due to—the handling of the Address inside
the General Council! Let us try to ignore this absurdity. Gerth has the
following scholarly footnote appended at this point as evidence for his
substantive assertion about Marx’s lack of scruples:

“Some of the Englishmen whose names, as members of the General
Council, were appended to it, afterwards declared that they had not
seen its contents until it was published.”—Carr, Marx, pp. 218, 223.

This refers to one of the less interesting episodes involving some English
trade-union leaders’ attempts to rid themselves of the revolutionary taint
of the Commune. We see that neither of our scholars, Gerth nor Carr,
thought it important to mention here that the Address had been endorsed
unanimously at the regular General Council meeting called for the purpose
with due notification to all; that every GC document since the beginning
had been routinely signed by the entire GC list; and that this format of
the publication had been routinely executed by the secretary, John Hales,
not Marx. We are interested at the moment in a different aspect of
scholarship.

Please note that Gerth’s reference footnote to Carr pointed to two pages
in Carr, five pages apart. It might be supposed that both pages said the
same thing. Not so. On page 218 Carr made the statement duly quoted by
Gerth. Five pages later, on page 223, without making any connection, Carr gave
the following information:

Hales, the new secretary of the General Council, signed a letter to the
press explaining that Odger and Lucraft had received a summons to
the meeting at which the famous manifesto [the Address] had been
unanimously approved, and that it was the custom of the Council to
append to its publications the signatures of all its members, whether
they had actually participated in their preparation or not.

We leave aside Carr’s irresponsible handling of the matter—irresponsible
because, as author, he took no responsibility for ascertaining the truth—
for we are interested in Gerth. Gerth was aware of Carr’s page 223 because
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he referred to it in his own footnote. But he kept its content a scholarly
secret. All the reader learned from his own scholarly pages was that certain
unnamed Englishmen later made a complaint which reflected badly on
Marx...And what reader could doubt that the accusation must be true,
for otherwise would an eminent scholar like Professor Gerth regurgitate
it in this way?

The principle of this scholarship is clear: Against Marx, anything goes. To
paraphrase Clough’s well-known lines:

You must not lie, but need not act
Officiously to check a fact.

For some reason I can’t remember the name of the old Anglo-Saxon king
who commanded the flood to recede from shore.

This volume is the same as previous volumes in format and other techni-
cal respects. The following reminders may be useful.

Notes. There is a sharp distinction between reference notes, which are rele-
gated to the back of the book, and footnotes, which are intended to be read
as part of the text. The general reader is advised to ignore all the super-
script numbers that pepper the pages: the reference notes mainly offer
information on sources and some other technical matters, but never affect
the line of thought.

Quotes. Inside quoted passages, all emphasis is in the original, and all
[bracketed words] represent my own interpolations.

Degree-mark symbol. This unorthodox sign is used to indicate that certain
quoted words or passages are in English in the original. A double degree
mark (°°) at the beginning of a quotation means that the whole passage
was originally written in English. Inside a quotation, words or phrases
originally in English are marked off using the symbol like quotation marks,
°°as here.®® (This is done only when necessary, not in every case.)

Translations. Where possible, I have used English translations from the
volumes so far published of the Marx-Engels Collected Works (MECW) or
from the three-volume Marx-Engels Selected Works (MESW). All translations
or revisions of translations not otherwise ascribed are my own.

Single quotes. These, with the punctuation marks outside, are used to
indicate that a word is being exhibited—that a term is being used as a
term—rather than being either quoted or used as an integral part of the
sentence.

Finally, the term ‘falsifiction does not mean the same as falsification, as
explained in KMTR 3, p.3.



1| OF UTOPIAN SOCIALISM

The types or schools of socialism considered here are grouped mainly
as a convenient way to organize Marx’s views on the subject of movement
alternatives. They certainly are not an attempt at an exhaustive listing in
these pages. They seldom appear as pure schools or consciously organized
tendencies. They are often simply common currents or strains or ingredi-
ents in the socialist movements of the time.

The names or labels usually assigned to them have most often been
given by others—critics, rivals, enemies—rather than by themselves. This
is surely true of the ingredient called utopian socialism.

1. ACCENTING THE POSITIVE

When the Communist Manifesto was written, the modern socialist move-
ment had been in existence only a few decades, but it already exhibited
virtually all of the currents that were to become prominent in the next
century in more developed form. The spectrum of possible socialisms was
in active creation before anyone could turn around and say Karl Marx.
And by the 1840s all the rival tendencies were already heatedly denounc-
ing each other, especially the righteous exponents of unity who denounced
everyone else for denouncing them. In other words, the situation was
normal; there was a lively forum of ideas. Compared with much of the
resulting polemical literature, Section III of the Manifesto, which looked
critically at the socialist field, was as sober as a dissertation.

This section of the Manifesto presented five schools of socialism that
needed discussing, and what it called “Critical-Utopian Socialism and
Communism” was only one of these, the fifth and last. Marx clearly did
not agree with the later writers on socialist history who lump all pre-
Marxian socialism under the label of utopian socialism. The utopian ele-
ment had to be analyzed out of the picture.

Socialist history, as it is written, has not been fortunate in its account

1
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of utopian socialism. Cole’s History of Socialist Thought (widely quoted) states
erroneously that “in 1839, the economist, Jéréme [Adolphe] Blanqui, in
his pioneer History of Political Economy, characterised them all as ‘Utopian
Socialists’—a name which was to become lastingly attached to them
through its adoption by Marx and Engels in the Communist Manifesto.”* But
in point of fact the book by the elder Blanqui did not use the term ‘utopian
socialist’ at all, but only “utopian economists.”* Indeed, the term ‘socialist’
itself was still so new that it appeared here only twice, as a designation for
Owen only.? The word ‘utopian’ had already been around for a long time,
and had been hitched to a variety of nouns before this; getting hitched to
‘economist’ was no great innovation. In 1845 a then-noted book by Karl
Griin actually counterposed “utopianism” (Utopismus) to ‘“‘scientific
socialism.”

And the Manifesto itself did not use the term ‘utopian socialism’ but a
hyphenated one, “critical-utopian socialism.” This may be taken as quib-
bling, perhaps, but we point out that all this matters mainly because of
the marxological myth that Marx invented the term ‘utopian socialism’
merely as a contemptuous denunciation. Marx’s actual term, “critical-uto-
pian socialism,” is at odds with the myth.

If we concern ourselves with what is really in the Manifesto, a character-
istic that leaps to the eye is the thoroughgoing distinction that Marx made
between the innovative founders of the schools and the sects. that later
operated in their names. This was especially true of the Saint-Simonian
and Fourierist sects, which became active after the founder’s death; but it
was precisely the writings of Fourier and Saint-Simon themselves that had
the greatest impact on the young Marx. Long afterward, as in Socialism
Utopian and Scientific, Marx and Engels continued to speak with utmost
admiration of the contributions made by the germinal thinkers at the same
time that they criticized the retrogressive role of the sect followers. This
combination is found in full force in the Manifesto.

The combination is signaled to the reader by the hyphenated name that
the Manifesto confers on this socialist current: critical-utopian socialism
(and communism), not ‘utopian socialism.” The valuable positive contribu-
tion of these socialists, it says, lies in their *“critical element’

They attack every principle of existing society. Hence they are full of
the most valuable materials for the enlightenment of the working

* This is only one of three factual errors in this single sentence of Cole’s. As for

the other two: the ‘utopian’ label was not applied to “them all” but only to Fourier
and Owen; and the work was published in 1837, not 1839.
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class. Their positive propositions on the future society*... point
solely to the disappearance of class antagonisms which were, at that
time, only just cropping up, and which, in these publications, are
recognized in their earliest, indistinct and undefined forms only.
Their proposals, therefore, are of a purely utopian character.

In The German Ideology Marx and Engels repeatedly identified the strong
side of the utopians: “the Saint-Simonian criticism of existing conditions”
was “the most important aspect of Saint-Simonism”; and “The critical side
of Fourier” was “his most important contribution.”® This explains the
contrast between the founders and their sect followers, who hardened the
fanciful side into a dogma:

Fourier’s orthodox disciples of the Démocratie Pacifique [their organ]
show most clearly how little the real content of these systems lies in
their systematic form; they are, for all their orthodoxy, doctrinaire
bourgeois, the very antipodes of Fourier.®

The Manifesto further emphasized this contrast: “although the originators
of these systems were, in many respects, revolutionary, their disciples have,
in every case, formed mere reactionary sects.”’

No one has praised the contributions of the early utopians more enthu-
siastically than Engels, who repeatedly wrote that Marxism itself

rests on the shoulders of Saint-Simon, Fourier and Owen—three men
who, in spite of all their fantastic notions and all their utopianism,
have their place among the most eminent thinkers of all times, and
whose genius anticipated innumerable things the correctness of which
is now being scientifically proved by us.. . .8

Engels’ Socialism Utopian and Scientific begins with this appreciation of their
revolutionary roles, an appreciation broadly applied not only to the early
utopians but also to the Enlighteners who inspired them:

The great men who in France prepared men’s minds for the coming
revolution were themselves extreme revolutionists. They recognized
no external authority of any kind whatever. Religion, natural science,
society, political institutions—everything was subjected to the most
unsparing criticism. ...

For criticism—uninhibited analysis—was inherently revolutionary.?
In Socialism Utopian and Scientific, Part 1, the part dealing with the utopi-
ans, overwhelmingly accents the positive. After a single paragraph stating

* So in Marx's original of 1848. In the English version by Moore-Engels, this became:
“The practical measures proposed in them. ..” I take it that by 1888 Engels wanted
to de-emphasize the future-looking aspect, which might discourage practical Anglo-
Saxon minds.
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their utopian-fantasy side, Engels declares: “These facts once established,
we need not dwell a moment longer upon this side of the question, now
wholly belonging to the past. We can leave it to the literary small fry to
solemnly quibble over these phantasies. . . . For ourselves, we delight in the
stupendously grand thoughts and germs of thought that everywhere break
out through their phantastic covering....”" And it is to the “grand
thoughts” that the rest of this part is devoted.

Without losing sight of their negative sides, Engels shows how the foun-
dations of socialist thought were laid in their writings—in Saint-Simon’s
historical view of the class struggle, of the economic basis of politics, of
the coming abolition of the state; in Fourier’s witty and insightful critique
of bourgeois society and its miseries, his genial social satire, his dialectical
view of the stages in the history of society; in Owen’s materialist teachings,
his belief in the regenerating power of humanized conditions of labor, his
educational innovations, his understanding of the relation between the
growing productive forces and the need for rational economic planning
and organization, his stimulus to cooperatives.’? Cabet is not discussed
here along with these great innovators, for, coming in the wake of the
great three, he rigidified the utopian side without opening new critical
vistas.

Marx, like Engels, paid little heed to Cabet as a thinker; he mentions
Cabet’s name more usually as an example of the ready-made system, the
negative side of utopianism.!* He gave Cabet more attention and respect
as the leader of a significant pre-1848 group of French workers.!* Marx’s
emphasis on the difference between a founding ideologist and the move-
ment he founds is well expressed in The German Ideology, where he explains
that the first utopian writings had “propaganda value as popular novels”
in the early days. Cabet

should on no account be judged by his system but rather by his polem-
ical writings [previously quoted, against Buchez]'®, in fact his whole
activityasa partyleader. ... Asthe party [i.e.,themovement] develops,
these systemslose all importance and are at best retained purely nomi-
nally as catchwords. Who in France believes in [Cabet’s] Icaria . . . 2!

So Cabet’s name was separated from the three great innovators. In fact,
so heavy was Engels’ emphasis on the positive contributions of Saint-Si-
mon, Fourier, and Owen that, when this part of Anti-Diihring was taken
over into the first part of the booklet Socialism Utopian and Scientific, Engels
had to write an additional critical paragraph to strike a reasonable balance
in terms of the modern movement. This addition discussed how the uto-
pian mode of thought fostered the later mishmash of eclectic socialist
ideas that rubbed the sharp edges off the revolutionary aims of socialism.?
The new passage took the place of a couple of pages of Anti-Dihring in
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which Engels forcefully denounced Diihring for his contemptuous attitude
toward and ignorant undervaluation of the three great utopians, in lan-
guage so enthusiastic that one must wonder whether Engels gives them too
much credit.’®

Engels has been emphasized here because his Socialism Utopian and Scien-
tific is often referred to as if it were mainly a denunciation of the utopians,
apparently after an exhaustive study of all four words of its title. This is
associated with the marxological myth that ‘utopian’ is simply a “term of
opprobrium” in Marx or Engels, or that they simply “cavalierly dismissed”
the utopians.!’ (To be sure, when you run across this sciolism, you know
you are looking at a particularly ignorant marxologist.)

Marx’s references to Fourier and Saint-Simon were in the same spirit
as Engels’ encomiums. For example, in a note for publication in the French
press, Marx wrote that Proudhon “poured gross insult over the utopian
socialists and communists whom [I] honored as precursors of modern
socialism.”2? It is easy for us to verify this: Proudhon’s Carnets, published
only in our own times, show that alleged “libertarian” foaming at the
mouth as he blackguards Fourier et al.

As Engels wrote, “Marx spoke only with admiration of the genius and
encyclopedic mind of Saint-Simon,” but this statement occurs in an inter-
esting context. In Volume 3 of Capital Marx mentions that Saint-Simon
and his disciples lumped workers and capitalists together under the head
of travailleurs (workers) as distinct from the idle aristocracy. Here Marx
reminds us that only in his last work did Saint-Simon address himself to
the working class and adopt its emancipation as a goal; his previous writ-
ings had been “encomiums of modern bourgeois society in contrast to the
feudal order. ... What a difference compared with the contemporaneous
writings of Owen!” This judgment by Marx is quite accurate; it states a
negative side of Saint-Simon’s theorizing. Marx had recognized as early
as 1844 that Saint-Simon himself never proposed a socialistic form of
society.?!

At this point, as editor of Capital, Engels appends a longish footnote,
lest a reader think that this passage in Marx’s manuscript expressed the
sum total of Marx’s opinion of the great utopian; and Engels v