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FO뿔 

This volume of Karl Marx’'s Theory of Revolution (KMTR) is not about the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. It is abou t  the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’· 

That  is， it is about the term. The difference takes us to the velγ heart of the 
present work. Let me explain. 

1 

This voIume of KMTR is a bridge between the first two volumes and the 
l1ext two. As presently planl1ed， Volume 4 will take up Marx’s views on other 
sociaIisms and on the “ road to power"; Volume 5， workers’ state and socia!ist 
society， that is， postrevolutionary problems. * My original intention was to 
discuss the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ in the last volume， since it is 
properly related to the workers’ state period. This is entirely proper in terms of 
the real meaning of ‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat’， but it is unsatisfacíolγ if 
we are to deal with the way ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ has actually 
figured in the ‘listOIγ of Marxist thought. 

It is going to be our conclusion (this can be revealed in advance) that Marx 
used the term 1:0 mean nothing less am[llotlzillg more than a workers’ state-­
what he commonly called the “conquest of political power by the proIetariat." 
The  period following a socialist revolution had several interchangeable lab이S 
in Marx’s writin gs :  ‘worker상 state’， the ‘political ascendal1cy (01" sway， 
Herrsclzaft) of the proletariat'， ‘workers’ political (or state) power’， the ‘rule 
(Herrscha찌 of the  proletariat’， and some others; and one of these， used in  
certain contexts， was  the  ‘dictatorship o f  the  proletariat'. 

*It will be evident to readers of previous volumes that the plan of KMTR has 
changed and expanded since my OIiginal description in Volume 1. As apoI웹， or 
explanation， I need on1y say that the project has taken shape in the ma찌ng.Obviously， 
references in Volum얹 1 and 2 to material plann때 뼈. forthcoming volumes n않d 
amendment. 

f 
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But this simple view has not been the usual one， as we will see. One of the 
problems is the persistent raising of the wrong questions. Thus， it has been 
written a thousand times， in complaint， condemnation or regret， that Marx 
“failed" to describe his ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ in any detail. But this 
assumes that there is something special to describe， other than the workers’ 
state in general; and this is precisely what is untrue. Of course， it is quite in 
order to complain that Marx did not write more fuIly on what a workers’ state 
would 01' should look like， though here the reasons for his reluctance are better 
known. But in any case， the two complaints are one: there is no special 
revelation about the dictatorship of the proletariat’ (properly understood) 
that he could have made. 

Marx， contrary to myth， had a good deal to say about the problems of the 
postrevolutionary period. There is the problem of defending the workers’ state 
against counterrevolution ;  of using force against enemies; of rooting out (or 
“s ll1ashing") the old state machinery; of recasting governmental forms so as to 
maximize democratic control; and so O ll .  AlI of these problems and more are 
raised by the term ‘workers’ state' or its equivalellts. Some of these problell1s 
have already beell touched Oll in the first two volumes of KMTR， a lld， as 
lI1entioned， the postrevolutioll period as a whole will be the subject of the last 
volume. 

The presellt volume， then， does not have the task of settillg fOlih Marx’s 
positive views in this velγ important area. It does something else: it undeliakes 
to clear away the ullderbrush that stallds in the way of ullderstalldillg Marx’s 
ideas. 

1 said that many problems are raised by the tenn ‘workers’ state’， but no one 
would suggest that the term itself provides answers. The case is diITcrellt with 
the tenn ‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat’. Is it 1I0t true that tlzis terlll was Ì1zvellted 
precisely becal/se it poillls 10 징Jecial policies， policies that are specially dictatorial ill some 
)IIay? Do yOll1l0t Izave a 'tlicfatorship ofthe pl'oletariat ’only ifyoll do sometlzillg sturtlil)’ 
dictatori，ιzllike， say， disfr‘mc/zising tlze bourgeoisie， or givillg double voting riglzts to 
certified pro!etarial/s， 01' at least occasÎolla!ψ thrmving a brace ofyour critics Înto jail...? 

This is the sort of assumptioll that  cOllfers a special freight of meanillg on 
‘dictatorship of the prole 



Foreword 3 

In reality， the debate was usually ove，' something else， revolving around the 
Soviet state and  its course of development， finally around the counterrevolution 
represented by the rise of Stalinism. 1 g.-ant that this something else was of the 
greatest importance; but it was not c1arified by a camouflaged assault on 
another front. The phrase ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ acquired the status 
of a s hibboleth-a code word fo，. both sides. 

After most of a century of this 50rt of disputatioll， MaI:\:’'s ideas on the 
subj ect were buried under the mass of burnt-out squibs， dud cannonballs， and 
fizgigs exploded during this ideological warfare. Few of the controversialists 
even cared much &bout what old Marx thought of it all， so long as a point 
could be scored in the real battle: the b attle over the Russian Revolution alld， 
later， over its corpse embalmed by Stalin. 

This battle is not waged in the present volume. We will deal 、vith the histOlγ 
of the question only through Marx’s and Engels' Iifetime， tl1at is， to 1895. For 
the rest of this history， see Section 4 below. 

2 

As a result of the ideological wars， a t  almost every stage of the present 
investigation we have to shike down myths about Marx’s and Engels’ relation­
ship to this and alIied questions. ln doing so， we have to deal with many 
statements that are---well， untrue. Now English is tricky about words like 
‘false’， ‘falsity’， ‘ falsehood’， ‘falsification’， and the Iike. The first two， says 
Merriam-Webster’s， do not necessarily imply conscÎous desire to deceive; the 
other two do. Now 1 happen to believe， with Dr. Johnson， that deliberate 
deceit in this area is rare: “It  is more from carelessness about truth than  fl"om 
intentional lying that there is so much falsehood in the world，" said the great 
lexicographer， using ‘falsehood’ neutrally. C3I.elessness is not the main point: 
m05t people are so expert at sincerely believing whatever is convenÎent that 
simple mendacity is unnccessary; self-deception is the most effective kind. 

In no case， then， will 1 imply that falsity illvolves falsification ;  but s디lI a 
term is needed for this neutral ‘fa!sehood’. 1 have a Iexicographical proposal. 
The word ‘fiction’ already signifies the relation of nonfacts without intention 
to d eceive. Fables are surely a form of fiction， rather than falsification: when 
we come across cases of fabulation， Iet us calI itfals펀'ctÍon. 

We need not， then， inquire into the subjective intentions of the fabulists. 
But  their falsifictions will be a recurring motif of this study. 
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3 

In 1 962 1 publishcd a longish essay on “Marx and thc D ictatorship of the 
Pmlctariat" which introduccd thc innovativc mcthod of setting down and 
examining what Marx and Engcls had actually written or said about thc 
‘dictatorship of the prolctariat’，in OI"der to determine what they meant.* This 
mcthod was unorthodox， indeed s ingular， in comparison with the common 
proccdu re ofthc marxologists， which is to quote a snatch from Marx 01' Engels 
and then construct the corplls of “Marxism" by extrapolation， 11l1lch as a 
paleontologist may invent a dinosaur  from a single bone. But l1ly eccentric 
procedu re had the advantage of being fruitful. 

The present volume is based in pali on that seventy-page study， but a great 
deal of matcrial has bcen added， and thc scopc has been substantially enlargcd. 

Part J， which examines the histOlγ of thc 、、ford ‘dictatorship’， is not a 
philological excu rsion. H is basically an attel1lpt to answer thc follo、，ving
q ucstion:  When in 1850 Marx first set down the phrase ‘dictatorship of the 
prolctariat’， what did the word ‘dictatorship’ (by itsell) mean， not only to him 
but to thc socia!ist movement and， Îndced， to thc gencral political public? 

This  part， therefore， is not a history of dictatorship (whatcvcr thc thing 
d ictatorship is takcn to be) but rathel" a histolγ of the term as a political statelllelll. 
To bc s u re， the distinction sometimes bluγs in practicc， as usual， but it is 
always íhe latícr history that is the guiding a im. When the readers of Marx’s 
magazine， theNeue RheÎnÎsche ZeitullglRevue， first saw thc words “dictatorship 
of thc prolctariat" in 1850， they responded with contcmporaneous conscious­
ness， not with our twentieth-centUlγ notiolls about the meaning of ‘dictatorship’. 

Part n performs the task of rclating this history to the writings of Marx and 
Engels: it survcys how they uscd the word ‘dictatorship’ t01l1 court. In this 
conncctioll a great deal of aneillary political material comes to light， in 
particular on the dicíatorÎal hankel"ings of certain socialist figures， some of 
wllom arc enshrined by marxologists as paladins of democracy and freedom. 

Part HI takes up the subject which is， in general， the secondmγ theme of the 
entire volume， viz.， the ，"elation of Marx to Blanqui and B1anquism. (lt was 
r.epresented in my 1962 essay by only a short p!ssage.) The mass of Iiterature 
on κ 

*This essay was published， in English， in the Paris journal Eludes de Maκxologie (No. 
6， Septcmber 1962)， edited by Maximilien Rubel， who had been helpful in getting me 

S떠rted 011 this project. A summary， only about a third of the whole， was publised În 

NelV Po/ilics (New 、'ork)， Summer 1962. 
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not j us t  a question of establishing historical truth， though this is necessarγ; no 
one who is victimized by this falsifiction can understand Marx’s views. 

Part III  therefore pl'esents a seal'ching investigation of Marx’s I'clation to 
Blanqu i  and the Blanquists. My aim has  been to make it the most thorough­
going availablc .  In this I'espect， too， the pl'cscnt volume is  a bridge to the 
volumes that follow. A positive presentation of Marx’s views on force and 
violence in the social struggle will be made in Volume 4， but here we have to 
c1ear away some rubbish. This is  also the function of the Special Note on the 
meaning of the term ‘terror(ism)'-not only in Marx but in all the literature of 
the mid-nineteenth century-for few terms have rivaled this one in its capacity 
for obfuscation. 

Pmi IV presents and examines every use by Marx and Engels ofthe" tel'm 
‘dictatorship ofthe  proletariat’ or its equivalent. It covers the ground to which 
my 1 962 essay was mainly devoted; but much has been added.* In particular， 
there are new sections on documents and episodes involving Marx or Engels 
which 1 would call near-loCÎ. Special aítention has been paid to cases where the 
term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ or something Iike it showed up in the 
writings of others. 

In the course of Part I V I  have taken a dvantage of the subject to cover some 
matters that might othenvise h ave been left out ofK MTR as d igressive， but 
which (even if really d igressive!) have the habit of cropping up in marxological 
works. Thus ，  the “SUCR episode" of 1 850 has been referred to in countless 
books， with various imaginative interpretations， but the whole storγ (that is， 
as much of it as we know) has never been presented. Here it is， in Chapter 12. 
Cha pter 1 60n Moses Hess may appear to be digressive; but there is no betier 
way of showing what ideas about dictatorship were prevalent in the movement 
alollgside M arx-by figures hostile to h im. Hess’s dictatorial conceptions are 
aIl the more important because Hess has a right to be called the father of 
social-democratic reformism. The split in the Paris Commune over dictator­
sh ip  is rarely mentioned， but it should b e  seen as part of the total picture. For a 
final example: the most amazing thing about Engels' condemnation of 
Plekhanov’s interpretation of ‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat’ (Chapter 20) is 
that i t  is  virtually unknown; yet here the Marx-Engels tradition voiced it 

*Locus 5， Marx’s banquet speech o f  1 8 7 1 ，  was not  included i n  the  1 962 essay; 1 
published a supplementary note about it in New Politics， Summer 1962， page 130. (The 
rest of the locus numbers， therefore， are changed from the 1962 Iist.) 
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4 

For interested readers， additional material on the subject of this volume is 
available from other sources. 

(1) Some documentation， for example， has been left out of this volume 
purely for space considerations. The Special Notes should have included two 
studies which 1 published in periodicals， but they have been regretfully 
omitted. These are: 

e “K ad Marx and Simón Bolívar: A Note on Åuthoritarian Leadership in a 
National Liberation Movement"-an essay on Marx’s analysis ofBolívar as a 
Bonapartist dictator. 

• “Joseph Wcydemeyer’s ‘Dicíatol'sh ip of the Proletariat' "-in particular 
its tra nsla tion (full text) of the fu정t a rticle cver entitled “The Dictatorship of 
the Proletariat，" written by Marx’s friend Weydemeyer in 1852. 

The backgroulld of these articles is explained in this text; their publication 
data are given in the Bibliography. Copies of these articles are obtainable， at 
Ilollprofit reproduction rates， from the Center for Socialist History (Berkeley)， 
which 1 helped to found in order to facilitate historical research on the socialist 
movemcnt.* 

(2) As mentioned， this volume ends with 1 895. The rest of the historγ of the 
‘dictatorship of the p roletariat’ will be the subject of a separate work， tentatively 
titled The ‘'Dictatorshψ ofthe Proletariat 칸0111 M arx 10 Lellill. This will trace the 
question through the Sccond International， in the Russian movement (particu­
larly in Plekhanov and Lenin)， during the First World Revolution of 1 9 1 8-
1921 ，  and up through thc Year One of the Russian Revolution， that is， ulltil 
November 1 918. The subscquent utilization of the term by Stalinism， as the 
label for a species of noncapitalist totalitarianism， is of 110 separate thcoretical 
interest. 

5 

This volume is the same as previous volumes ill format and othe.' techllical 
respects. The folIowing reminders may be useful. 

• Notes. There is a sharp distinction between referellce 11Otes， which are 
relegatcd to the back of the book， alldjootllotes， which are intended to be read 
as part of thc text. The general reader is advised to ignore all the superscript 
numbers that pepper thc pagcs: thc referencc notes mainly offer information 

*1<01' information and rates， addl'ess the  Center for Socialist History， 2633 Etna， 
Berkeley， CA 94704， enclosing a self-addressed stamped envelope. 
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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 symbo/. This unorthodox sign is used to indicate that certain 
quoted words 01' passages are in Ellglislz ill the origillal. A double degree marl‘ 

(씌 a t  the beginning of a quotation means that the whole passage was 
originally written in  English. Inside a quotation， words 01' phrases originally 
in English are marked off using the symbol like q uotation marks， oas here.。
(Th i s  is done only when necessary， not in every case.) 

• Translatiolls. Where possible， 1 h ave used English translations from the 
volumes so far published ofth e  Marx-Engels Collected Works (MECW) 01' from 
the three-volume Marx-Engels Se/ected Works (MESW). All translations or  
revisions of translations no t  otherwise ascribed are my own responsibiIity. 

• Single quotes. These， with the punctuation outside， are used to indicate 
that a word is being exhibited-that a term i s  being used as a term-rather 
than being either quoted 01' used as an i ntegral part of the sentence. 
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I | SE몇훌g$픔 RRE 

T h e  questiol1 i s :  wh at d id the word ‘dictatorship’ (dictature， Diktatur， etc.) 
mean in the year 1850， ‘，vhen Marx first used the term ‘diciatorship of the 
proletariat’? 

The  assumption of the marxologists， it seems， has  always been that it meant 
exactIy the same thing that we mean by it  in the Iate nventieth centurγ. Few 
people， to be s ure， will admit making th is assumption conscious‘y; but all h ave 
incorporated it  into their argumentation; and in any case no marxologist has 
ever q uestioned it. W 

But the present-day meaning of ‘dictatorsh ip ’  does not go back to the 
beginn ing of time; in fad， it is relatively recent. The first warning of this fact 
that 1 came across was sounded by Henrγ R. Spencer in 1931 in  the Ellcyclopaedia 

oftlze Sociu! Sciellces: “Dictatorship is a term which has  undergone notable 
change in  meaning." He explained its original meanil1g， and  added that， 
while modern times have seen ahsolutism， despotism and tyranny， 

the concept of dictatorship has untH recently been kept separate and 
history has  used it to designate an  emergency assumptioll of p ower . .  
ln the decade following the [First) 、，Vorld War， however， there was a 
widespread tendency to use the term dictatorship as synonymous with 
absolutism 01' autocracy. ' 

Actua lly， the change must have begun before the First World War， in the last 
decades of the n ineteenth century. There is often a period in which new and 
old meanings jostle i n  the public consciousness; Spencer’s date probably 
marked the end of the jostling， 1" But h is essential point is true and important: 
the present-day aUl'a around the word ‘dictatorship’ is relatively modern. 

* 1 must explain that i use the term ‘marxologist’ only pejoratively， much as others 
lIse ‘krcmlinologist.’ 1 do 110t do ‘marxology’

; my slIbject is Marxism. 
t For example， in 1906 Lenil1， discussing the ‘dictatorship of tlie proletariat’， showed 

awareness of a terminological problem: “The idea that there c a n  be a dictatorship 
without any police， 01' that dictatorship necd not be a police dictatorship， seems strange 
10 Ipeoplel，" he remarked.2 

]] 
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1 .  T H E  ROMAN D /CTA TURA 

To understand what ‘dictatorship’ meant in the middle ofthe nineteenth 
century， we must go back to Rome. The reason is not antiquarian: the old 
Roman meaning was not dead in 1 8 50. 

During most of that century， ‘dictatorship’ still retained a great deal of its 
o riginal reference to the institution called the dictatura in the constitution ofthe 
c1assical Roman Republic， an institution that lasted for centuries. It had three 
m ain features: 

(1) It  was constitutional and legal. The constitution itself provided for the 
naming-in time of invasion or civil disordel"， that is， of crisis and emergency­
of a one-man ruler who united specially extended powers in his hands. 

(2) It  was temporary. The maximum duration was six months， buí usually 
the dictator handed his power back sooner， whenever the emergency ended. 

(3) It was limited in significant ways. Most particularly， while the laws 
were temporarily abrogated， the d ictatorship could not make new laws. The 
dictator’s j urisdiction was p대narily not civil but military， whether against an 
external foe or internal dissension. Money had to be voted; the Senate held the 
purse strings. The dictat이·’s authority was confined to Italy. Power of life and 
death over citizens was early limited by law. And in fact， in the course of time， 
changes 、，vere made in the limitations and conditions ofthe dictatura， precisely 
because it was not conceived to be an independent autocracy， and because 
there was an obvious danger that this institution would be put to unintended 
use. 

It  worked-for three centuries: that means it  worked. For centuries the 
p ractice ofthe dictatura stayed within the constitutiol1al， legal frame찌rork ofthe 
Republic and did not degenerate Îl1to tyranny. The fu응t dictatura was said to 
h ave been established in 501 B.c.; the last ofthe  general dictators (leaving 
aside a minor type ofdictatura 1 have not mentioned) took office ÎI1 216  B.C. 

Finally， like aH other il1stitutiol1s， this ol1e broke down. When SuUa and 
Caesar had themselves appointed “ perpetu쩌 dictators，" this meant the 
scrapping of the constitutionalliictatura. Even so， Sulla laid down the office 
after a few years aml retired. Cε esar instituted a d ictatOl"ship in our current 
sense a s  a resuIt of destroying the illstitution in the origil1al Roman sens옹­
and incidentally gave rise to a whole family of new terms (Caesarism， kaiser， 
czar， etc.). 

Was the 찌ctatura 
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The far-from-worId‘shaking result was that， when Augustus tool‘ over and 
returned to republican forms， he caIled h irnself not dicíator but  Number O n e  
or  Número U n o-depending on  your translatiol1 ofprinceps civitatis o r  prillceps. 

It  was 110t the dictatura that created Caesarism or the Caesarist type of 
d ictatorship;  i t  was Caesarism tha t  bel1t the dictatul'a to i ts  purpose. I fnot that， 
something eIse would have been found， as always. Significantly， this prefìgured 
tne faíe of ‘dictatorship of the p roletariat’. 

2 .  SURVIVAL O F  THE DICTA TURA 

Something like the Roman dictatura still exists i n  the cOl1temporary world. I t  
is caIled martial law (011 the  Continent， state of siege)， a form of crisis 
government or emel"gency regime. It  bas the essentiaj features of the Roman 
device: behind martial law is understood a framework of  constitutional law， 
not tyranny; i t  is temporary; it can abrogate laws (temporariIy) but cannot 
legaUy impose n ew laws or constitutions.  

Modern h istory， which has seen many invocations of martial law， shows 
that it does not llecesearily lead to tyran ny， though it call be abused. H is not 
regarded a s  ipso facto undemocr따ic， tho u gh a particular invocation may be so， 
of course. I t  is not only consistent  with d emocratic institutions but， when i t  is 
directed against a threat to these institutions， i t  appears as a veritable 
democratic bulwark. 

An academic conservative， εIintOI1 Rossiter， has offered an extellsÍve 
exa m in ation of martiaI-Iaw forms of government as the modern incarnation of 
the Roman dictatura， in  a book called Constitutional Dictatorship: Crisis Govemment 
În the Modem Democrucies (1 948). The best-lrnowl1 example ofsuch a “constitu­
tionaI d ictatorship" was provided for by Article 48 ÎIl the Weimar Constitution 
of pre-HitIer Germany， a cOl1stitution sometimes called the most democratic 
in the world. This  offers the dassic case of wl1at may be caUed the political 
version  ofMurphy’s Law: viz.， if UllJ’tltillg CUIl be abused， it wi/l be. 

Bet\Veen 1 9 1 9  and 1 925 this “constitutional dictatorship" was invoked 135 
times，3 by SodaI-Democratic and  other governments pledged to combát 
“Marxism" a n d  revolution. Although Article 48 gave the president of the 
republ ic authority to issue emergenqr decrees in face of a threat to public 
order， it was actuaUy used frequently to  impose economic a nd other measures 
for which popular democratic sanction was Iacking. 생Ihen the economic 
s ituation eased up，  i n  1 925-1930，  it was invoked o nly nineieen times. By 1 930 
it  was used by  ChanceHor Brüning to maintain his govemment， with the 
support of the Social-Democrats， on the basis of an ecollomic program of cuts 
in welfare that could not get a vote i n  the Rekhstag. The historian 
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Arthur Rosenberg sees th is situation as the death ofthe Weimar Republic: 
“The Reichstag thus abandoned the struggle with the unconstitutional dic­
tatorship of Brüning and h is friends by a majority vote.，，4 The republic then 
collapsed from one d ictatorship into another， the Nazi dictatorship coming as 
the end term. In  1 931- 1932 Article 48 was invoked 101 times. 

H is IIslIally arglled that the “constitlltional dictatorship，" that is， Article 
48， was not used but misused; no doubt. But the situation wOllld not have been 
different if there had been no convenient Article 48 to abuse. The real histOlγ 
of 、Neimar 、vas a struggle of socia! forces， not an exercise in political fonns. 
Still， we have to understand the political forms of the strllggle. 

Professor Rossiter had no doubt that “dictatorship" might be needed to 
defend “democracy" --constitutional d ictatorship， that is. Constitutional dic­
tatorship， he wrote， has been used “in all 1'ree countries， and by all free men." 
I ndeed 

It is in  this twentieth century and indeed in  these velγ days that the 
age-old phenomenon of constitutionaI dictatorship has reached the 
peak of its significance. 

A n d  

O u r  p roblem is t o  make that power (of t h e  Un ited States government] 
ef1'ective and  responsible， to make any future dictatorship a constitu­
tional one. No sacrifice is too great 1'01' our democracy， least of aU the 
temporary sacrifice of democracy itsele 

Rossiter， a democr없 and a patriotic American， would Irnow what to think if 
he  heard a dictator talking about “temporarily" sacrificing democracy i n  order 
to save it. Yet this would not shake h i s  view that a democracy must have this 
device at its disposal. Obviously， any particular invocation 01' a “cons디tutional 
d ictators hip" can be justified only by a specific sociopolitical analysis; nor can 
it be impugned simply by pointing with alarm. 

Twelve years after publishing h is COllstÎtutional Dictatorslzψ Rossiter crowned 
his  labors of erlldition with a wodμMaκxism: The View from America (1960)， i n  
which he d i d  not fail t o  pay t h e  usual respects t o  Marx’s ‘dictatorship of the 
proletariat.’ Only somehow， in  the intervening years， Rossiter hac. forgotten 
all about h is insight i nto the concept of ‘dictatorship’ and  the survival of the 
Roman meaning. His new book had not a single sentcnce showing awareness 
that ‘dictatorship' did 110t always mean what H means now to any newspaper 
reader. In fact， in at least OI1C passage he Hghtly takes it for granted that 
‘dictatorship’ means only “absolute power，，，6 and that it meant this to Marx， 
as to a l1yone else， at any time and place. Elsewhere， in a genial moment， he  
credits Marx with a thought about “this proletariat， operating through the 
famous d ictatorship .... ，， 7 This  breezy reference i s  to the d ictatorship made 
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“famous" by one  ignoran t  book after another， not to the ‘dictatorship’ dis­
cussed by Rossiter il1 1948. 

There is another piquant  example of the flXed idea that ‘dict없orship’ is 
h istoricaHy immutable: a multivolum e  reference work with the notable 
Dictionary ofthe History ofIdeas， edited by P. P. Wiener. History of ideas:  that is 
exactly what we need! H has， for instance， a Iong historic꾀 article 011 the 
career ofthe word ‘despotism’. But there is  no  article on  ‘dictatorship’， and 
among all mentÎons of the term that can be traced through the index， there is 
not  a single sel1tence to intimate that this 、，'I'ord has not always meant what it 
does  110W. 

On the other hand， there are some different cases: modern political scientists 
who  understand that the Roman meaning of‘dictatol"ship’ stiU has life. FOI" 
example， Charles . Merriam explained in 1 939 that it was a misl10mer to call 
the Nazi regime a dictatorship. His  discussion shows， 110t a softer view of 
Nazism， but  a reminiscence of the c1assical ‘dictatorship’， and a feeling that it 
was stiII viable for him.8 

I n  the same year， the theoretician of liberalism R. M. MacIver published a 
discussion of dictatorship in  which h e  thought it useful to pOÍnt out tl1at the 
old Roman sense “is not unknown in the modern world." He was refeηing to 
the Weimar constitution. Then he Iinked this tl10ught with Marx as folIows: 

The origina l  Marxist doctrille of the “dictatorship of the people" [sicJ 
had in it something akin to the Roman idea. I t  was to be a temporary 
and  exceptional  form of government to prepare the way for the inaugura­
tion of a new dictatorless-Îll fact， stateless-order. 9 

Clearly， Iike RossÏter in 1 948， MacIver did not think that the Roman dictatura 
was q uite a s  dead a s  a doornail， and also had a glimmering of the situation in 
the nineteenth century. 

Third example (to make a trio): EUe Halévy， in his m uch-praised book The 
Era ofTyramzies ( 1 938)， explains why he uses the word ‘ tyranny’ instead of 
‘d ictatorship’: 

The Latin word ‘dictatorship’ implies a provisiol1al regime， leaving 
intact in tne Iong run a regime of liberty which， in spite of everytbing， is 
considered normal . . .  

u ll l ike the Greek ‘tyranny’.10 He was not motivaíed by a ny speciallmowledge 
about M arx’s use of ‘dictatorship o f  the proletariat'， for 011 this pOÎnt he  
d isplays the usu잉 ignorance.1l 

1 am not citing  these three cases to show that the Roman of 
dictatura has b 
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iallguage no doubt reflects Lincoln’s ignoring of legalities in order to impose 
emergellcy measures. But while the Roman meaning shows only twitching 
signs of life in this century， we must be prepared for the news that it was in 
flourishing health early in the previous centuIγ. 

And that is the point. 
Thus， in 1855the New YorkDaiψ Trib ll1le carried a n  editorial titled “BIitish 

Disaster in the Crimea" which talked of “dictatorship" by a commander in 
chief on the field of battle. The thought not only made the tcrm ‘dictatorship’ 
equivalent to the Roman dictatura， it made the connection explicitly. The 
subject was the disastrously inept organization ofthe British army， revealed in 
the war. “But what was to be done?" 

. . .  there is only one remedy. This is the assumption by the General-in­
Chief of the expedition upon his OWIl authority， and his own respons­
ibility， of that dictatorship over all the conflicting and contending 
departments of the militaηT administl'ation which eveiγ other General­
in-Chief possesses， and without which he cannot bring the eníerprise to 
any end but ruin. That would soon make matters smooth; but where is 
the British General who would be prepared to act in this Roman 
manner， and on his trial defend himself， like the Roman， with the 
words， “Yes， 1 plead guilty to having saved my counnγ，，?13 

The a uthor ofthis articIe was Friedrich Engels. The articIe made it plain 
that nothing startling was being proposed， for “every other Genel'al-in-Chief" 
had this power， which of course operated only in the theater of war and 
remained subordinate to the home government. The link to the Roman 
dictatura was assumed to be clear. This is all the more noteworthy since the 
term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ had been used for the first time only five 
years before. 

3. EARLY ALLUSIONS 

Through the first half of the nineteenth century the I:mguage of poHtics in 
alI  of Europe was French: the French Ilsually invented the new words and 
estabHshed the connotations. But dictature and dictateur were not new terms. 
Dictateur went back to the thirteenth century， llictature to the fourteenth. 

ln Italy， Niccolò MachiavelIi-in aD essay more democratic in mood than 
The Prince-gave a gIowing picture of the Roman dictatura. A republic， he 
argued in the 1 51Os， is 110t harmed by “power that comes in lawfui ways; it is 
apparcnt that never in Rome during so iong a course 01' time did any dictator 
do the republic anything but goOd."J4 
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I n  conclusion， therefore， 1 say that those republics that cannot against 
impending danger take refuge under a dictator 01' some such auíhority 
will in serfous emergencies always be ruined.15 

Spinoza， on the other hand， took a dim view of the institution， considering 
resort to it a danger to the state.16 (During his Berlin student days， Marx， 
writing in his 1840-1841 notebooks， made extensive excerpts from the work by 
Spinoza just quotedY) This positive-negative pairing can be found eIsewhere. 
Of the hγo poets who died in 1674 Milton used ‘dictatorship’ only for Satan，18 

never for his rivaI; but Robert Herrick’s laudatory poem “To Sil' Jolm 
Berkley， Govemor of Exeter" referred to his subject’s “great Dictator-ship" 
without derogation. Certainly the word had no hard-and-fast pejorative 
connotation. 

Algernon Sidney attacked FiImer’s attempt in 1680 to justify royal 
absolutism by referring to the dictatorship. In his reply Sidney praised the 
Roman dictatura because it did 110t confer absolute power and because the 
people remained sovereign: 

Though 1 do therefore grant， that a power like to the dictatorian， 
limited in time， drcumscribed by law， and kept perpetually under the 
supreme authority of the people， may， by virtuous and well-disciplined 
nations， upon some occasions， be prudently granted to a virtuous man， 
it can have no relation to our author’s monarch， whose power is in 
himself， subject to no Iaw， perpetually exercised by himseH;‘ and for his 
own sake . . • nothing being more unreasonable than to deduce con­
sequences from c�ses， which in substance and CÎrcumstances are 
altôgether unlike.19 

No doubt all of the writers cited above believed that they were using 
‘dictatorship’ to mean the Roman dictatura， but in fact a certain imprecision 
had made itself felt through the Iapse of centuries. This is scarcely surplising. 
As a model to copy， the dictatura was a little blunγ around its edges， as the 
Romans found out. 

Dictionary-maken groped. In 1 691，  the French dictionary by Furetiêre20 
gave only the Roman meaning of dictature. The frrst edition of the French 
Academy’s dictionary in 1694 purported to do 50 too， but it omitted any 
mention of the temporary nature of the dictatura， and the sole example it gave 
was-Julius Caesar!21 Plainiy， a piece of the picture had gotten lost. In 1734 
the Ðictiomzaire de Trevoιx added， to the Roman meaning， a figurative one: 
“pour sign 
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opinion in the 1 760s was similar， emphasizing the limitations of the institution. 
ln a chapter of the Socia! Contl'act devoted to “The Dictatorship" (coordinate 
with one  on the offices of tribune and censor respectively) he judged that the 
later Republic’s fear of the institution was unjustified: “that a dictator might， 
in certain cases， defel1d the public liberty， but could I1cvcr endangel" Ît; and 
that the chail1s of Rome 까lould be fOl"ged， 110t in Rome itself， but in her 
a rmies. " He saw that Caesarism， which u tilized the institutiol1， came from 
o utside it， from the application of armed force.24 

I n  America， the two men whose names are supposed to stand for opposite 
approaches to politics did not express opposite points of view on this question. 
Alexander Hamilton， arguing in the 17805 for a one-man executive， adduced 

how often that [Roman] republic was obliged to take refuge in the 
absolute power 01' a single man， under the formidable title 01' diCtator . . .  25 

Thomas Jefferson likewise did not always exclude the need for a dictatorship， 
as he u nderstood the term. In a letter written shortly after the acquittal of the 
Aaron Burr conspirators， he remarked: 

Should we have ever gaincd our Revolution， i f we had bound our hands 
by manacles of the law， 110t only ÍI1 the begil1nÎng， but in any part of  the 
revolutionary conffict? There arc extreme cases where the laws become 
inadequate even to their own preservation， and where the universal 
resoUl띠e is a dictator， or mm펴a꾀 l la‘wι26 6 

To be sure， JeITerson did not allow consistency to bc a hobgoblin， and at  
other t imes he had other things to say about dictatorship.27 Perhaps the most 
interesting thing about his statement， quotcd above， is its last three words: 
here we find， perhaps for the first time， an identification of dictatorship with 
martial law， viewed favorably. 

111 떠I these allusions， so far， refcrences to ‘dictatorship’ have been incidental. 
Like all the basic elements 01' modern politics， ‘dictatorship’ did not take 
center-stage u ntil the Great French Revolution. 

4. THE GREAT FRENCH REVOLUTION 

H was În the Great French Revolution that， for the first time， the word 
‘dictatorship’ became a political football Ìn a big arena. As partisan charges 
wεre hurled back and forth， other terms too wcre affccted. When dire things 
happen to people， mere words are p ummeled out of  shapc. 

It has becn observed that there was a terminological link bctween the 
FrCllch Re、'olution and Romun times. E. B. Bax rcmarkcd that this was 



1. From Rome to Robespierre 19 

indicated even in people'’s names: Anacharsis εloots， Auaxagoras εhaumette， 
Gracchus Babeuf， etc. “Everyone with the smaHest smattering of education 
talked Roman History， just as in  thc English political movements of the 
preceding century everyone talked Old Tesíament.，，28 In Tlte 
Brumaire， Marx wrote that 

‘he Revolution of 1 789 to 1814  draped itself altemately as the Roman 
republic and the Roman empire， and the Revolution of 1848 knew 
nothing beUer to do than to parody， now 1 789， now the revolutionary 
tradition of 1 793 to 1 795 . . • .  Camille Desmoulins， Danton， Robespier‘'e， 
Saint-Just， Napoleon， the heroes as well as tl‘e parties and the masses of 
the old French Revolution， performed the task of their time in Roman 
costume a n d  with Roman phrases， the task of unchaining and setting 
up model-n bourgeois society-29 

“Roman costumes and phrases":  we a re， of course， concemed precisely with 
one of these phrases. Marx then underlined a key point: 

The  new socia\ formation once established， the antediluvian Colossi 
d isappeared and with them resurrected Romanity-the Brutuses， 
Gracchi， Publicolas， the tribunes [add also: the dictators]， the senators， 
and Caesar h imself . . . [ I ]n  the dassically austere traditions of the 
Roman republic， its [the bourgeoisie’sJ gladiators found the ideais and 
the art forms， the self-deceptions that  they needed in order to conceal 
froIl1，xhemselves the bourgeois Iimitations of the content of their struggles 

30 

The key point was this: the forms (such as “ tribunes，" etc.) looked like 
something from the past， but  the contcnts were new and different‘ The words 
and  terms used came from the h istorical model， but  these bottles were fiUed 
with new wine. 

This  happel1cd ÎIl two periods. ln thc first， the actors i n  the Great French 
Revolution spoke lines they thought  came from the Roman drama; in the 
second，  the “ heroes" of 1 848 stalked about thinking they were assaulting the 
Bastille 01' orating in  the Convention. Engels reminisced: 

When the February Revolution broke out， aU of l1s ... were u nder 
spell of previous historical experience， particularly that of France  .... 
was， therefore， natural alld u navoidable that our conceptions ofthe 
nature a n d  the course of the “social" revolution proclaimed in Pans in 
February 1 848， of the revolution of the proletariat， should be 
coiored by memories of the prototypes of 1789 and 1 830.31 

J ust  as generals are usually accused of getting ready to fight the last war all 
over again， so  too revolutionary movements. 

If the word ‘dictatorship’ 、，vas in bad odor among the onltors and publicists 
of the French Revolution， this was less because of any alleged antidemocratic 
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connotation than bccausc of another aspect of the Roman meaning: whatever 
a dictatorship was， it was something wielded by Olle man. If one of the actors 
was charged with wanting a dictatorship， this was the accusatioß. 

The main target was Robespierre， who indeed made the nearest approach 
to concentrating personal power in his own hands. For this verγ reason 
Robespierre was more emphatic than anyone else in denouncing dictatorship 
and would-be dictators.32 Like everγone else， he sought to turn the charge 
against his critics. In an attack on Lafayette published June 18，1792， he wrote 
that the general was “not yet dictator of Fnmce，'’ nor “arbiter of the state，" 
questioned the patriotism of-this “dictateur préso끼ptif，" and sarcasticalIy called 
him “'gelleral-dictateuκ "33 Lafayette-was vulnerable.* The label was just as 
handy inside the J acobins. When Doppet proposed appointment of a committee 
to sift charges before they came to the floor， Robespierre opposed the motion 
as dictatorial: it would be “a comrnittee outfitted as a slIpreme dictator.，，35 

The “dictatorship" charge was a stand-by of the Girondins. BlIt it wOllld be 
a mistake to believe that the charge was inspired simply by fear of one-man 
l'ule or by reminiscences of the Roman dictatura. In the first place， the Girondin 
leader Brissot was j llst as violently denunciatolγ of the idea of a “tribllnate": 
tribunes， ne declared， were the most dangerolls enemies of the peopl옹 “men 
who flatler the people in ordel' to sllbjugate thern， who tyrannize over opinion 
under the name of liberty." He equated the Roman institution ... vith the 
εl'ornwellian “protectorate.'" Condorcet attacked Robespierre for inspiring 
Marat to agitate for a tribullate.36 Brissot Iinked the dirty word ‘dictatorship’ 
with whatever he was against. In speeches of JlIly 25-26， 1792， he spoke 
against the establishment of the republic. The Robespierrists， he said， were a 
faction ofregicides “who want to creafe a dictator and establish the republic." 
He advised against dethroning the king， narning dictators， and convoking the 
representative assemblies.37 It was one integratcd thought. The oId Roman 
institutions jostled in his mind side by side with the institutions of popular 
sovcreignty， even while he advocated the rctcntion of the present one-rnan 
rule called monarchy. 

The foHowing month， Brissot dotted the i’S. The attack on “dictatOl's 

'" Marat too took advantage ofLafayette'’s vu1nerability: he accused the Gir�ndins of 
wanting to make Lafayette “dictateur suprême， sous le nom de protecteur.，，34 But for 
Marat， as we will see， this was a tu quoque response. 
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dictaíorial commission of the Commune of Paris" was dangerous because “it 
would prolong the revolutionary means beyond the moment of crisis that had 
made them necessary." Other Brissotins， like Girey-Dupré， likewise attacked 
the “dictatorship" of the commune; and Delacroix warned that if Paris 
“invested a provisional council with dictatorÎal authority" it would be isolated 
from the country.38 

찌Te will Iikewise meet with references to the “dictatorship of the National 
Convention，" the most democratically elected assembly of the age. Plainly， 
these were efforts to displace the odium that attached to one-man rule: to shift 
the odium from t;le “one man" to the “rule"; to mix up the meaning 80 that 
any strong revolutionarγ coercion would seem i1Iegitimate. The result， which 
will be visible later on， was the weakening of the one-man meaning of the 
Roman term. 

Brissot was not the only politician engaged in this operation. Mirabeau 
probably anticipated him when， in Iate JuIy 1789， the Assembly published a 
proclamation urging the cessation of some recent public disorders. Mary 
Wollstonecraft’s history of the Revolution relaíes that Mirabeau took the 
Ooor: 

After endeavoring to excuse the violence， or， more properly speaking， to 
account for it， Mirabeau observed to the Assembly， “that they ought to 
be thoroughly convinced， that the continuation of this formidable 
dictatOl' would expose liberty to as much risk as the stratagems of her 
enemies. Society，" he continues， “would 500n be dissolved， if the 
multitude， accusíomed to bIood and disorder， placed themselves above 
the magistrates， and braved the authority of tlle law." 39 

The reference is none too clear， but Mirabeau was apparently calling the 
“multitude" a dictator-doubtless as the wielder of extralegal coercion. 

One of the works on the French Revolution that the young Marx studied 
with the greatest care was the memoirs of the Jacobin Convention deputy 
ReI생 L evasseur; we have Marx’s detaUed notes on it. Levassem" noted (in 
passages excerpted by Marx) the attacks directed against the Paris commune 
and against a number of Paris deputies “for seeking to organize a dictatorship." 
The accusation was reprised later: “Indirect accusations that the Commune 
of Paris is striving for a dictatorship." Two Girondin deputies “name 
Robespierre as the candidate of tbe dictatorship." 4Q 

We see， then， that the meaning of ‘dictatorsbip’ ， 
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5.  M ARAT A N D  D ICTATORSHJP 

TiJus far we have seen a political game of mutual recrimination around a 
cuss-word. But did anyone actually propose a “dictatorship"? 

Perhaps Saint-Just did. He is quoted as saying that “In every revolution a 
dictator is necessary to save the state by force or Censors to save it by 
virtue.，，41 But Saint-Jllst does not seem to have pressed this view. Note that his 
statement brollght up stiU another of ancient Rome'’s magistracies: the office 
ofthe two εensors， who sllpervised the censlls and pllblic morality， wielding 
certain arbitrary powers. 

The proposal of a dictatorship was pllt fonvard by Marat. It is difficlllt to 
d iscllss his role brielly because his name has been covered by thick deposits of 
historical slander， a miasma of falsifiction about his alleged bloodthirsty 
desire for mass m urder-the same libelous operation that has made a farce of 
much history-writing about the “Em'agés." AH we can do is make clear what 
his view o f  dictatorship really 、vas.

In their efforts to paint Marat l1S a gory wild man， hisíoril1ns often neglect to 
mention thl1t he Wl1S one of the more erudite men of his society. Trained as a 
p hysicil1n， he early became a scientific authority o n  optics and electricity; 
wh ile practising medicine in London， in 1773 he published (in English) a 
Philosoplzical Essay 011 Man-which “shows a wonderful knowiedge ofEnglish， 
French， G erman， Italil1n and Spanish philosophers，，42-and other works on 
philosophy， politics， criminology and mcdicine. He became one of the 
prominent scientil1c men in France--before thc Rcvolution transformed his 
and evcryonc’s life. 

1 bring this up to stress that， to this eminent savant， there can be n o  doubt 
that dictature meant the old dictatur，‘l l1nd not the blurry simulacrum of dirty 
politics that the Girondins and Jacobins were kicldng back and forth În the 
m odern manner.* 

In aD el1rly pronouncement， Mar없 raised the question of how to save the 
“ i n nocent" from revolutionary suspicion. He suggested a way: “It is to name， 
for a short time， a supreme dictator， arm him with public power， and put him 
in charge of pu nishing the guilty.

，，44 But this was orly one formulation of his 

싸 L R Gottschalk， 、vhose 1927 biography of Mamt is st피 considered the staHda떠 
one in English， thought that Ml1mt must have gotten the idea fium Rousseau’'s Sod“I 
Contract-for this histOlian had evidently never heard of the Roman dictatllra. He 
literally did not Imow what the ar장ument was abouL The positive side of Gottschalk's 
wOl'k was his refut'ltion of the lies and calumnies inVI없Ited or retailed by Brissot， 
Michelet， et al.; also he finally 비d make clcar that Mar꺼t's “dictatorship" 、lVas “not of 
the Caesarian 01" Napoleonjç type，" and was “undeserving of the condenmation that it 
Ims brought upon Marat"얘 This 、찌Il do untiI someone publishcs a half-decent 까'OI'k on 
Marat in English. 



1. From Rome 10 Rohespierre 23 

proposal. I n  a 1792 speech he compiained that enemies “ascribe ambitious 
views to me by distorting my opinions on the need for a milital'y tribune， a 
dictator， or a triumvi.r.ate to punish the i ntriguers • . .  " He denied that this was 
the proposal o f  a “ faction": 

These opinions [wrote Marat1 are my personal ones， a nd 1 have often 
reproached ardent patriots for rejecting this salutarγ measure， though 
every m a n  who knows the history of re、rolutions feeIs its indispensable 
n eed， a measure that could be taken without any drawbacks by limiting 
its duration to a Jew days， a n d  by Umiting the mission of the officials in  
charge to the summary plluishmel1to f the intriguers; for there is nobody in  
the world who is more revolted than 1 am by the establishmcnt o f  a n  
arbitrary autho�ity entrustcd even to the purest .hands for a period of 
some du

'
ration.45 

Repeatedly Marat sought to make h is proposal explicit and c1ear as to its 
Iimited charactcr: 

After J u ly 14， ‘ 89， if  there had been a single statesman in the nation’s 
senate， he would have asked for the institution of the office of dictatOl'， 
elected by the people in times of crisis， whose authority would last 01ψ 
tlzree days， a n d  whose d u ty would be to pwzish the bad citizens who 
endan!!:ered the lJ ublic safetv. 46 

It must be u n derstood that this kind o f talk-the need to punish the counter­
revolutionary intriguers-was commonplace on all sides; what was particular 
to Marat was his proposal for the appointment， 01' election， of a special agent 
armed with special power to get this done. Those named to wield the power of 
tribu ne， dictator， triumvirate (choose your own Roman term) “did not have 
to be clothed wÎth a ny authority; their mission to beat down the criminal 
heads of conspirators raised above the sword of the laws did not have to last 
mo.'c than a day. After this ephemeral existence they would be forever lost in 

，47 the crowd." 
T h e  National Convention， starting its existence in  late September 179양­

after the “September massacres" which Marat did not instigate-saw the 
l a u nching o f  a regular anti-Marat lynching bee by the Girondins， who caUed 
for h is execution (being themselves， o f course， humane opponents o f blood­
thirsty politics). Dånton and Robespierre sought to head off the dogs snapping 
at  their own hecls by joining in  the cry against “dictatorship" and in the 
demands for guillotining its advocates; thus they stabbed Marat in the back as 
he stood at  bay. Robespierre naturaUy knew that he was the Girondins’ target. 
Barbaroux shouted， “The plan for a dictatorship does exist!" and pointed 
over Marat’ s  ‘lead to the Commune of Paris. Marat took the 0001' amidst this 
t u m u lt a n d  cries for his blood， and， 、，vhen his speech was finished， the lynchers 
had stopped shouting.48 
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00 the “ dictatorship" issue， Mal'at proudly stood up alone: 

They [my enemies] have dared to accuse me of aspiring to the tribunate 
. . .  Well， 1 must injustice declare that my colleagues， namely Robespierre， 
Danton， and alI the rest， have continually disapproved o f the idea of 
either a tribunate 01' a triumviraíe 01' a dictatorship. If  anyone is guilty 
of having flung these ideas out a mong the public， it is I.  

He added : “1 believe 1 am tl1e first political writer， perhaps the only one in 
France since the Revolution，" to make this proposal.49 In the same vein， he 
assu med that “the people" was itself a “dictator": 

. . .  if  you impute criminal conduct to me， the people would contradict 
you; for， obedient to my voice， it felt tl1at the means 1 proposed was the 
sole way ofsaving the country， and，  having itself become dictator， it was 
able to get rid of traitors. 

The con notation o f ‘'dictatorship’， one sees， was emergency authority outside 
of normal forms. Marat continually used all the old magistracies inter­
changeably: “1 have several times p roposed to give i mmediate authority to a 
、vise and strong man， under the appellation of tribune of the people， dictator， 
etc.: this b ootless title is of no acco u n t." In summary he said: 

H it was a crime to propose dictatorship in  the conditions 1 laid down， 1 
alone am responsibJe for this proposal， for 1 alone have made the 
proposal， and supported it; 1 alone still support it. 

In April 1 793 Marat was hauled before a court in the Girondin drive to 
m u rder him legally， but he successfully defended himself against the charge of 
being (as he put it) “a factionalist， an anarchist， a bloodthirsty and ambitious 
man who aimed to get supreme power u nder the title of tribuße， triumvir， 
dictaíor . . .  " But the drive got him murdered nonetheless: Charlotie Corday 
told her interrogators that she had n ot killed a man but a “ferocious beast，" 

，50 w h o  “undertakes civiI war in order to get named dictator.'Pu She knew that 
because s h e  had read it in the papers. 

Marat’s repeated Iimitation of h is proposed “tribune， triumvir， dictator，" 
01' whatever， to a matter of days， with I'estricted authority， was more significant 
than may appeal'. An examination of his statements Oß the question indicate 
sh'ongly that Ize neverclIl'isioned tlzis proposcd ojjicial {/s tlle hc{/d ofgol'crnmcllt Î1z {/Ily 
sense， including a tempol'31γ one. Yet historians have tended to assume tl1at 
‘dictatorship ’ means dictators 
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It is by violence [said Marat) that liberty ought to be established， and 
the moment has come to organize temporar:iIy the despotism of liberty 
in order to wipe out the despotism of kings.51 

“Despotism"-a word with as checkered a history as ‘dictatorship’-mennt 
coercion， extralegal coercion， in this context， not tyranny; nnd unqucstionably 
Marat had in mind the use of all means of coercion to cnforce thc “despotism" 
(or dictatorship) of “ liberty."* It was not this that separated him from his 
colleagues; rather it was his caU for the vesting of this powc." in the hands of a 
singIe appointed agent. If Jacques Roux is accuratcly quoted as saying that 
“Dictatorship is the allllihiIation ofliberty，，，S2 it was undoubtedly one-man 
rule that he especiaIly feared. 

6. THE “TERRIBLE USE" 

There is stiH another contrast to be made in order to bring out the meanÎng 
of ‘dictatorship’. 

As we havc discussed， the close modcrn analogue of the Roman dictatorship 
is martial law. At the same time that the right wÌng of the French Revolutiol1 
exprcssed horror at Marat’s caU for an energetic special power to repress 
counterrevolutiol1， it instituted in practice the fmm of the dict，“tura callcd 
martial law-as an antidemoc:ratic dcvice. In the months after the fall of the 
Bastille， the εouncU of Thrce r‘Inning thc Paris municipality， 
seized the of a bal{er’s murder to get martial law established the 
Assembly. A municipal officer could invoke martial law by hoisting a red 
after which an assemblage of citizens (“crowd") had to disperse 01' shot 011 
the spot; ringleaders could be jailed for years or executed. 

In aU of the Palis press， del1sely populated by souls hOll'ified by caUs for 
“dictatorship，" only Marat protested this law; in the Assembly， Robespierre 
(but not as a matter of principle).53 In 1791， in response to  an incident 
(“rowdy" demonstration) in a working‘class area， BailIy and decided 
to make an example: the martiaI-law was hoisted; the bourgeoisie’s 
National Guardsmen i.llvaded the Champ-de-뼈ars， and opened fire; a Ilumber 

* It was Rob엉pien'e who is bcst Imo‘，vn for tlle statcment， “The govemment of‘ tbe 
Revolutioll is the despotism of libel명l over ηnmny. Was fm앵 meant only to protect 
crime?" 쩌.cport to 상le Convention， F1뼈uary 5，1794.) He was justifying “h정뼈”’as an 
instrument of 피>crty or 샤'l-anny. “TClτor" is onc of 셉le ‘f짧뻐 words" that are 
completely misunderstood nowadays: in tbe contcÀ1 it m않nt the use of coercive tÒl뼈 
by the authorities to inspire fear in maIefactors. The various ways in which 었 might be 
implemented al'e not a pal't of the definition of tbc tcnn. It is fur성lcr discllSSt>d in 
Spccial Note C. 
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were IdIled 01' wounded， and many were jailed.54 This， of course， was not 
“didatOl'ship" but the maintenance of Law and Order-by ruthless blood­
letting. There is no record that the bloodthirsty monster Marat ever had 
a nyone shot. 

As mentioned， Robespierre himself regularly denounced dietatorship and 
d ictators. Fillally， in his speech of self-exolleration on the 8th Thermidor， with 
his Ileck alrcady 011 the block， he had some illteresting words to say about the 
aura of the word dictature: 

However， this word ‘dictatorship’ has magical effects; it stigmatizes 
liberty; it vilifies the governmcntj it destroys thc Republic; it degrades 
all the revolutionary institutiolls， which are presented as if the work of a 
single rnan; it traduces national j ustice， which is presented as if instituted 
for the ambition of a single man;  it concentrates at one point all the 
hatreds and aU the daggers of fanaticism and the aristocracy. What 
terrible use the cnemies of the Republic have made ofjust the name of a 
Roman magistracy! And .if their erudition is 50 fatal to us， what about 
their treasuries and intrigues?55 

T h e  double refcrence to “a single m a n "  Îndicates that Robespien상s repudia­
tion of dictatorship was bascd on thc onc-man defillition of the term. The 
dosÎllg reference to “erudition" emphasized that the term appeared to him as 
essentially historical. T h e  “terrible use" to which it was put was Iargcly 
effected by an excrcise in meaning-shift through political demagogy dirccted 
agaillst democraζJ'， not against dictatorship in  our modern sense. 

Over 11 half-century later， Marx wrote (in a leticr to Engels) as if the men of 
the French Revolution used the term ‘dictatorship’ in  a Wlly simillll" to his own. 
He 、vas discussing thc fact that the RobespiciTist govcrnment and its Committee 
of Publi(‘c Safcty misírustel‘d the P‘0이llish nationl‘alι-1'‘‘evγ’o야lu띠ltiO아HI“a’U'‘3γy Icade잉 .. ’'S 

x얘n 179써4 1Ma없U.X 、w‘vrη때.0‘ot떠e야1 t디띠hcy summoncd thc reprcsentative 01" the Poli야l 
insurgcnts before them llU엉 t야hc fo여!lo;、wing (앵}ucst디io이I1S to t디h피l퍼is “citoyell " 

“Ho、w does it ’CI1 that your Koscil‘Ilszk‘‘o is a pop‘u띠!lllr d‘lictat“m‘01" llH띠 d 
Iyet야 1  to띠lera“tes a k‘illg llt his side， OIlC morco\'cr who， he must be 11、war’.c
、was put 011 the throl1e by Russia? How docs it that your dictator 
docs 1I0t cUl'ry out a Icvy cn massc of the p，casa n ts . ‘ .  ?" 80011，  with 
an indictment of thc Polish 

In viewing the nationa성 .. cvolutionury Kosduszko as a “popular dictator" 
in a benign scnse--that is， a lcadcr who 1135 mìsumcd popular }Jower through 
emergcncy forms of govcrnmc!‘t-Manr: was thc tcnn in a fashion that 
had 1101 becn adopted the Frcnch which had become 
familiar ill Marx’S own time. H camc il1to use after the rise of the socialist 
m ovemcnt iu thc early ninctecnth centmγ thcn suffcred virωal obliviol1 
in th<� twentieth. 
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W e  will now see that the histOlγ o f  self-conscious “revolutionary dictator­
s h i p" begins with Babeuf， that is， at the ve깨 same moment that modern 
socialism begins. 



SOCIALISM AND DIεX냈TORSHIP: 
THE BEGINNING 

We are going to see， in  the next chapter， that 1 848 was the turning point in 
the h istory of the term ‘dictatorship’， or  rather the starting point of  its modern 
h istory. But even in that year， naturally， it did not appear out of nowhe，'e. Let 
us see what led up to 1 848. 

1. TESTIM ONY OF WORDS 

Dictionaries can give only an approximate idea of how a word was actually 
used at a given tÎme， but  the main trouble is that they run ten to twenty years 
behind usage. Following the French Rcvolution， French dictionaries continued 
to give only the Roman meaning 영‘dictature， as if nothing had happened. The 
formulatiolls of the pre-Revolutionary lexicographers were repeated by 
Laveaux in 1 8201 and by Philipon de La  M adel in e’s  1 823 abridgment of the 
Academy’s dict ionary.2 

Ifwe look a head， we flnd the reflected in the post- 1848 
d ictionaries， though we have to keep in mind that their compilers had seen 
much nonlexical action in the meantime. For what i t  is worth， we can note 
that in 1 863 Lith'é recorded the t3ct tlmt llictatul'e had a second meaning in 
addition to the Roman one: 

(2) In moderll times， absolute powe，' p‘aced tempomrily in the hands of 
ι man or  al1 assembly. La llictature de la C01!pen!Ìon.3 

Still looking ahead: by 1870 Larousse’s Gram[ Dicti01Uzaire wil\ have an artic1e 
on dictature which is a politic“I cssay embracing modern Ì1ÎstOlγ， emphasizing 
the institution’s temporary and emergency naturc and distinguishing it sharply 
from dcspotism.4 Littré’s cxample， “ the  dictatorship of the National Con­
、rention" of the FI'ench Revolution， is sufficicnt to show how the meaning had 
shifted from thc original Roman conception of one-man rulc to something its 
very opposite: the “dictatorship" 01' a popular hody. By the time this appeared 

28 
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in Littré， it had in fact cxpanded to embrace the “dictatorship" of a whole 
section of the pcople， indeed of the majority of the people.* 

In the mid-1830s great prominence was given to the tradition of the Roman 
dictaturα by a novel that gained so much popularity， and was translated so 
widely into the European languages， that it can be treated as an event in iís 
own right. This was Bulwer-Lytton’s RienZÎ (which inspircd yOUl1g El1gels to 
start writing al1 opera Iibretto abouí a year befol'e Wagner did the job). The 
entranced public read about the man who clothed his rule in Rome first with 
the title tribune， then sel1ator， both as remil1Íscences of the al1cient empire. Of 
the “proud name of Senator，" the novelist wrote， “The authority attached to 
the name seems to have had no definite limit; it was that of a stern dictator， or 
an indolent puppet， according as he who held it had the po、ver to enforce the 
dignÎty he assumed." Laíer on， the populace wants to cmwn RÏenzi king; he 
rejects the title in the name of “Iiberty." One of the “ people’s" leaders says， 
“ B u t . . .  Rome must endow you with a Icgal title--if not that of κing， deign to 
accept that of Dictator 01' of Consul." RÏenzi rejects thcse too: “Dictator :md 
Consul are the appellations of patricians." He assumcs the title of �ribun옹-and 
it is perfectly cIear that whatever the title， dictator 01" tribune 01' scnator 01' 

whatever， the power would be the same. There was no special virtue 01' vice in 
“ dictator." Further on， the pope is refcrred to as the dictator of Rome.6 

2. THE BEGINNING: BABEUF AND BUONARRon 

But of course we are specially interested here in how the term ‘dictatorship’ 
was used by the early socialists and communists. This part of the hisíory 
begins exacHy where the history of the sociaIist movement begins: with 
Babeuf's “Conspiracy of the Equals，" the fu엉t organized socialist 01. communist 
group. Now the importance of this episode， for OUl. present purposes， does oot 
lie with the Babouvist enterprise itself， but with the book which told about it， 
and thus educated a generation of Jacobin-communist activists who populated 
the secret societies of the 1 830s ílnd 1 8405. In 1 82 8-in good time for the 
revolution of 1 830-Buonarroti， one of Babeuf’s lieutenants， published his 

* In spite of all the events of the twel1tleth century， this meaning is with us still. While 
wor따ng on some aspects of the present WOI.K in 1974， 1 listen얹 to a news broadcast on 
television， which reported that Vice-president Gerald Ford was telling Republican 
gatherings that if the Democrats elected a“veto-proof"Col1gn:ss the result wouki be a 
“Iegislative dictatorship，" by which he m않nt that the legislatt‘re wo띠d become more 
powerl퍼 than thc executive. No one thought that his language was odd. 1 dare say that 
this usage can ’Je hearτI quite often. It is the “dictatm하lip of the majority of people" aJ� 
overagain， invented bythe rlght wing of the FI1않ch Revolution 1:0 attaint the democracy.� 
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account  ofthe movement; and in 1836 the Chartist leader Brontenre 0’Brien 
p ublished an English translation. 

Buonarroti’s report on the internal discussions of the “Secret Directorate" 
of the Babouvist movement laid sharply before its readers the question of a 
transitional revolutionary regime. He provided the first textbook on this 
question ; for a long time， the only one. Its great significance cannot be 
exaggerated. 

The existing government must be overthrown; the aim is the establishment 
ofthe 1 793 constitution， the most democratic 80 far devised-agreed. But the 
directorate had to res이ve the “thorny" question: “what fom1 of authority 
wou!d be immediately substituted for the authority whose destruction was 
in tended." It was agreed that the “primalγ assemblies" calIed for by the 
constitution could not be immediately calIed into being; between the Însurrec­
tion and their installation there had to be an interval; yet “it wouJd be 
extremely imprudent to leave the nation for a moment without dkector and 
guide." H was not j ust a question of how long it would necessarily tal{e to 
convoke the assembly; there was another consideration-and this lies at  the 
center of our interest. 

The Secret DÍI"ectorate was convinced of the following proposition: 

. history and the experience ofthe French Revolution had taught i t  
that the sure effect of inequality Îs to divide the community， create 
opposing interests， foment hostile passions， and subject the multitude， 
whom it makes ignorant， credulous， victimized by excessive toil， to a 
small number oftrained and skillful men wl1o， abusing tl1e preference 
tl1ey 、vere able to win， worked only to preselγe and reinforce， in the 
distributiol1 of goods and advantages， the order that is excIusively 
fa、lorable to them; from which it concIuded that a people so strangely 
kept away from the natural order was scarcely capable 01' making useful 
choices， and had need of an extl'aol'dinary means that would retum it to 
a state of affai엉 whel'e it would be possible for it to exercise the 
plenitude 01' sovereignty effectively and 1I0t fictitiously. 

From this way of thinking arose the plan to replace the existing 
government by a revolutionary and provisional authority， constituted 
in such a way as to forever shield the people from the innuence o f the 
natural enemies of equality， and give it  the neceSS31γ will for the 
adoption of republican inst 
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simply faced a problem and devised an  honest solution. The social order was 
bad because it corrupted the people， and one consequence of this was that the 
people could oot emancipate themselves but had to be  emancipated from 
above，  from outside， by a band ofliberators who themselves had somehow 
remained u ncorrupted. 

Buonarroti himself not only reported this “way of thinking" but strongly 
agreed with it. In his own name he formulated it even more sharply: 

The  experience ofthe French Revolution and most particularly the 
troubles and vicissiturles of the National εonvention have， i t  seems， 
sufficielltly shown that a people whose opinions have been formed 
u nder a regime of inequality and despotism is not well suited at the 
beginn in g  of a regenerating revolution to designate the men charged 
with leading and consummating that revolution. This  task can belong 
only to wise and courageous citizens " " " "  

I t  was necessary for the revolutionary leadership， “even oot o f  respect for the 
real [in the Platonic sensej sovereignty of the people，" to be  concerned not 
\vith “getting  the votes" but rather with “making sure that tlte supreme 
authority faUs， as little arbitrariIy as possible， into tlte hands of wise and 
strong revolutionists."s 

When the Secret Directol'ate asked wltat fonn should be taken by the 
revolutionary authority whose task it  was to superintcnd the new ordcr， they 
debated three answCl's: (1) the recaU of a rump Nationlll COllvennon; (2) the 
creatÌon of a dictatorship; and (3) the estahlishment of a new rul.ing body. It 
was easy to reject the first. By tlte sccond， “ dictatorsltip，" thcy meant one­
man rulc; and thcy rejected this term. Thcir decision felI to the third， which 
meant that the Provisional Authority would be named by “the Paris insurgents，" 
that is， by the revolunonary band in the capital-thereby incidentaLly impIe­
menting the Babou‘rist-Blanquist traditioll favoring the dictatorship of Paris 
over France. At all the steps in ratiocination， they were concerned to argue 
that “This system was in harmony with the sovereignty of the p eople." This 
sovereignty， however， was temporarily in hock， and o nly the revolutiomuγ 
band hcld the ticket. Buonarroti was aware tl1at enemies would not sec it 
preciscly the right way: “It was foreseen that the cunning enemics of equality 
would Ílγ to raisc thc inhabitants of the departéments [the provinccsl against 
what they would not fail to calI the tra까pling by tlze Paris briga1tds over the rights 01 
tlze sovereigll. "’ 

The  two who proposed a dictatorship sans plzrase， Debon and Darthé， 
argucd from esscntially the same ground as the majority. Buonarroti reported 
their views with a great deal ofsympathy. There ai"e few passages i n  early 
socialist history more important than the following: 
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Debon and Darthé， who proposed dictatorship， attached to this 
word the idea of all extraordill3l)' authority， entrusted to a single man， 
charged with the double function of proposillg 10 tlte people simple legislatiol1 
suitable for assuring it equaliψ and the real e.r:ercise 01 sovereigllty， and of  
prol'Îsiollally dictating the prepal'atory measures that illclilled tlte natioll 10 take it 
Oll. I n  their view， a task so important and audacious， which could not be  
fulfilled except by d int  of a perfect u nity of thought and action， must be 
conceived and executed by a single head. ln support of their view， they 
invoked the example of the peoples of ::mtiquity， and recalled the fatal 
consequences of plurality， of which they saw recent evidence in the 
divisions within the Committee of Public Safety. 

It seemed to them that the dangers of the abuse that might result 
from such a magistracy could be easily avoided by the well-Imown 
virtue of the citizen who would assume it [i.e.， Babeufl， by the c1ear and 
legal exposition of the aim to be attained， and by the limits set to its 
duration . in  advance. 

In this system the task of the Secret Directorate would be reduced to 
sketching the aim of the reform in a few articles， fixil1g a term to the new 
magistracy， searching out the most virtuous citizen of the republic， and 
getting its plan adopted by the Parisian insurgents. 

The link with the Roman example was quite c1ear. To the above exposition of 
the views of Debon and Darthé， Buonarroti added a I10te of his own， whose 
words still reverberate down the histolγ of socialism: 

To what must one  reasonably aHribuíe the loss of democracy and 
liberty in France if  110t to the diversity of views， the opposition of 
interests， the lack of virtue， unity and perseverance in the National 
Conventioll ?  It is not， it seems to me， to preserve but to establish 
equality among a corrupt nation that one needs a strong and irresistiblc 
authority. H is to be presumed that if， in the years n and HI [ 1 793-1795J， 
one had had the wisdom to il1vest a mall of Robespierre’s stamp with 
the dictatorship pl"Oposed by Debon and Darthé， the revolution would 
have achieved its true aim.'o 

According to Buonarroti， the Secret Directorate did recognize the vlllidity of 
thc a rgument in favor of  a dictlltorship， but drew b:?�k belore “the dìfficulty of 
choice， the fear- of abuse， the apparent resemblllnce of this magistracy to 
royalty， and， above all， the general pl'ejudice that it seemed impossible to be 
victorious." I t  took Cllre of the corrupt people in  other Wlly용-for example， 
with P’anned decrees on freedom of the prcss， including thc following two: 

( l )  No one  can put forward opinions contrary to the sacred principles 
of cquality and the sovereignty of the pcople . . . .  

(4) Every writing is printed and distributed if the conservators of t�le 
national WiIl j udge thãt its publication can bc useful to the republic.1 l  
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It must be understood that there was no demagogic talk by Buonarroti 01' 
the other Babouvists about a dictatorship ofthe People， Populace， Proletariat 
01' other appellation for the corrupted population that was to be weaned to 
socialism. They knew that they were fo1' a Socialism f1'om Above， and they 
confronted their own views without hypocrisy. 

Even more th:m Babeuf， it was Buonarroti who exemplified this pattem 
most plainly-and it must be remembe1'ed that it was Buonarroti 、vhose
career constituted the real link between the Babouvist episode of 1796 and the 
burgeoning of the Jacobin-communist  secret societies after 1830. E. L. 
Eisenstein， who has given us the most detailed portrait of “the first profèssional 
revolutionist，"emphasized that for Buonarroti “the working population played 
a subordin ate and evell an incidcntal rolc" in his revolutionary plan. Thc 
“proletariat" mcan t  the mass of the poor (“the most nllmerolls cIass"}-a 
good reservoir f01" barricade-fodder， for the troops who were to be wielded by 
the revolutionary elite. He rcjected the idea of basing the cause on class 
interest; he had no confidence whatever in the capacity of thcse proles to 
emancipate themsclvcs; thc “ Fourth Estatc" had to be appcaled to in tcrms of 
(ugh!) material interest becallse of the corruption enforced by ceníuries of 
servÎtllde.J2 

I n  Buonarroti’s view， experiel1ce had shown 

that the people are incapable of either regenerating themselvcs m' of 
designating the people who mllst direct the regeneration. That bcfore 
thinkÌl1g of a Constitution 01' of fixed laws， it is necessarγ to establish a 
reforming or revolutionaQ’ govern ment on other bases th:m those of a 
regular and peacefuI liberty.13 

This provided the theory ofthe Edllcational Dictatorship:  

Midst the coHapse of free institutions， midst the gcncral corruption of 
sentimel1ts ol1e cannot fin d  . .  ‘ . fuíurc regcneration save in  a secrct 
corps guided by a pure and dictatoriaI allthority . . . . 1 4 

His model i n  polHical thcory was explicitly the Jesuits， who (he argued) have 
used thcir methods for while we must Ilse them for Good. “The Jesuitical 
eongrcgation can be compared to an army flllI of entlwsiasm and submissive 
by conviction to a homogeneous and absolute authority." He advocated “an 
equivalcnt army" which howevcr wOl.lld against rather than fo1' 
it. He denollnce 
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This is not said censoriously. We are， after all， dealing with the infancy of a 
movement， and to say that this movement had an infantile view of dictatorship 
is no more to condemn it than to point to a baby’s difliculty with toilet 
training. If， a century and a half later， a movement stiU holds to the same 
infantilism， the solution is still not simply to condemn it but to provide 
diapers. 

3. THE B LANQUIST MYTH 

The  Babouvist movement was the flrst incarnation of the Jacobin­
cOllllllunist current in the pre-1848 blossoming of all the socialist-comlllunist 
tendencies. This was the cllrrent that was typically organizM in the communist 
secret societies that proliferllted， especially in Frllnce，. u nder lellders like 
B1anqui and Barbès. 

Thc Jacobin-colllmunist groups adopted the Babouvist idea of dictatorship 
as their orthodoxy. One can read in a communist catechism of 1839 (used by 
the proseclltion 3t the trial following the putsch of that year led by B1anqui 
and Barbès): 

ltfs unquestionable that after a revolution accompIished in behalf of 
our ideas， there will be created a dictatorial power whose mission it will 
be to direct the revolutionary movement. This dictatorial })ower will of 
nccessity base itse!f on the assent of  the armcd population， which， 
acting in the gelleral interest， will evidently represent the elllightencd 
will of the great majority of the natioll. 

To be strong， to act quickly， the dictatorial power wil! have to be 
concentrated Î11 as small ã nunlber of persons as possible. 16 

Particularly in later hisíorians’ shorthand， this tendency has cOllle to be 
called “ B1anquist" as a gcneric name. As a label for the type， “Blanquist" is 
u nobjectionable， provided one Îs not led to think that a “ Blanquist" was 
necessariIy a follower of Auguste Blanqui. Barbès， for example， became a 
bitter enemy of B1anqui; others simply organized separately. 

O n e  of our problems is the fact tl1at the “Blanquist" label was given much 
of its currency around the end ofthe n ineteenth century by the Bernsteinian 
revisionist campaign to pin a derogatolγ label on Marx’s carly revolutionlllγ 
views. According to this historiographic rnode， the revolutionary currents of 
the thirties and forties were Blanquist， therefore Blal1quism was revolutionism， 
and it 1'ollows ineluctably that revolution'ism was Blanquism; hence ifMan 
was a revolutionary when he wrote the C01ll11l1111ÎSt ManiJesto， the Manifesto was 
“Blanquist"-Q.E.D. Yoq will find this contribution to socia!ist history in 
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Bernstein’s El'olutionaη) SocialismP It is the starting point of the B1anquist 
myth. 

O n e  of  the consequences of this line of  thought is  that historians knew j ust  
where to look for the  origins ofthe ‘dictatorship of  the  proletariat’ concept: 
B1anqui. B1anquism stood for dictatorship， didn’t it? 80 B1anqui must have 
invented it. And since we have j ust learned that Marx used to be a “B1anquist，" 
there can be no doubt whel'e he got it fmm . . .  

The  only trouble with this proposition is that， factually speaking， everγ 
word is false: the “dictatorship of the proletariat" cannot be found anywhere 

in B1anqui  either  as a term or an idea. B u t  the lack of a single  validating fact 

has stopped no  one from making the standard c1aim that the dictatorship of  
the  proletariat is  “Blanquist" in  origin. 

G. D. H. C ol e， for example， asseríed that Bhmqui “stated the doctrine of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat much more clearly than Marx ever d i d  • . .  " 
even though he knows of nowhere that Blanqui ever statcd this “ doctrine" a t  
aIl (as his failure to  annotate indicates).18 Isaiah Berlin went even further: “The 
dictatorship of  the proletariat was adumbrated by Babeuf in  the la5t decade of 
the eighteenth century， and was explicitly [note: explicitlyj developed in  the 
n ineteenth in  different fashions by Weitling and B1anqui . . . .  " No note， no  
facts. 1 9  In  h i s  well-known Era 01ηramlÊes， Halévy took a special tack-he 
merely asked q u estions: 

The Marxist doctrin e  of the dictatorship of the proletariat comes， does 
i t  not， in a straight l ine from Babeuf， the last survivor of Robespienism? 
Was not Karl Marx， in Paris before 1 848， very definitely influenced by 
B1anqui， who revived the thcOlγ of Babeuf?20 

The answer is:  no and no;  but Halévy， yOIJ see， had not committed himself. 
D id  H alévy know that Marx “in Paris before 1 848" never met B1anqui， who 
furthermore was not in  Paris but in  prison? Never mind， thc “ Blanquist" 
spirit was hovering over the rooftops of Paris， tainting everything with 
“ Blanquism" that came within spitting range. 

Sombart likewise was too clever to commit himself: in IlIlUsually vulgar 
terms， he spoke of “ that crazy notion， worthy only of a Blanqui， of the 
dictatorshi p  of the proletllriat." Lewis L. Lonvin was oll e  of the few who 
purported to point to a definite locus in  Blanqui， viz.， his famous Instructio1ZS 

pour une Prise d껴rmes: “Accordillg to this 
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Real authorities on Blanqui’s m.itings have left no doubt about the facts. 
Alan Spitzer， the American authority on Blanqui， writes: “Blanqui had often 
been credited with coining the phrase， ‘the dictatorship of the proletariat’� but 
no  one has ever been able to docum ent his use of i t  upon any occasion." 22 Th e  
leading European authority is Maurice Dommanget， who has devoted several 
books to a minute examination of B lanqui’s works， including his unpubIished 
malluscriptS. Besides， Dommanget is gellerally allxious to turn Blanqui into a 
proto-Marxist at any cost， and would be delighted to turn up even a micro­
scopic piece of evid ence to prove B lallqui’s priority.* But  Dommanget has to 
report that “ dictatorship ofthe proletariat" is “a tenn that Blallqui does not 
u se." D isappoill ted， he adds that B lanqui’s “London friellds" used the term 
“jointly with Marx" in 1850 (we will describe this usage in Chapter 12， locus 
2)-but Marx had already used it  p rcviously. So not only does Dommanget 
know no use of thc term by Blanqui， he also knows of none by any other 
Blanquist， other than the cases involving Marx which we will discuss.23 It  can 
be added: outside of the word ‘ dictatorship’ itself， he clearly knows of no  
formulation by B1anqui that can be pummeled into the shape of ‘dictatorship 
of the proletariat’. 

The ideological drive behind the B1anqui myth has been explained， but 
such myths also need a starting point， after which they are copied from one 
work to another. The starting point in the present case may weLl have been 
R. W. Postgate’s Iively bool{ of socialist historical sketches Out ofthe Past 
섭 923)， which contains the longest attcmpt 1 Imow ofto make a case for the 
claim that “was the first to fonnulate and act upon the theOlγ of 
proletarian dictatorship."Z4 Postgate’s evidence dissolvcs on  examÍnation. 
His key statcment is that he dates Marx’s first use of the term llt 1875 (Critique 
ofthe Gotha Prαgrα111， locus 9)， whcl.eas “ Blanqui’s advocacy is to be dated in  
the  1 860s." Neither statement i s  true. Marx’s first use was in 1850; as for the 
occurl"cnces of the term bciween 1850 and 1875， Postgate is ignorant of some 
and dismÎsses othcrs on incomprehensilJle grounds that are of 00 interest now 

to document his u l1reliability. As for B1:mqui: Postgate’s asc‘치ltion of 
the term to him “in the 1860s" is simlJlv an error. Here is his ca 

Where he described this as the first ofthe  revolution Îs 
uncertain. [In other Postgate doesn't know.] It is quoted as his 
in 3n lJistoÎre des B!tmquistes Da εosta. behveen two other 
phrases which are easily traceable as . his. But this author gives 110 
authorities for his quotations， and 1 have 110t been able to tracc it in the 
illcomplete works of Blanqui which 1 have been able to sellrch. Neverthc­
less， there is n o  reason to doubt Da εosta’s good faith， nor crtn the 

* For a notc on the nature of Dommanget’s tcndelltiousness， see Special Note D， 
Section 7‘ 
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words have been written much after 1870 (probably much earlier)， in 
which case 1 imagine Blanqui’s c1aim to have formulaíed first the most 
deadly point in the modern Bolshevik programme is established.25 

T h e  original c1aim about “ the 1860s" fades out almost as soon as stated. 
But  as a matter of fact Charles Da Costa’s history Les Blanquistes(to give it its 
correct titIe) does not coníain any statement answering Postgate’s description. 
What it does contain (as we wiU report latter) is a statement by a group o f  
Blanquist refugees from the Paris Commune， in London， using the term. 
Obviously it had to date from the 1870s. Undated in Da Costa-hence 
Postgate’s vagueness perhaps-“ it was actuaIly published in 1 874. It is harder 
to explain， even as a mistake， Postgate’s reference to something “between hvo 
other p h rases." Perhaps this reflects the fact tl1at tl1e Blanquist statement of  
1874 does indced revolve around three phrases which give the  documcnt its 
structure: we are atheists， we are commwlÎsts， we are revolutionists， proclaim thc 
Blanquists， and they devote a section to each. The passage mentioning the 
dictatorship ofthe proletariat is in the third section. And it does oot refer to 
Blanqui. 

Postgate cites another Blanquist programmatic document from thc same 
period， the brochure Internatiollale et R깅volution (1 872)， which we wiU also not 
fail to d escribe later. While in any casc the London Blanquist docl.lmel1ts of 
this period have nothing to do with proving Blanqui’s “priority，" we wiII see， 
when we return to this material， tl1at these London refugees had by this time 
taken the term from Marx， not vice-versa. Outside of Postgate there is no case 
for the Blanql.list myth wo1'th refuting. 

But if Blanqui did not actl.laUy I.Ise the term ‘ of the proletariat’， 
isn' t it true tl1at he holds priority on the idea-for 때idn’t he advocate a them:γ 
of  dictatorship? 

(1) He certainly did propose a dictatorship as the of revolutionary 
action，  b u t  without i t  was the conceptiol1 common to Jacobin­
communism in the thirties and forties， derived fl‘om the Babouvists via 
Buonarroti-the conception of the Educational Dictatoa'ship. Blanqui， who 
was not a thcoretician and did not otherwise， had 110 ideas on the 
subject of his own devising. ’s reference to “ ’s claim " 
Îs another Ïnvention of his.) The on ly d 
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movement，" but rather the dictatorship of the leaðers of the revolutionaIγ 
movement. 

(2) In BlanquÎ’s view， the desired “revolutionary dictatorship" would not 

be “ of the proletariat，" in any sense of the last word. Blanqui made no 
hypocritical noises about implementing the rule of the masse웅-who， after all， 
would have to go through a long weaning process before their societal COITuption 
could be burnt out. In the immediate sense， the operational sense， the 
dictatorship would be the rule of the conspiratorial band， j ust as it was for the 
Babouvists. 、Nhen Blanqui attempted a larger view， he came up 、피tl1 a 
perspective which is clearly limned in a strildng passage ill his malluscripts: 

The bourgeoisie Îllcludes a ll eIite minority • .  ， i t  is the essellce， the 
soul， the life of the Revolution • . . .  찌'110 has planted tl1e flag of the 
proletariat? Who has rallied it after its defeats? Who leads the people to 
battle against the bourgeoisie?-The bourgeoisie itself. They wi\l cease 
only after having led the Revolution to the viCtOlγ of Equality. But what 
is the device on its banner? Democracy? No-the proletariat. For its 
soldiers are workers though the leaders are not.27 

This was an honest statement of what a “working-c1ass orientation" meant in  
the  Jacobin-communist milieu : “its soldiers are lVorkers tlzouglz tlze leaders are 1101. " 

He formulated the same pcrspective i n  a passage ofhis Critique Sodαle: 

Thousands of the élite Iivc in conditions of extreme miseIγ . . .  Thcse 
déclassés， invisible agents ofprogl'ess， are today the secret ferment which 
sustains the masses and prevents them fl'Om sinking to a condition of 
impotence. Tomorrow they will be the reserve force ofth e  Revolution.28 

τhis was the llsual version of revollltionary dictatorship--the 
“dictatorship of thc revolutlollury gang." Of course， it was supposcd to be a 
d ictatorship 011 bchalf of， 01' in the intel'est of， the People; and this too was an 
honestly held view， Ilot an exercise in demagogy. 

(3) Indeed， the term ‘dictatorship of the pl’oletariiαt’ is irrelevant to an 
underst:mding of Blanqui. ‘proletarian ’  he meant virtllally anyone except 
the small Ilumber of aristocrats and exploiting bourgeois， as Spitzer points out 
cogently.29 This is what was behind Blanqui’s fllmous reply to the court when 
Hsked his occup!ttion: “ Proletllrian." He exp’ained the term as “one o f the 
thirty milli  
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revolutionary Paris over the rest ofFrance."30 This concept was enough， by 
itself， to doom any B1anquist insurrection; i t  was alien to Marx and Engels. As 
it happened， i t  came up in their con'espondence in 1869， when the B1anquist 
G ustave Tridon published his brochure Gironde et GirolldillS. “ Confused，" 
thought Engeis， especially 00 the issue  of centralization and decentralization. 
“ Comical is the conception that the dictatorship of Paris over France， 011 
which the .first revolution [of 1 789+] came to gdef， could once again be carried 
out  without ado and with some different result."3 1  The troubles of the Paris 
Comm u n e  two yfars later demonstrated the principle again. In his notes 
preparing for the writing of his Civil War ill Frallce， Marx included a clipping 
from the Commune’s Joumal Officiel for April 1 which strongly renounced 
Parisian h egemony ove‘. the cOllntry and championed the aim of  commllnal 
self-government and local independent alltonomy.32 This was echoed in 
Chapter  3 ofMarx’s address， with even greater emphasis and greater detail.33 

To ascribe the “ dictatorship of the proletariat" conception to B1anqui is 
worse than a mistake: i t  is an irrelevancy. We will return to Bial1qui and 
Blanquis m  in Chapter 9. 

4 .  Uτ。PIANS AND D ICT Aτ。RS

The Baboll、IÎsts， as the first socialist movement in history， hold the patent 
00 many aspects of  the sociaHst enterprise， but they 、vere 110 t  ÎI1 the least 
peculiar in lil1king Socialism from Above with a fonn of the Educational 
Dictatorship. al l  5ort!> of  socialists/communists i t  was common­
virtually si andard-to believe that “ new regime needs the nest of 
dictatorship in order to be h씨ched." came in 1848 from Emile 
de Girardin， a who was about as socialistic as bis successor in  bis 

radical-demagogue d ays.)34 

T h e  innovaíors of Utopian socialism were aU inventors of Socialisms from 
.i\bove， the very natl.lre of theÍl' 앙pp‘ oach. SaÎnt-Simon was prolillc in 
schemes for dictatorial regimes in which some man of power would impose the 
latest Saint-SimonÎan UpO!1 a Ileople. Ifhe  did not use the word 

(1 don’t know) the fact is of lexicographical i nterest. 
the 01' Genmm communism， was 

for the of a “ UU::>1>u，u，，" whose name and address 
needed Uttle d ivimltion. In his best-따lOWIl Guarallt，εes cmd 
Freedom (1842)， h e  testified to the of the notion of dictatorship 
among the comnmnists of the time: 
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Communists are still pretty undecidcd about the choice of thcir form of 
govcrnment. A large part of those in France inc1ine to a dictatorship， 
because thcy well know that the sovereignty of the pcople， as understood 
by republicans and politicians， is not suited for the period of transition 
from the old to a completely new ol'ganization. Owen， the chief of thc 
English communists， would have the performance of specific dutics 
allotted to men according to age， and the chief leaders of a government 
would be the oldest members of it. AII socialisís with the exccption of 
the followers of Fouriel'， to wl10m all forms of government are the same， 
are agreed that the form of government which is called the sovereignty 
of the people is a velγ unsuitable， and even dangerous， sheet anchor for 
the young principle of communism about to be l'ealized，35 

We will see in Chapter 3 that Weitling was consistent: back in Germany 
d u ring the 1 848 revolution， he 105t no time in proposing a dictatorship quite 
openly. 

There were other， lcsser fìgurcs who were j ust as frank: for example， “that 
commu nist ex-pl"iest PilIot-later to be found in the I"anks of B1anqui’s 
followers-who， a few years before 1 848， ended one of his books with the 
thrcat that if mankind did not want communism it would be forced to accept 
it， j ust  as the inmaíes of an insane asylum had to take shower baths whethcr 
they wanted them 01' not ，， 36 'We may remark at this point that the Însane­
asylum analogy was not Pillot’s eccentricity. That velγ sensiblc man Robert 
Owen wrote that， such was the irrationality of society， the “ speediest mode" 
to remedy things “will be to govern or treat all society as the most advanced 
physicians govern íll1d trcat their patients in the best arnmged lunatic 
hospitals，" naturally with all “forbearance and kindness."37 This is i10t 
essentiaHy different from the Babollvist view of the consequences ofsocieta! 
corruptioll. But it is doubtful whether Pillot 01' Owen 01' their like would 
identify this benevolent approach with the word ‘dictatorship’， whkh wOllld 
be considered at all only by radicals conccrned with the question 01' a 
“ tnmsitional" revolutionary regime. 

The Saint-Simoni:m tendel1cy led by Barth성�my Prosper Enfantin 、vas not 
one  of the socialistic groups intenscly cOl1ccrned with the “ transitional" 
question j  and as far as 1 Imow， the word ‘dictatorship’ seldom croppcd up in 
their literatllre. (Their own terms for their Maximllll1 Leader tended to ‘pope’ 
and ‘ messiah’.) But right after the “July Re、'olution" of 1 830 which brought 
Louis Philippe to the throne， then still head orthe sect， 、vas swept 
쩌ong to the Hotcl de ViIle by Enfantin， and there proposed to the liberal 
leader Lafayette that he “take the dictatorship" lllld thus make it possiblc to 
clean IIp the whole mess. Latel'， after the October 1832 trial of‘ Enfantin and 
Olinde Rodl챙lIes on  trumped-up swindling charges， an ullsiglled article in 
the group’s press closed with thc fo!lowing thought: granting that a j udicial 
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system is necessary for society in order to oversee morality and fen'et ou t  evil， 

s t i l l -

But  who today can lay claim to this permanent dictatorship? 

This  “ dictatorsl1ip" was the j udicial system itself. The link in meaning with 
the old dictatura had indeed become tenu ous.38 

Among the French utopians of the period， easily the most political of the 
groupings was tl1at o rganized and led by Etienne Cabet. The Cabetist， or 
“ Icarian，" tendency called itself commu nist， since alone among the utopians 
it s tood for a thorough sort of communal ownership of production， and it  was 
also d istinctive in orienting itself toward a working-class public. Cabet openly 
advocated a “ dictato.'ship" as his proposal for a transitional regime. 

Cabet’s d ictatorship was set fmih ‘ight in the pagcs of his basic tcxt， the 
utopian novel Voyage en /carie (1840)‘ Here the wh이e grand social goal is 
implemented by a dictator， clearly so called. He succeeds a “tynmt." “ Happily， 
the d ictator elected by the people， the good and courageous Icar， turned ou t  to 
be the best of men!" As dictato1'， Icar p roposes 야le Community System to his 
fell ow citizens of  Icaria. The Ica1'ian assembly establishes festivals to com­
memorate the victory of  the dictator over the tyrant， and the third annual fête 
is “ that o f  the dictatorship." There is a long “h istoricaI" section glorifying 
Icar’s work as dictator. At 생e festival o f the d ictatorship， a splendid agit-prop 
spectacle is organized 011 the style o f  Hitler’s Nuremberg ci1'cuses. 쩌‘he  
gratefu l  masses cry， “ Icar the dictator!" over and ove1'. We are triumphantly 
told that every detail of the show has been p1'escribed by law. How fortunate 
the Icarians wcrc “ to find a d ictator who sincerely wished their liberty and 
prospe1'ity"! “ Behold Washingtol1， the Dictator and Amel'Ïcan Ica1'! " 

T h e  statement that Ica1' was “ elected" seems to be al1 imprecision， fo1' the 
election apparently tal<es place by acclamation in  a paroxysm of j oy. The 
dictator issues the plan for the election of  a National Assembly， and evelγthing 
naturalIy is adopted unanimously. The plan calls for a “transitional period" of  
fifty years. As  promised， Icar lays down the dicfatorship when the  Assembly i s  
convened， but  resumes it  to put  down a counter1'evolutiomuγ coalition. 
H owever， he refuses to be named dictator for Iife: “ nevertheless he was the 
80ul， the Genius， and in reality the Dictator of the Republic." The Com 
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Cabet had writ‘en about his view a year before p ublication ofthe novel. In a 
n ote intended for CÎrculation among colleagues， he avowed that the “patriot 
party" should create a shadow government prepared to take dictaíorial power 
in case of revolution. Once the novel was publishcd， he was committed to the 
“ dictatorship" talk; and indeed in 1841， when 311 associate， Richard Lahautière， 
split with Cabet in the direction of a reIigio-mystic “communism" influellced 
by Pierre Leroux， Lahautière’s rival j ournal j ibed at Cabet’s “dictatorial 
role." But later in the 1840s Cabet， feeling the pressure of “I>ractical politics，" 
moved toward milder language. This gave risc to intcrnaI dissellsion il1 Lyolls， 
whcl'e the Icarial1 movemel1t reachcd a high pOÎnt ÎIl 1843-1844. The memoirs 
01' Sébasticl1 Commissai1'e that OI1C faction wanted to establish the 
Ica1'ian society “by violcnce，" while Cabet’s group “put all their hope in 
pacilïc propaganda." The former al"gued à la Buonarroti that a populace 
miscducated by this society could n ot be won by propaganda; hellce a 
revolution was necessalγ “to establish a dictatorship in  the interesís of the 
masses in place of a dictatorship in the interest of a smaU numbel'， a family， 01' a 
single person." No doubt these leftists cited lcar.41 

I‘he  sequel for Cabet will be seen io Chapter 8. 

5. δ10RRISON， AND YOUNG ENGELS 

To the left of Cabet， concern with the “transitional regime" problem was 
more general， and no doubt there was more talk of dicíatorship， as the solution 
or one  of the solutions， than 1 ‘lave been able to turn up. Théodore Dézamy­
wl1o，  by the way， was read with great intel'cst by the young Marx when he  was 
just starting to study comn1Ullist 따erature--split with Cabct 011 political 
grounds. In one  of his pl'opaganda p성mphlets， Dézamy praised unity， alld 
asked: 

But what is unity? How realize this principle? Hel'c a mass of dive1'gel1ces 
and disagreements arise. According to some， unity is the absolute 
concentration of aU the po1itical and social powers in the hallds of a 
single man，  a Monfll'ch; othcl's see iegitimate ullity ollly in fI rCIHlblicall 
dictatorship， either in the hands of a commÎttee o1'public safety， 01' in 
those of a national conventioll; some praise the excellencc of a thcocratic 
powc1'， o1'ganizcd hierarchically-‘’f Papism， for example. 

Dézamy vicwed the Saint-Simonians and the Cabctists as examples of the last 
type; but he himself did Ilot assume responsibility for the second. He 1'efen'ed 
hostilely to “ Robespierre’s pontifiεate， protected by the 1'lightful laws of 
Prairial.

，，
42 It would be useful i1' we had similal' surveys 01'‘ the scene by other 

participants. 
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But we must not give the impression that the word ‘dictatorship’ as such 
was linked only to Socialisms from A bove. As before， the term was versatile. I f  
the one-man  meallillg was uppel'most， t h e  consequel1ce was of  course a n  
a pproach t o  what sounds like the modern usage， though i t  was not. ßut if the 
llotioll of extralegal coerciofl-which we have already Cllcoulltcred-was UPPCI"­
most， then the word could tie up with really populal' movemcnts. 

Take J ames f얘orrisoll， whose Pioneer was one of the be잉t orgalls of Owenite 
cooperativism， militant trade-unionism， and profeminist agitation fol' womCll’s 
I"ights and equality-aU in the 1 830s. He was a mild socialist， cssentiaUy 
rcformist， and ÎncIil1ed to substitutc trade-unionism for revolutionary politics 
(which has  givcll him somcthing of a “ syndicalist" Imc). 111 a typical cditorial， 
Morrison strcsscd the nccd for a “general association ofthe pcople" to train 
thcm in conducting affairs. He contÎrmed: 

The  growing p아.ver and growing inteUigence of trades u nions， 、vhen
properly managed， wiU draw Înto its vortex aU the commercial intercsts 
of the country， and， in 80 doing， it will becomc， by its own self-acquircd 
importancc， a ínost Înf1uential， we might almost say dictaíorial part of  
the  body politic. When this h appens we have gaincd aU  that we want; 
we have gained universal suffrage . . . . 

and  hc looked forward to a government headcd by a Housc of Tradcs instead 43 of the House  of εommons.�J It should not be thought that Morrlson was a 
Jacobin 01' “ßIanquist" fire-eatcl'; unIikc Owen， with 까rl10m hc eventuaUy had 
to part ways， he  'was a thorough democrat. Wel!-educatcd， he  took ‘dictatorlal’ 
to mean possessed ofrulillg power beyolld the llormlllforms ofgovemmel1ι 

As fol' Marx and Engels in the years before 1848， use of the word ‘dictatorship’ 
was almost nOllexistent and，  in a couple of cascs where it shows u p  aftcr a 
fashion， n ot remotely favorable. O n c  occurrence was in :m a1'ticle written by 
Engels in 1 844， before he  had absorbed anything fi"om Marx and dUrÌng the 
short interval when hc  tcnded to echo Moscs Hess's anarchoid languagc. 
Instead of taking the space fo1' the whole passage， which has to be read to see 
what the a rticle is  saying， 1 cite only a few Hncs: 

Pu1'e monarchy provokes tcrror--(me thinks of  Oriental and Roman 
despotism. Pure aristocracy is no Icss frightening ... Democracy is  morc 
fearsomc th 
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Ideology-in a scction VCiγ likcly written by Engcta-but it is quite uncnlightcn­
ing: it occurs ÎI1 a passagc quotcd from somcone clsc.4S 

While， as wc havc sccn， the tcrm ‘dictatorship’ was ccrtainly around in thc 
thirties and forties， its almost complete nonuse by Marx or Engcls in this 
period contrasts with their 없tcntion to it aftcr 1 848. Something must 
have happencd . 



Something did happen-in France in 1848. It was the cstablishment of the 

first modern dictatorship， undcr Gcncral Eugènc Cavaignae. Bcfore taking 

this up， howevcr， a detaH should be filled in. 

ßy this time， the word ‘dictatorship’ itself was well known and unhesitatingly 

used. εahetists bad used it for some time; even more 80 had the communist 

and left-rεpubHcan dubs and secret societies. If furthel' evidence is needed， it 

is the fact that the pinkest socialist Íl1 France was willing to IIse it. 

1 .  EVEN LOUIS B L A N C  . . .  

Louis ßlanc h a s  gone dOWl1 in history a s  one o f  the mildest o f  social­

d emocrats， and above all a democratic sociaUst. In his tendency was 
among the fu었 to use that label. By 1848 he was famous for his brochure The 
Orgullizutioll ofLαhor and as a leader oftbc left wing ofthe Republican party. 

Revolutions have a habit of concretizhlg a question that previollsly appears 
to be one of fanciful themγ: the nature of tra1tSitiollα1 regimes， the provisional­
revolutionary goverl1ments of the day after the revolution. As we have seen， it 
is the question ofthe transitional regime that most insistently brings up the 
term ‘ dictatorship’. It did evel1 for Louis Blanc， who was a serious politici:m. 

T h e  question was raised for Blanc the govermnent’s decision in favor of 
early elections to the National Constituent Assembly， set fm' Ap따1 23， 1848. 
T h e  large majority of aU leftists， from any shade of pink to rcd， were for some 
postponement of the elections， to allow a little more time to cducate the people 

about the issues. After �lU， the very possibility ofbeing heard by the people had 
opened up only the day before yesterday: the mass of }leople， particularly the 
peasants and the provinces， were still blanketed by the antidemocratic propa­
ganda of royalists and pr'iests. 

ßlanc was for postponement of the elections. He tho‘ of it as meaning 

that the Provisional Government set itself up as a “ dictato뼈al authmity "-and 

45 
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he advocated this.  T h e  Provisional Government (he wrote Ìn a book ten years 
later) s h o u ld “ regard themselves llS dictlltors appointed by a revolution which 
had become i n evitable and which was u nder no obligatiol1 to seek the sanction 
of u n iversal sum'age u ntil after having accomplished all the good which the 
moment  required.，， 1 

His conclusions under the pressure of the situation 、vent beyond post­
ponement. What he really sought， we are told hy his biographer Leo Loubère， 
was “ ministerial power for himselfwithin a pliable， provisional dictatorship o f  
a com m ittee of public safety. ，，2 N o t  that Loubère denounces h i m  for this 
peccadil lo:  on the contrary， he  defends B1anc 011 the gl'ound of his “ loathillg o f  
terrorism." * 

011 Apl'iI 16， when Blanc met with the governing Council， he again argued 
for postponement of the national election: 

To the lIu merous raised h e  admitted he  wanted a dictator­
s h i p， albeit o n e  of progress， not  of reactiol1. He llverred that 110 one had 
more respect for popular than himself; what he  dreaded 
was its falsmclltion.� 

Blanc’S llttitud e  on was more exh‘eme than that of the leftist 
a nd workers’ c\ubs. T h e  B111nc a postponement 
of o n ly o n e  m o nth， but Blanc felt this was not  for the provinces to 
overc o m e  theil' m iseduclltion.5 insisted: the elections should b e  
defcrred “ to tÌle latest 써e dllte. ，，6 

Moreover， the 떠 that Blanc desired 
Jacobin traditio n :  he was vezγ de�H" that wlmtcd the 
over the cou ntrv. l!ives h i s  Doint o f  view: 

As În 1 793， the 
resolved by the 
p rogress. " 

、γeen rural urban FI‘ance must be 
c:jpitat bv the “ dictatorship o f  

T h e  enlightened Paris minority had tllε to speak and a c t  for a l l  Fral1ce. 
τ() objectors Blanc that “‘ the 、vhole of France coming to Paris， Paris is 
to the p rovinces wnat the sea is to the rivers which flow into it. Through Paris 
it =s France wh ich " and so on.7 \Vhat h e  emphasized was " the 
n u m el"ÏcaI superiority o f  the of the countryside ovcr the 
e nlightened o f  the cities，" a dilTerence due to a half-centmγ o f  milld­
dul l ing  state ““‘…·“‘.�‘ ，， 8 

* LOllbère is dcl"cnding B1anc against Maκx， who， hc says， was critical o f t11e “Iittle 
sll l ta n "  “ for not up a pcrsonal dictatol"ship."3 No' notc， no fact， i n  this  book 
pcppered with erudite I"cfcrcncc notcs. It is simply a falsi!iction. Onc gathcrs that i f  
Marx wantc d  h i m  t o  impose a persolllll 떠ctatorship， h c  was indecd a dcmocratic paladin 
in  wishi n g  thc “dictatorship a committ{�c pubHc ’ 
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Loubère concedes that ßlanc was here follO\ving a “ new direction，" namely， 
the rule of a minority. OU1" prototypical social-democrat was not advocating 
the dictatorship of the majority of  the people in any sense. T h e  Jacobin­
comm un ist perspective of  Educational was well to thc 
right of  Blanqui 01' in somcwhat aticnuated form. Eγen if it was 
called the “ d ictatorship of progress，" o r  if o n e  orated， with tl.J.e journaHst 
Taxile Delord， that “ the revolution of 1 848 wm govern the of  
liberty.，， 9 

T h e  ollly member o f the Provi�iollal G overnment w h o  w i t h  ßlanc o n  
this questi o n  was a únc the 
d ressing worker-member， wh‘’ had b ccn 
vast demonstration at the Tuileries the m:lsses of“ orkcrs who had 
toppled the wrote of that occasion that “ was with moist 
eyes that 1 inscribed these ‘ ’ the Ust of future 

10、dictato rs " -i.e.， thc list of Provisional On the other 
hand，  his fiercest in the gove‘ at whom he let 
찌y a wicl{j�d the ’S of wide 
o utset o f the “ at his he 
went to intoxicated with 
he WllS a lo n c. ，， 1 1  W e  잉ee was no l1ecd 
on the fact that both. the extrem e  extreme 
Government “drcamed least u，uUl;:ln‘ of 

elections since he w:mted to 
used the term 

뼈 
gover12menι he should not “ even thc o f  
dictatorship circumstllnces us to entcr UpOIl. ，， 1 2  

Thel'c was else around th.is 
right/left dichotomous line. Louis 잉 a  i}as:sa��e 때 않 
dcfending h imself the 때iJ，ε to es없blish bis 
“ dictatorial whcn the mass dcmonstration ofMareh 17 
gave him a chance to do 80; hc should power of the 
masses to overthrow γ • . .  1‘his h e  tells 
c a m e  from the book ，"，"，"H" 3""WJ ’UII 따 the “anarch싫’‘ Proudhon‘’ 
(We will meet this “ libertarian" α in the next chapter‘ but a t  ‘nomel얘 
we a re concemed with that other whited 

Blanc’s to ProlldhOI1 went this  'way: would h ave been În 
favol" of  taldn!:!: over the 2:0‘rermnent if  could have convinced himself that 
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s uch action would have “ saved the Republic " witho u t  “everything going u p  
i n  l1ames. "lJ In other wOl'ds， he would h ave obligingly made a revolution if it  
엉idn’t  disturb a nyone u n duly. ßllt  the fact that the discussÎon WllS about II 
d ictlltorial putsch did not seem 10 d istul'b eithel- the social-democrat or the 
llnarchist. 

얘'e now turn to what when this advocate o f  a dic!atorship was 
confron!ed by a real dicta to rship. 

2. τ H E  εA VAIGNA C  DICI‘ATORSHIP 

T h e  s ta tcment that Cav생ignac wielded the first modern dictatorship has to 
bc h edged with reservlltions， we will s ee， but i t  wm scrve 10 make “ distinction. 
T h e  word ‘ d ictatorship'  can be foun“ before 1848 i n  private and public loci， 
a n d  ll m o n g  the pllblic ones there llre hoth p l’ominent and obscure sources; but 
t here has as yet been 110 occurrence o f the term iη the political mainstremn. 
When Spencer o pi n ed that the word had taken a turn 3fter the !" ÏJ한 쩌'orid 

1 4  War，'�  h e  was u nd oubtedly the fact that something called a fascist 
d i ctators h i p  burst upon world consciollsness. Now in 1848， for the first time， 
we have a d ictato rship 3S iI weγe， made the headlines in E u rope ll lld 
A merÎCa. 

T h e  d ictatorship oj、General Cavaignac W3S the French bourgeoisie’s re­
sponse  to the greatest workers’ illsm-rection that had taken place u p  to that 
t ime: the rising of  the Pal"Ís classes of J u n e  23-26. Agitated stirrings 
a mong the workers were becoming serious J u n e  1 9， when the governmel1t 
establ is h ed by the Febru:1Iγ Revol u tion :mnounced the dissolution 
。f the Nation a l  A s  a malm-work (dresscd u p  a s  a “social­
istic" i m p lementatioll of Louis B1anc’s system o f '‘ Ol'glln ization o f Labor " )， 
t h e  Nati o n a l  Workshops stood betwecll some tens of thollsands ofworkers and 
starvlltion. On the morning o f  J u n e  22 thcre was 앙 demonstration o f  several 
h u n d red w‘’rkers before the seat of the Executive Commission， which wielded 
t h e  powers of govemment confer‘ ed by the Natiomd Assembly. 1‘h e  same dlly 
the govennnent  p ublished a decree giving ymmg “갱.ker딩 the option of enlisting 
in the a rmy 01' being d ismissed. Aro u n d  noon， Minister  0 1' 씨'ar Cavaignac put 
t h e  army i n  PllriS o n  a state of alert. There were scaUered demonstratiol1s and 
a mass m eeting i n  the evening. The insurrectioll brol，c out early the next day， 

J u n e  23， 、.vhen thousamls of demonstrating workers were challenged by 
troops. 

The leading gro u p  o f  Republica n deputies d ecided that the Executive 
Commission was i ncapable of h a n dling thc situation， looked 3fOllUd for a 
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Mal1 011 al1d fou nd him immediately in the 
who had shoWI1 he could the FI'el1ch military heel on ‘ia. General 

Louis  Eugène Cavaignac had come fro m  Algeria， to become minister of war， 

only 011 May 17. He wa앙 available. 
εavaignac was offered the dictators h ip b강ln’e thc insurrection broke o u t， 0 11  

thc 2 2 n d .  S o m e  historians the among others by 
Manl5-that the government ei짜er provoked 01' smoothed the way fOI' the 
cataclysm ÎI1 order to administcr a fatai blow to pressure on the 

regi me， which was becomil1g u l1bearable from 섭lC bourgcoisie’s standpoint. * 

T h ::!  slogan was “ Be that as i t  m ay， there is 110 q ucstion but  th없 

the leading Republicans， who had enough poUtical dout to down the 

Execu tive Commission， made 110 effort on J u n e  22 to head off an 

but Înstclld directed their encr!!Îes to Înstitutill!! the dictatorshiD that would 

crush i t  in blood. 
011 the that the Executivc 

“ action." 
o f  

leader and historian， relatcd that some 

enamored of traditions of the past，  believed ÎI 1  the of a뼈 
enel"getic to save the Repu blic， and felt 110 repuguancc in 

to a sword that was prompt to defend and to strike if need be.17 

O n e  of tbem up that ’s  issue of La and read to hi용 
coHeagues a by p u blisher-editor Girardin (the proto-Hearst) that was ’ 
goi n g  the rounds of the city. two govenHuent leaders ÎI1 

conversation :  

Short have to start 
Because we 뻐ow have o n e  way to 
s l ippillg fr’0111 our lumds. - 에lhat 
Cavaigll3c’s necessary. 

잉inlrdin had divined exactiy what were up to. The grou p  �issigned three 

* You can fe어 this standpoint in the wonls of a 1'n."ßCh historian， who exp없inOO that 
thegovemment forces ，써nte빼 “to defe빼 a threat영100 at i잉 base by anarch썼i 
doctrines， and to end the insupportable ，\’bich the perpetual insl!lyection 
ofthe l>ar합 \'\'0얘‘e영 made po앓ible over the 뼈ìtical life of the êountry." 160f the 
“ perperual " insl.ltTectÎol1S that the w’'Orkers had made， tllC last one had b월1 성Ie 
Febnl3ry revoIt 따lich into ojJice the VCiγ fo‘"CeS who were now 상lafing at the 
working classes’ influence over 뼈litical w퍼ch belonged exciusively to the boo1'­
geoisie， in theÌr view. The historian， WI퍼ng a c엉1tm')’ latel'， uses ‘dictatorship’ ，'Iith the 
same initation at 앉h없egal coercion which motiv싫ted 빠s brothers in 1848. 
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colleagues to feel o u t  Cavaigllac， w h o  immediately agreed provided he was 
givcn a free h u n d-no t  an u n reasoll able request from a p rospective dictator. 
A m o n a rchist  spokesman also assured Cavaignac of s u pport.19  

Ncxt  m orning: the illsurrection. The cannon wcrc boomil1g whcn good 
cit izcns awoke. On this J u n e  23 Caγaignac WlIS endowed by the Assembly 

with the u i1ificd m ilitary command of aU armed forces in Paris. In thc 
mornÎng， În a conversation with the president o f  the Assembly， Cavaignac 
insis ted on the prodamation of a state 0 1‘ siege.20 On the 24th， the dictatorship 
WllS rammed through the National Assembly， Î n  an intcrcsting scene. 

The Repu bl ican deputy Pascal a member o f the exccutive board 01' 
the social-dcmocratic organ La Réforme， made the proposal: “ Paris is  placed in 
a s tate 01' siegc; 311 powcrs are conccntrated in  the h:mds 01' General Cav띠gnac. " 

τ h e  Nièvre deputy Dupin i mmcdiatcly “The Assernbly does not 
intend to confer 11 d ictatorship;  it  does not intend to np its rights; it intends 
to thc cxecutive power‘ conceded the amending of 
“ powers " to “ execut ive powel's，" while thc assembled statesmen 、，vere a1rel1dy 
yell ing “ Voíe!  Votc ! " Larabit the of powers hut 
d eclarcd: “ oppose thc statc 0 1" siege; oppose the 
thc laws are s u ff‘i c i e n t  ... We do not have to the ìaw생 answcr， thc 
s tatesmen “ Votc! Vote! " Nachet took the tribunc: “ 1  rise to 

、vith all my 

Pa ris. " to the mernOlγ of 1 832 when the 
h a d  against t h c  establishmcnt o f  a state o f  sicge t h c  monarchists. At 
this point J u !es cabinet member :md cditor of Le Nαtiollal， sought to 

thc vote that the Însu rrection was 011 the o f  
the δtcl d c  Ville (a hc 

y Larabit to there Wl1S a as thc asscmbled 
d ef‘cnders of Law and 상el‘ rushed to ‘ him from occupying the 
trihll ne. Jn the tllm ult， the dedared a cllJtu!'ι “ \Vhat! " cried poor 

as he  the tribu nc， “ 50 o n c  dOCSI1’ have the ri영ht to exprcss his 
o p i n ions ! "  Not one man rose to a state of was necessary to 
dcfend the Hδtel de Villc whcn all power was already concentratcd i n  

T h e  state was yoícd “ a n  Îmmense majority " in an atmosphere 벼 
110떠igan i ntimidation， calculated to a1l but  thc Honhcarted fi'om 
stan d i ng u p  for the laws o f France. nft，‘:r the vote could 예eputy Germain 
Sarrut be heard to cxdaim: “ III the name of the mcmOlγ 01' 1 832， we p rotest 
against  thc s ta te o f  crics of “ Order!"  d rowned him o u t. There 

、vere conti n u ed cries of protest against the statc o f  example， b y  

d e p u ty Charlcs Lagrange. As LlIgrllllgc the president s uspcnded 

the sessÎon to s h llt  떠‘f. 21 

As a historian has said: " thc fear that the uppcr c!asses was likc that 
În nomc at  thc Învasion 01' the barbarians. 
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3. CAVAIGNAε AS PRELUDE 

Cavaignac’S operation i n  crushing the insurrcction is not our subject. There 
has been m u ch controversy about it; but ifwc givc Cavaignac thc bcncfit of all 

d o ubts， thcre is no doubt that his policy was to treat the rcvolt like a foreign 
foc， a p urely miHtary strategy. If he made 110 movc to prevent the buildil1g of 

massive barricades， it  was s o  that his own centralized operations could 
destroy it all equally massivcly-with a consequent maximum of slaughtcl' 

a n d  dcstruction. 
J u s t  as the scenario had called on J u n e  24 for a National Assembly show in 

which thc parliamciltarians had the dictatorship 011 a reluctant 
genera l-wh o  had for the show two days before-so too 00 June 26， 

the insu rrectiol1 o u t， the dictator came bcforc thc to 
strilce a republican posc and his dictatorial powers at their feet. There are 
still plenty of historical accouuts that cxhibit this charming 23 The 
truth was that εavaignac wanícd to be rcinvesícd with the 

that  is， t h e  state of siege and o f  a l10rmal a c t  of 
Assembly， without o n  thc of thc J u n e  24 o f  ，，，1<，，"'"，，， 

told them so 011 J u n e  26 when he came before the 

He w a s  confidení la hisiori때 relatesl that the would retain 
him in p o、，ver， b u t  he w:mtcd to receive a n ew yote of coni'idencc and to 
ehange the basis of h is authority， so that it would derive “not from 
the kind o f 디 the on J u u e  b u t  
mature 

On J u ne 28 this sccnario was aetcd out: the went 
motions of “ do、γn his powers，" the 
‘ of mature delibcration În to 

the 

had demanded that the state of siege was to síand .trlC'Anm ‘ and this was 
do ne‘’ 

For wceks thc “ of th e  sabcE‘ " 1‘ounded u p  thousands 
after the insurrcction had been therc were COl.lrts mal1131 
leaders; transportation without trial to overseas 
in thc arcas 
as thc ‘'ictorious soldatesca baited the defe따ed enemy: 

over. 

T h e  

four 0 1'  five hunðred o f  thc rcbcls 
b u t  more 상1311 three 

o f th e  Garde Mobilε and the 

to have peεished on the 
were massacl"ed by the 

army after the was 

dosed down all  woγkers’ c1ubs， sealed u p  cleven newspaper 
even Girardin IIntH 5， for he had committed 상le crime o f  
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tel l ing  the tl"uth for once; tìfty thous:md troops were concentrated around the 
Lcftists like Louis Blanc w h o  had p usi! lanimously supported the 

suppression of the insu rrectiofl were j a ilcd and houndcd i n to exile. 

While the good Repu blicans of the National Assembly had aIl"eady I"esolved 

to 었lUt down the Nation떠 Workshops in some diplomatic (i.e.， cowardly) 
fashion， Cavaignac showed what dictatorships are good for: he dissolved the 

whole institutioll with a wave of his saber. A whole serÎes of social refol"ms， 
inaugurated after the Revolution， led by the ten-ho u r  day， 、vcre
killed by the shiclded by thc good right ann o f  the Republican s:‘vior 
of Law a n d  Order. In and government through a n umber 
01" laws which undercu t  the freedoms and assembly won in 
February by the samc working-cIαss fighters who had j u s t  been cut down by 
the beneficiaries. this still， no OIlC had explail1cd why a state of siege 
was necessary; but this timc perha ps it wns thc q u estion that was unneces-
sarv 2 6  

To d o  j us tice to it must  be madc clear that he had 110 iníention 
of exercising a d ictatorship. A pcrmanent dictatorship WlIS a 
contradiction În a nyway， fOl' a nyonc who still fel t  thc link with the 
Rom:m dictatura. εavaignac somctimcs used ‘dictatorship’ to stand for the 

only， 01' at !east hc sounded that way. 찌'hcll Bastide 
him to assume full dictatorial powcrs :md use them to stdke against the 

rcactioil on the rig!tt， the gencral rcmembered that he had principles. “ It’s a 
coup d ’état that yOI1 ask! " he exclaimed. “ d ictatorship! You shouldn’i 
d ream of it. ，，27 

Ju ly， whcn some depu ties wcre getting u n easy especially about the 
conti ll ued s uppression 01" the press， Cavaignac conccded that “ the state of 
siege is in fact a terrib!e weapOi1 in thε hallds of thc power that wiclds i t，" but 
pleaded the “ γectiturle of my i n tcntions." (The Babou、rist advocates o f  dictator“ 

had l ikewise argued that the dictator’s “ vil-tue" 、vas the shield of Iíberty.) 
T h e  Assembly agrecd to Cav:‘ ’s  insistence on indefinite mainfcna nce of 
the s tate o f  s iege. Victol' a dcputy， protested against it and hinted that 

sought d ictatol'shìp (mcaning， pres u mably，permanεnt dictatorship). 
T h e  general d enied that he had relllly wic1dcd a dictatorship-for 
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law of pllblic safety，" a mild cOllnterpart of the Terror. Instead of proscribing 
men， he proscribed ideas， political idcas . .29 Y ct the Assembly voted to 
maintain the state of siege even while debating the εol1stitution. When the 
s tate of siege actually ended on October 19， it is likcIy that Cavaignac yicldcd 
to pressu re. To do him j ustice again， he was not l"eaUy the stuff real dicíators 
a re made of; his rigidity was brittle. 

Another way of d oing j ustice to εavaignac is to make c1ear that he conceived 
ofhis extended powers as police power， not legislative power. He did not in 
fact try to decree any new laws. l n  this he continued the tradition of tile 
Roman dictatura. 

We see， then， why serious qualifications have to be attached to the claim 
that Cavaignac’s was the fll'st modern dictatorship. It would be better to say， 
perhaps，  that it 、vas the to the modern histmγ of  dictatorship. It madc 
dictatorship a institution， e、'en if it wa징 as different from ‘?vhat 
dictatorships werc going to become as it iíself was from the Roman variety. It 
p rovided the basis， first， for the state-of-siege provision into the French 
Constitution of November 4， 1 848， as Artide 1 06， which in tum spawned the 
law of August  9 ， 1 849， stiU in force in the twentÌeth century as 뼈le funrlamental 
law of “constitutional dictatorship" in France.30 It provided the model， l1ext， 
fm' the martial-Iaw instÏtutions established in Bedin and Vienna later in the 
year. And  it c1eared the way for Bonaparte’s dictatorship， which had a 
diffel'ent label altogether. 

In his last year of  referred to  “d ictatorship" as the Bismarck 
government’s likely response to continued victories by the Social-Democratic 
movement within tbe legal framework. Gentlemen! advised you l1/11stface 
the music: “breach ofthe constitution， dictatorshψ， retum to absolutism . .  " 1，，31 
Politically this was a point he had made before: it is beíter if the nding cIass 
makes the first m ove to b reak through this legalUy which is kiUing it. Termin­
ologicaI ‘y Engels was thinking ofthe I."ecourse to dictatorship against revolution 
that had been εavaignac’s contribunon to history. 

4. WEITLING AND D IεTATORSHIP 

For a nother leftist who openly advocated a dictatorship in  1 848 we go to  
Germany， to mcet Wilhelm WeitHng again. 빠'c have already seen that his 
frank proposal of a messianic dictatorship wa없s his regu따l“lar stoc야k‘←.-inπ1.νν←-’-떼’ 
co이11씨l재jur때mκct“때‘ural aberratioll.32 011 the outbreak ofthe 1 848 revolution， Weitling， 
who had b een living in the United States sincc the end of 1 846， ‘lied himself to 
Berlin， where he made ullsuccessfui attempts to establish a papel'. In the last 
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week of J u n e ，  he turned up in Cologne， where Marx’s Neuc RlzeinÎsche ZeitulIg 
group was the leading force on the left. 

에1eeting Hermann Becker， he sought  permission to address the Democratic 
Association in order to explain his system of ideas. Becker informcd him that 
no pennissiol1 was necessarγ; the speakers’ platform was freely open to all. 

Still I Becker relatedl 1 introduced him to Execlltive mcmbcrs， a n d  o n  
J u n e  30 Icrror for J u ly 211 he explaincd h i s  views. Ncar t h e  meeting hall 
thc Association had a sort of writing room; ilcrc Marx sought me out  
a n d  askcd: “ Do n’t we have cnough oUhis Gottschalk-type nonsense， d o  
y o u  h ave to bring 、:Veitling u p  to

-
O?，，33 

Weitling’s particular brand of n onscnsc o n  this occasion indudcd a call for a 
dictatorship: hc argued that thc vital task of thc revolution was thc establish­
ment of  a dictatorial Provisional Govcrnment consisting of  a Iimited number 
of  “ very kccn peoplc.，， 34 Marx at  first announced he would 1'cply; then 
ch anged his mind，  postponcd thc answer， Icft thc haJI， alld avoided a pcrsonal 
discussioll with Wcitling. He gavc his response at thc August 4 meeting. 

T h e  only report we h ave ofMarx’s spcech comcs not from his own paper 
b u t  1'rom the modcrate-Dcmocratic organ in Colognc， Der Wacllter am Rhein， i n  
al1 obviously skimpy a n d  unrcliable acco u n t. T h e  clcarest thillg about i t  is  

that Marx dircctly con“‘ontcd Weitling’'s proposal for a dictatorship and r，여ectcd 
it. As we will scc， therc werc dictato1'ships 없d dictatorships， for Marx as 1'01' 
o th ers， b u t  the1'e was no mistaking the naturc of Weitling’s dictatorial 
a mbitions. Marx’s “ pithy and fairly long speech " apparcntly focuscd on the 
rclation of social and political development to re、'olution “ 011 the grounds 01' 
thc historical developmcnt of the revolutions that  havc takel1 place during thc 
last fcw ccnturies. " (Truly a fit subj ect for a pithy speech!) 

As for the dictatorship proposcd by WcitIing as the most dcsil'able 
constitu tion a l  form， Marx holds it on similar grou nds to bc impractical 
2nd quitc impossiblc， s ince p OWCI' cannot be cstab!ishcd from a single 
c1ass; the desirc to canγ through a systcm involving a single hcad În the 
dictatorship deserves to be called nonsensc. On the contrary， the 
govern mcntal powcr， likc the P 1'ovisional Govcrnmcnt of  Paris， must bc 
composcd of thc most hcterogencous elcmcnts， which then th 

씨!ha t  this I'cncctcd， in a mixed-up fashìon， was Marx’s view， rciteratcd in his 
paper a t  this timc， that  political powe1' in  Germany should bc takcn by the 
coalition of rcvolutionary c1asses called the Democl'acy (petty-bourgcoisie 
a n d  peasant1'y Icd by the prolctariat).36 、Nha t Marx was actually writing 
a b o u t  d ictatorship in this connection will bc the subj cct of the next chaptcr. 

About  a year later， Weitlillg returncd to New York， where hc published the 
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weekly Republik der Arbeiter (1 850-1 855) and ran the “ Co m m u n ia " colony i n  
I o w a  as absentee dictator. As dissensio n  shook t h e  colony， Weitling took over 
complete dictatorial control in line with his principled commitment to “ the 
necessity of complete submission to the single， higher will. ，，37 얘lhen the 
Prussian government executed its írial o f  the Cologne Commul1ists 
(October-November 1852) 에'ei‘!ing's paper retailed slanders about the Com­
m u n ists o n  trial， and M a rx was p rivately infuriated. Sending a clipping from 
Weitling’s organ to E n gels， Marx added:  “ you see  the veno m  o f this king of the 

tailors a nd dictaíor of the ‘Communia’ colony oveγ the Cologne Communist 
írial a n d  the party of Marx & C o . "  38 T h e  “ of t h e  tailors " w a s  J o h n  o f  

Ley d e n ，  t h e  dictator o f  t h e  famous A nabaptist community o f  Minister. 

To wind up the case of Weitling， we can add the information that he was 

b roadm inded enough to advocate dictatorship by a “single， higher wiH" other 

than his  own， namely， that o f  Napoleon “ hcir of Louis Blanc." Bonaparte， 

hc thoug h t， could provide a solid fou n dation for “ cornrnl.lnÎs m "  in five years; 

a n d  even after his hero dOl1ned the i mperial crown， he chmg to the hope that 

the Empire would prepare the road for com munism， for did not the Emperor 
have the workers’ interesís at heart? Above all， he  chortled over BOllaparte’s 
desíl"uction o f parliamentarism a n d  ‘' the h umbug o fdemocracy"-for “ It will 

be easier， by revolution， to  get rid of one tyrant than n ille lumdred " (that is， 
Il i n e  h u nd red parIiamcntary “ talkers"). This cIever n onscnse h as heen 
standard a m o n g  “ revolutionary " cretills for a very long time. “ As latc as 
March， 1 855，" relates his biographer， Weitling “ still hoped for a new European 
revol utioll led by a dictator w h o  would abolish private property . . • a n d  
transform his  regime into a popular govemment . • . .  " 39 

T h i s  type of socialism never had to b e  repressed by the bad capitalists: i t  

obligi n gly c u t  its own throat. 

5. B A K U N I N  A N D  D I CTATORSHIP I N  1848 

Of the advocates of dictatorship 00 the left， o n e  of the most virulent cases 

was Michaei Bakunin. To be Sl.Ire， the myth of Bakunin’s ‘'libertarian " 

yearn i n g  for Freedom still marches across acres of paper， but  let u s  leave it 

aside a n d  confine o urselves to facts. I n  the period with which we are presently 

concerned， Bakullin was not yet an a narchist-he donllcd that ideolo밍cal 

costu m e  in time for his takeover d rive in the lnternationai almost two decades 

later. I n  1 848 Bakunin was a revol u tionary Pan-Slavist agitator with a n  

amorphously a ntibou rgeois set o f  ideas. 

Laíer he was going to lay o u t  his plan for an anarchist “ secret dictatorship， " 
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centralized in the hands of one all-powel"ful dictafor， in considerable detail. 
But  most of what we Imow about the stage he had reached in 1 848 comes from 
one ofthe most interesting documents he penned. 

This  is  the long “ Confesssion" written by Bakunin at the czar's behest， i n  
the Peter-and-Paul  Fortress i n  1 851 .  When its text was first published in 1 921 
(after excerpts i n  1 9 1 9)， aHention was fixed on a secondary aspect: the tone of  
belly-crawling before the czar that permeated this production by our hero. 
This reaction was understandable: many a Russian revoiutionary had smunchly 
held up in czadst prisons under conditions of suffedng such as Bakunin was 
Ilot subj ected to， and did not break. Of course， this cringing tone was assumed， 
but it is well estabHshed that the idea-content of the “ Confession " was by and 
large a reliable statement of  views and as accurate an account of events as 40 Ba잉k‘un띠l나ÎI피n 、wo어u띠]나l서d have 、w‘v씨1I끼l 
to h is pr‘‘'eanarch피lis았t perio(뼈d me않ans little， since his laier anarchism was largcly 
an  ideologicaI superstructure added to h is long-held conception ofrevolution. 

Bakunin’s views on dictatorship were set forth mainly in two passages of the 
“ COl lfession." τhe tìrst gave his thinking about a I"evolution in Russia. H 
explained that he rejected a “parliamentary republic，" “ representative rule， 
constitll tional forms，" etc. 

1 thought that in Russia more than anywhere else a strong dictatorial 
govcl'nment that would be exclusively concerned with ele、lating and 
educating the popular masses would be necess3I‘y; a government free in 
the d i l'ection it takes and in its spirit， but without parliament31γ forms; 
with the printing of books free in content but without the freedom of  
p ri n ti n g  . . ‘ 

This elocutionary invocation of Freedom to mask the repression of “ printin당 ” 
was a maiden effm1; he got beífer at it. 

1 told myself that the who’e dilTerence between such a dictatorship and 
a monarchical government would consist in this， that the former， 
becallse of the spirit in which it is established， must strive to make its 
existence unnecessary as SOOI1 as possible . . . ， What there wOllld be after 
the dictatorship 1 did not Imow， al1d 1 thought that no ol1e cOllld 1l0W 
foresee this. Am. who would be thc dlctator?'“ 

He protested that he had no personal ambition. He may velγ well have 
believed it at the moment， s ince fantasists Iike Balmnin cannot easily be 
d i shoncst-they are too ready to believe their OWIl tales. Anyway， in this 
document hc had another dictator to propose: the czar. Througholl t  his life he 
appealed to onc or another despot to impose the revolution from above; in the 
“ Confession " he appealed to Nicholas 1 to pllt himself at the ‘lead of a 
revolutiouary Pan-Slav movement， unde�. the “ Russi써1 eaglc" and “against 
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the h ated Germans，" a s  the " savior’‘ of Europe. (The czar wrote “ no ，  thank 
you " i n the margi n

l2 o u "  in the margin.) 
In another section Bakunin described his plan for the 1848 revolution in  

Bohemia. Bakunin was  one of the delegates to the  Slav Congress i n  Prague 
when， on the Iast day， June  12， an  uprising broi<e out in  the city， lasting unm 
June 1 6- 17. His  “Confession " explained his contribution: “1  advised the 
students and other participants to overthrow the Rathaus (provisional govern­
ment i n  the town ha ll ] ，  which was canγing on secret talks with Prince 
Windischgrätz， and to put in its place a military committee with dictatorial 
powers." The  �;)surrection was defeated before his advice could be carried 
o u t.43 He had a vast plan for the Bohemian revolution: 

The re、rolutionary government with u nlimited dictatorial power must 
sit i n  Prague • . . .  AII clubs and j ournals， all manifestations of  garrulous 
anarchy will also be destroyed， and all will be subjugated to a single 
dictatoriaI a uthority. 

Th e revolution would be organized by thl"ee secret societies， unknown to each 
other， each with “ a  strict hierarchy and unconditional discipline，" composed 
of a small n u mber comprising “ all the talcnted， !earned， energetic， and 
influential people. " These， “ obeying centraI directions， would in theil" turn 
3ct invisibly， as it wel"e， on the Cl"owd. " 

Here we have Bakunin s’main new hvist on the theory of  dictatorship: the 
scheme for a leadership of Invisible D ictators， here worked out  only in  
embryo. The top Iinkage would be  made by a secret committee o fBai<unin 
plus two or four  others. Comes the revolutimμ this AppaNlt would not be 
disbanded but would expand to 1m the “ positions in  the revolutionary hierarchy. " 
Bai<unin  himself would begin being its “ secret leadel"": “ all the main 
threads of the movement would have been concentrated i n  my ‘la n d s  • . •  "44 

The roots of this conception in Jacobi n-communist conspiratorialism are 
evident; but it is on the way to becoming a mephitic thing of its own bl"and. 
The  account  ofBakunin’s themγ of dictatorship wiU be continued in Chapter 7. 



l THE memo짧HIP 
DEMOCRAεY: 1848 

To u ndcrstand what happcncd in 1 848， wc havc to Icarn a diffcrcnt 
vocabulary. 、Vc arc accustomcd to the  counterposition “dictatorship versus 
d emocracy， " which has been dinned into readers in thc twentieth centmγ. ln 
1 848， for goo<l 01" iII， d ictatorship was often thought of  as an accompalliment or 
(lspect ofdemocracy. 

1 .  T H E  εASE O F  P R O U D H O N  

Certain ly ‘dictatorship’ ‘vas n o t  t h c  wor<l that commonly camc to min<l to 
d cscribe a bsolutc authority. There is  a piquant way of iIIustrating this. 

T h e  Fre n c h mall 01' 1848 who most avidly thirstcd for absolute authority was 
P.J. Pro u d hon， thc mythical “ libcrtarian." Elsewhcrc 1 have filled an article 
with d‘’zens 01' passages from his l1oíebooks of thc revolutionary pcriod， in 
w h i c h  hc repcatcdly cxpresscd， somctimes in pathological l:mguage， his 
craving for mastership over organizcd society.‘ The word ‘master’ was onc 
that hc liked: Francc l1eeds a “mastcr"; we will b e  “absolute masters，" comes 
thc revolution; and 50 011. He proclaimcd himse!f the “guide， master， and 
leadcr" of thc peoplc; the future Director of all socia! powcr; “bcyond criticism，" 
a n d  more o f the same. 1 nccd not this sad stuff hcrc， but one passage 
ticd up c10scly with the rcal d ictatorship of whî'‘h WllS bascd on the use 
of the statc of siege. This WllS a ilote which hc j otted down to threllten 
“ rcprisals" when lze gδt i nto powcr: 

From you I th e  w e  havc inhcrited t h e  state o f sicge， Wllr 
councils， thc High Court， the Septcmber law [llg:linst ih.'C pl‘cssj restorαi 
and strengthened， arrcsts， llrrest， convict ships 
and transportatioll: wc havc only thc ‘!Iold to set Up.2 

\Ve scc he was very a bouf the 
Libcrtarian grip Oll society. 

58 

mcchanism to impose his 
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Now this same Proudhon was， at the same time， verγ consistent in repudiating 
the word ‘ dictatorship’ even as he spelled O l.l t  his yearning for mastership over 
the new social order. 씨'l1at  then did ‘dictatorsl1ip’ connote to him? In case 
after case， it was Iinked in h is mind to e.;'Ctreme democracy. (This was bad because 
democratic authority was the worst kind of authoriíy.) For example: 

• He jotted down a note for himself-“Protest against the theorγ of the 
omnipotence ofmajorities， which is a form of d ictatorship.，，3 But when he wrote 
down， “1 have been， 1 still am the invisible DirectOI' of society，，，4 this had 
nothing to do witl1 dictatorial aspirations-in his own vocabulary. 

• .He more than once denounced the “ dictatorship of the democratic party" 
and  the “ d ictatorship of L. Blanc and Ledru-Rollin"--citing  no fact 01' 

complaint. But when he exulted， “ 1  am right and have a will stronger than all 
ofyou ! "  etc.， this was 1101 dictatorial.5 

• Right after the Februarγ Revolution， with political life wide open， he  
already announced tl1at “a  provisional dictatorship is being established"-by 
the D emocracy， naturally. But in the same pages he deplored the ove，-tl1row of 
the type of d ictator called a monarch， in the name of Liberty， of course.6 

". He denounced the republican government for “usurpation of powers . ， .  
d ictatorship." A t  the same time h e  confided to his notebook that “La Rêvolu­
tion ，  c'est moi!" in delibenlte echo of the most extreme absolutist c1aim ever 
made.7 

The  word ‘ dictatorship’ came to his  pen in pejorative contexts just as the 
vocabulary of democracy d id. In his peculiar way Proudhon illustrated the 
fact that În h is thinking ‘dictatorship’ and ‘democracy’ 、vere not opposites but 
cognates. 

까'e will see that this peculiarity was not Proudhonian， especially 、vhen we 
review the writings of Fnmçois Guizot， Juan Donoso Cortés， and Lorenz von 
Stein in 1 850， in the next chapter. But at this point we are s till in  1848， when 
taU‘ is plentiful not only abol.lt “democracy" but especially about “the DemocraC)’1. " 

2. TOWARD THE RULE O F  THE DEMOεRACY 

In the political language of 1848， the Democracy meant  the movement of The 
People for the democratizatÎon of political power. On  its liberal side， the 
Democracy stood for the of a Ulli、rersal suffrage， the 
basic freedoms of speech， press， assembly， etc. 00 its soci없 side， i t  demanded 
social reforms to ameliorate the condition of the mas징 of ，\'orl{Îllgpeople. This 
was the wing ofthe aiming for social d ← → 8 

1 847 El1gels had adopted a political 
revolution in Germany as first 잃 the 
thc prolctarian l"evolutiol1 to the lop of  the social 
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Democracy was a c1ass coalition: an al‘iance of proletariat， petty-bourgeoisie， 
and small peasantry under the leadership of the first-named c1ass. In his draft 
for the Commullist Manifesto (called Pril1Cψles ofCommllllism) he offercd a 
transitional program for the government of the Dcmocracy in powcr. Marx， it 
sccms， did n ot cmbracc this vicw until thc outbrcak of thc rcvolution itsclfj thc 
Mal1 ifesto， for cxamplc， plainly did not acccpt it.9 

From March 1848 on， Marx applied， as encrgetically as Engels， thc political 
Iinc tl1at followcd from this vicw of thc I.cvolution: on onc sidc of‘thc barricadcs， 
as it wcrc， was thc c1ass alliancc callcd thc Dcmocracy (thc three working 
c1asscs)j on thc other side， thc cconomically dominant c1ass of thc bourgcoisic 
plus thc statc power held by thc Crown-burcaucracy-army-nobility com­
prising the ruling class. At thc samc timc (and herc wc come to :1 problcm that 
Marx d id not straightcn out in his own mind until thc I:lst stagc ofthc rcvolution 
al1d his OWI1 policy)， Marx carly cxpcctcd that therc was still enough of a 
rcvolutionary-progrcssive drivc in thc bourgcoisic to cnablc it to takc thc Icad 
in cstablishing a bourgcois-democratic cOl1stitutional rcgimc supported by 
the Dcmocracy. He not only cxpcctcd this to hllppen， but ‘ookcd fonvard to 
thc ncxt stcp În the pattern 01' PCrmlll1Cnt Rcvolution:  thc continucd shift of 
powcr to thc Icft， aml the estllblishment of.thc rulc 01' the Dcmocracy itsclf in II 
transitional rcgimc. This in turn would lay the basis for another transitiol1 to 
the left: prolctarillll ascend:l l1cy， thc dominallcc of the urblll1 workers in the 

10 I'cgime ofthe Democfacy. 

Th us fol' Marx， llS lor thc cntirc Icft 01' 1848 in diffcl'cnt ways， thc dynamic of 
thc rcvolutiol1 ccntcred lll'ound the hasic goal， which was thc victOlγ of thc 
Democracy， thc ascendancy 01' thc Dcmocracy， thc dominllnce of the 
Democracy， ol'-

To use anothcr exprcssion rcprcscntativc of thc timc， thc dictatoJ's/iψ of the 
Dcmocrllcy. 

The rcaders of Marx’s Ncue Rheillische Zeitung il1 Colognc llnd thc Rhineland 
and  indeed clsewhere in Gcrmany had 110 dilIiclllty in undcrstllnding this 
Ill nguagc--cven thosc who had to havc the 31'떼clcS I'cad alolld În the pothouses 
01' cotTcc houses. lt is 、γc， hcads stulTcd with a later vocabulary， who hllve to 
gl.asp what cveryonc Imew thcn.* 

* Yct， as prcviously mcntioned， cvcn today what is virtually thc samc conccption is 
p u t  forward u ndcr SOIllC circ u lIlstanccs. For cxam plc， an articlc by thc cssayist Gorc 
V i d a l ，  w h o  is sophisticatcd in political mattcrs， argucd i n  thc ycar 1981 that thc 
Alllcrican prcsidcnt is II dictator opcrating through exccutivc dccrces. Vidal Illadc no 
clTort 10 cxplai n  his usc of thc tcrm， cvidcntly assuming that thc readcr would 
u nd crstand.1I In  1931 a Fabian tract by Sidncy Wcbb discusscd the fact that ‘“‘in c마찌l1ect a 
Pllr’rη.ty Dictator잉lip" h“띠a<띠‘d bcen sct up by the 、v’ic‘ctory of tl띠hc “Nat디ional GOVCi‘fll끼nmcn띠t" ÍI띠 n 1 
thc clcction by a great majority. 12 In ncithcr casc d id the train of thought cntail the 
chllrgc that dClllocratic institutions had bccn violatcdj thc “ d ictatorship" was apparcntly 
csta b l ishcd by thc excrtion of po“'cr through normal forllls. 1 think this usagc is fairly 
frequcnt today， but it is not admittcd into formal political 3nalysis. 
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3. W H A  T MARX PROPOSED 

The first “ dictatorship" that Marx advocated was not that of the proletariat. 
It was  the dictatorship o f the Democracy. This idea (not the term) was pllt 
forward throllghout the Iife o fhis New Rlzeinisclze ZeitulIg. 

The basis for this political l ine was explained in  the first issue o f  the NRZ by 
Engels， as he advocated the basic d emand of the Democracy: a constitlltion 
based on poplllar sovereignty. 

The  first ad of the National Assembly should be to prociaim this 
sovereignty of the German people loudly and publicly. 

Its second act should be to work out  the German constitution on the 
basis o fpopular sovereignty， and to eliminate from the actually existing 
state of affairs in Germany everything that contradicts the principle o f  
popular sovereignty. 

D uring its whole session， it should take the necess:uγ measures to 
thwart all the attempts of the reaction， to maintain  the revolutionalγ 
ground 011 which i t  stands， to safeguard the achievement o f the revol­
ution， popular sovereignty， from all attacks.14 

While the NRZ’s prescription for Germany w:ls popular sovereignty， 
the government  that had j ust issued from the revolu tion， tlIe Camphausen 
ministry， wanted only an  agreement with the Crown that would give the 
National  Assembly some l imited rights. Prime Ministm" Camphausen’s l ine 
was that nothing u nusual had taken place， least o f  aU a revolution; that 
‘business as usual ’  was the ticket. And this attitude is what he counterposed 
to ‘dictatorship’， in a speech on May 30. And 50 it happens that the first 
mention of ‘di ctatorship’ in the NRZwas not by Marx but by Camphausen. 
Let us  see what Marx reported. 

The  government， declared the prime minister， refused to “ interpret the 
situation ' "  as  if the whole governmental system of our state had heen 
overturned， as  i f  everything h itherto existing had lost its Iegitimacy， as if all 
conditions h ad to be re-established anew j uridically." Therefore， he explained， 
the government resisted demands fOl" any grea‘er change， “especially to 
change the system of indirect voting to direct voting." It is preciselj’ this tlm! 
Camphause1l then cowzterposed to dictatorship: “ The  government d id not yield on 
this. T h e  government has not  exercised any dictatorship; i t  could not exercise 
a ny， it d id  not want to. The electoral law has been applied i i1 actual fact j ust as 
it stanðs juridically. " 14 

Camphausen’s view of  what  would c 
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to d iscuss， not dictatorship， but revolutionalγ legality. Marx’s subsequent 
references to ‘dictatorship’ in the NRZ were completely within the framework 
established by tlze prÎme minister and， naturεUy， taken up by the general press. 

A few days later， this was followcd u p  by an article urging a radical program 
of democratization:  

A Constitucnt National Asscmbly must abovc al l  be an active， revol­
utionary-active assembly. Thc Assembly Ìn Franlâurt is doing parlia­
mcntary school cxerCÎses and lets the govemments lof thc German 
sta tes l do the acting. Granted tllat this leamed council succceds aftcr 
thc maturcst dcliberation in  working out the bcst agcnda and the best 
constitution :  what is the usc of thc  bcst agenda and the bcst constitution 
if  thc govcrnments mcanwhilc havc placcd bayoncts on thc agenda?15 

Thc  National Asscmbly had to act “ dictatorially" i n  order to makc democracy 
possiblc: 

lt only needcd to dictatorially opposc thc reactionary cncroachmcnts of  
thc  outlivcd govcmmcnts and it  would havc won  over thc  POWC1" of 
public opinion against which all bayoncts and riflc b utts would have 
shattcred.16  

But  for Camphausen， who insistcd o n  maintaining the j uridical fiction that 
no  rcvolution had takcn place and thc lcgal thrcad rcmaincd unbroken， any 
del1locratic proposal brought up visions ofthc gllillotine at work He argucd that 
thc asscmbly m ust not  act as i f “ we are o n  thc thrcshold of  conditions such as 
wc know from thc history of the English Rcvollltion in  thc 17th and thc French 
Revolution  in thc 18th ccntury， conditions whosc outcomc is that powcr 
passcs into thc hands of a d띠ic야ta따to이r." ln the NRZ Engc]s quotcd this and 
rcplied : “ Hcnce thc Bcrlin rcvolution lof March 181  is not allowcd to be a 
rcvollltion sincc otherwise it would be obligcd to engcndcr a Cromwell 01' 

N apolcol1 ，  against which Hcrr Camphauscn protcsts." 17 

But  thc argument was not over a “ Cromwell or  Napoleon，" that is， ovcr a 
turn to “ Cacsarism." One-man d ictatorship was the pcjorativc side of’dictator­
ship ’， in Marx’s papcr as cIscwhcre.* Toward thc end of JlIne Cavaignac’s 
d ictatorship Ìn Paris gavc the tcrm ncw notoricty， in a contcxt quite diflercnt 
from Camphauscn’s. But thc Camphausen mcanillg still ovcrshadowcd thc 
Gcrman situation，  as wc find in  July in  an articlc by Engels o n  Minister 
Kühlwctter. 

In this article Engels atlacked thc minister's claim that the “ separation of  

* In  thc NRZ， the mayor ofTrier， a king’s man named Sebaldt， was called the 
“dictator ofTlier" in passing; and thc French right-'\'，ing republican Man� was 
atlacked for Alleinlterrschaft (one-man rul망 and “dict'ltorshTp" ôn a single page.18 In 
addition there were refcrences to Cavaignac’s (one-man) dictatorship. 
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powers " must be assumed to exist even though no constitution existed. 
Kiih lweUer meant the autonomy of the executive in respect to tl1e legislative 
power， that is， the uncontrollability of the executive by the people. Here is 
Engels' rebuttal: 

On  the contrary: the revolutionary provisional situation exists precisely 
in the [act tl1at  the separation of powers is provisionally abolis!zed， that a t  
the moment either the legislative authority usurps the executive power 
or eIse the executive authority usurps the legislative power. It makes 
no dilTerence whether the revolutionary dictatorship (it is a dictatorship， 
however slackly it is exercised) is in the hands of the Crown or an 
assembly or the two together. I f Herr Kühlwetter wants _examples of alI 
three cases， French history since 1789 olTers a n umber. 19 

This  p assage shows， with the c1arity of a textbook example， why the term 
‘dictatorship’ could be used at the time in both a commendatorγ and con­
demna tory context. The old legality and its norms were no more; some power 
had to take over in the transitional exigency， whether in the name of advancing 
to democracy or of returning to absolutism; and such an emergency assumption 
of power was a ‘dictatorship’-however “slackly" or energeticaUy it  was 
exercised. If the Frankfurt talkshop that called itself the Nationa l  Assembly 
had screwed up its courage to assert its own legitimacy， the legitimacy o f  
popular sovereignty， against the Crown， i t  would h ave been exercising the 
‘dictatorship of the Assembly' until a new constitutional regime was instituted， 
consolidated， and normaJized. 

Edito r  Marx and  leader writer Engels were going to be disappointed and 
d isil lusioned， for the political representatives of the German bourgeoisie 
proved to be capable only of elocution， u nwilling to enforce energetic coercive 
act ion in defense of their political rights against the absolutist Crown. 

After a couple more months of this， Marx published an impOl'tan t  series of  
articles caIled “ The Crisis and  the  Cou n terrevolu tion." The  thkd article o f  
the series， on  September 1 4， made the point: 

“ Constitutional principle! "  But i t  is precisely the gentlemen who 
want to save the constitutional  principle at all costs who must ñrst see 
that in  a provisional setup it is to be saved only by  energy. 

Energy-energetic action-meant bold coercive action， not  simply “ empty 
talk" a n d  the pretense that a cons 
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dreams， the defeated party strengthened its positions in the bureaucracy 
and  in the army-indeed here and there even ventured on open struggle. 

Marx a rgued that there could not indefinitely coexist the dual powers of the 
Assembly and of the absolutist state power; continued coexistence could only 
lead to an irreconcilable c1ash， which had to be prepared for. Marx went on:  

In any 110l1C0l1stitutiol1al setup {i.e.， whcre 1 10 cOl1stitution exists]， i t  
is not this or  that principle that is decisive， but only the salut public， the 
public welfare. The cabinet could avoid a clash between the Assembly 
and  the Crown o nly by recognizing the public welfare as the sole 
principle， even at the risk of itself coming Înto collision with the CroWIl. 
But it prefel'red to remain “possibilist" in Potsdam. Against the 
Denwcracy it l1ever hesitated to employ measures of public welfare 
(mesures de salut pllbliψ， dictatorial measures. Or what  else was the 
application of the old laws to political crimes， even whell Herr Märker 
[minister of  j u stice] had already recogllized that these articles of the 
Prussiall Code had to be abrogated? What  else were the wholesale 
arrests ill a1l parts of the kingdom? 

But agaillst the counterrevolutiol1 the cabillet took good care not to 
i ll tervene on public-welfare grounds!  

And it was precisely out of this haIl:'heartcdncss of the cabinet in face 
of the counterrevolution that was daily bccoming more mcnacing that 
there arose the necessity for the AssembJy itselfto dictate measures of 
public welfare.20 

There was no question here of proposÎng that the Camphausen government 
establish a “dictatorship" in some formal sellse， as if a dictatorship were some 
special form of government. A government of the Democracy thaí would 
energetically repress the coullterrevolution lll1d thus make possible the setting 
up of a democratic cOllstitution-this would be the “ dictatorship." After a 
further a ccount  ofthe abject capitulatioll ofthe Assembly in face of the Right’s 
encroachments，  Marx exclaimed: 

And yet these gentlemen talk about constitutiOllal principle! 
To sum up:  
The  inevitable clash between two powers with equal rights within a 

provisional setup has gotten under way. τhe cabinet was incapable 01' 
carrying on the government cnergeticalIy enough; it failed to come up 
with the necessary measures of public wclfare . . .  

Whoever has the greater courage 
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was its political description.) The word ‘dictatorship’ ifself played no special 
prescriptive role. 

After the revolution Engels， looking back to the same period， used the word 
with the same insouciance:  The National Assembly at Frankfurt “had been， 
În the beginning of the Revolution， the bugbear of all German Governments. 
They had counted upon a very dictatorial and revolutionalγ action on its 
part-on account  of the very want of definiteness in which it  had been found 
necessary to leave its competency. ，， 22 Instead， the Assembly merely chattered 
about imaginary laws for an imaginalγ country called Germany. 

The historian Franz Mehril1g has repol'ted that Marx’s article of September 
1 848 gave rise to attacks in the press， as might be expected: 

T h e  statement În the NRZ about the need for a “dictatorship" by the 
Camphausen government brought the charge by bourgeois critics that 
the NRZ “ demands the immediate installation of a dictatorship as a 
means of  can'ying out  democrac)년 

This  attack merely echoed Camphausen’s original warning against “dictator­
s h ip，" but  Mehring d id  not make the connection. This “ nonsense，" wrote 
Mehring， was d istilled ou t  ofthe passage beginning “Evelγ provisiona’ state 
sctup after a revolutiol1 requires a dictatorship" etc. Writing in 1 902， long 
before ‘dictatorship' had become a çrux in  politics， he scoffed at the ascription 
of special significance to it: 

. in  this summary versiol1 it [the NRZJ said nothing different thal1 
what Waldeck had said in the Berlin Assembly on June 15:  Ifwe do 110t 
demoHsh the dreary remains of the feudal state， we are plowing in sand 
and b uilding ÎI1 air; or Bucher on Ju ly 18 În  the same place: We shollld 
let no day go by without demolishing a piece of tne obsolete past.23 

These ‘.vere the sentiments of the !eft wing of the Democracy expressed in the 
Prussian National Assembly， of which Waldeck was vice-presidení. Using the 
language of a laícr time， we can say that to Mehring ‘dictatorship’ meant 
energetically (boldly， thoroughly， etc.) recasting the old state machinery. 

4. D ICTATORIAL MEASURES 

B u t  these “ dictatorial measures" that Marx advocated: what exactly were 
they? What would the “ dictatorship of the Democracy" have looked like， 
concretely? 

To begin with， the shOl't answer was already indicaíed in Marx's article: 
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“ immediately smashing and eliminating the remnants of the old institutiol1s" 
by “ measures of public welfare" boldly c강rried through. The hi�torical reference 
was to the “dictatorship of the Commune" 01' the “dictatorship of the 
Conventioll" ÎIl the Frellch Revolution. A more complete allswer was scattered 
through Marx’s alld Engels’ NRZ articlcs of 1848-1 849; but for a convenient 
s ummary we should turn to their historical accoullt， Revolutio1Z aml COllllter­
rεvolutioll in Gel'mally， draftcd by Engcls over Marx’s sigl1ature. There 、，vere
three passages in this work that speJled out  the bold alld el1ergetic measures 
the Assembly should have takel1， thereby in effect describil1g what a “ dictator­
sh ip"  would have dOlle. The first O l1e， which cal1 stal1d for alI， explailled that 
no ol1e knew if the Frankfurt Assembly’s acts 、，vere to have the force of law: 

In this perplexity， if the Assembly had been possessed of the lcast 
cnergy， it would have immediately dissolved and sent home the Diet­
than which n o  corporate body was more unpopular in Germany-and 
replaced it by a Federal Government， chosen from a mong its own 
members. I t  would have declared itself the only legal expression of the 
sovereign will of the German people， and thus have attached lcgal 
validity to every one of its decrees. It would， above all， h ave secured to 
itself an organized and anned force in the country sufficient to put dOW11 
any opposition 011 the part of the Governments.24 

Behold， the dictatorship of the Democracy! Of course， the Assembly did 
nothing of this sort. It failed to SUppOI1: 01' recognize the rcvolutionmγ uprisings 
that broke out， 01' “ to call the people to take up arms everywhere in defense of 
the national represeníation." Instead， the deputies “shrunk back from decisive 
action. "  The old governments that had expected “dictaíoria!" and revolutionary 
action from it had nothing to worry about.25 

It should not be supposcd that Marx and Engels， in the NRZ ox anywhere 
clse， used dictatorship-or any other term-、vith a s ingle consistent meaning. 
Indeed， the word had occllrred in the second article of the series on “ The 
Crisis and the COllnterrevolution，" a day before the passage we qlloted at 
length. “ If thc Crown wins，" wrote Marx， 

then thc Assembly will be dissolved， the right of association suppressed， 
the press muzzled; an elecíoraI laμ bascd on property qllalifications 
will be dccreed . . .-all this u11d 
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in Europe. Political vocabulaiγ now had 상le dichotomy: dictatorships of the left 
and o f  the right. 

The two sorts of meanings j ostled in the pages of the NRZ as elsewhere. We 
have already mentioned that Camphausen’s ‘ dictatorship of the assembly’ 
was not crowded out by Cavaignac’s ‘dictatorship of the saber': the two 
coexisted without trouble in Marx’s and El1gels’ articles in the paper.* 

With the defeat ofthe revolution of 1 848-1849 there was little occasiol1 to 
think about the problems ofa transitional revolutionary governmel1t-untH 
one sat down to review the whole great historical experience. That too could 
oe done  from the right as welI as  from the left. In the next chapter we will be  
concerned with how this was  done  from íhe right， for it was  in this review that 
the term ‘dictatorship’ el1tered into the realm of political theory. 

* For example: “Cavaignac's military dictatorship " (J따le 2η; “the 따ctator 
Ca、띠gnac'’ (June 28); “dictator of FI'ance" (September 1); “The dÏctator히up 따td the 
state of siege were decided • . .  " (June 28); “까le fi때ltened National Assembly named 
Cavaignac as dictator， and he， accu.�tomed since AlgelÏa to ‘energetic’ intervention， 
knew �hat was to be done" (July2). 28 



I 옛HE “DICT뼈ORSHIP OF T묘E PEOPLE": 
I CONSERVATIVE VERSION 

For its  supporters the  revol u tion of 1 848-49 WllS the revolution of  the 
D emocrllcy. It  was no less so for the right wing of  E u ropelln politics. The 
1 850s were， 3mong other things， a time of retrospection 011 the me3ning of thc 
u p h eaval. The word d ic t a to rship’  had bccomc so well known a pali of the 
everyd3y voc3bu lary thllt it c01l1d now be uscd for the time-honored practice 
of  proving that thc mllSSCS had to a cccpt thcir immcmorial subjcctiol1 to the 
cl asscs. 

1 .  “ POPULAR D E S POTlSM " A N D  G U I ZO T  

T h e  idea 01’ t h e  “dcspotism of the peoplc " goes back verγ 1:lr-no doubt 
beyond even Plato’s :md Aristotle’s demonstrlltions of the horrors of  democ­
racy*-bu t  let IlS mcntioll ol1ly some CllSCS that camc to Mal'’X’s attcntion in 
the  1 8 50s. A cOllple croppcd up in  Marx’s New York Daily η‘ibune articlcs. 
TOWllrd the end of 1 853 thc London Times attacl<cd the proposal to lowcr the 
frll llchisc to !5. By this mcallS， thundered the "Times， “ the prescnt clcctors 
would bc virtllally discnfranchiscd， bCC3 11SC thc class to bc admittcd 、‘'i11
grcatly oll tnumber all othcrs p u t  togcthcr， and has only to bc u nanimolls to bc 
s u p remc. " Marx commcntcd: “ln  othcr words， cllfranchisillg thc maj ority 
CVCIl of thc sm:lll trading clllSS I i.c.， the pc‘ty-bourgcoisiej would di�cnfr:lI1chisc 
thc minority. A VCIγ ingcnious llrgumcnt this."2 Two months latcr， hc l cportcd 
that thc p rcsidcnt of thc Mllllchcstcr Commcrcial Association was dcnouncing 
strikcs by d cclaiming: “ as Manchcstcr had pllt dowll royal tyranny and 

* A Prol: A. N. Holcombe tclls us that according to Alistotlc 
a dcmocratic go、잉ìlmcnt would ordinmily， thercfor� be a govenu�u�n_t �9mi­
Ilatcd by thc põor. lf ther� wer� n� restraiñts upDn thcir �“rer， hc als� beli�vcd， 
thc poor woiíld usc it plimmily_ in thcir _O\'l!J in_tcrest. H.ellc� �n AlÏ:'ltotc!im1 
dcmòcracy COl1'espolldS to Wh3f is now calIL'<l a dictatorship OftllC prolctmiat.‘ 

68 
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aristocratic tyranny， 80 it would also deal with the tyranny of  Democracy， " 
said tlte capitalist.3 

Fulminations against the despotism of democracy， i n  the name of the 
despotism of  capital， were perhaps routine; but similar notions emanated 
from liberal intelleciuals. I n  1856 TocquevilIe， siglting that the Frenclt revolu­
tion should have been carried through by an “ en lightened autocrat" insíead 
of by “ the masses on behalf of the sovereignty of tlte people， " made another 
instructive contrast: the revolution constituted “a spell of anarchy and ‘popular’ 
dictatorship " al1d 50 5et the stage “for a return to o ne-ma n  government." 4 Thc  
“ dictatorship " was  that of  the  masses o n  behalf of popular sovereignty; 
the “ ol1e-mal1 government " was-something else. No doubt Mal'x read 
TocquevilIe’s boolμ though he left no comment on it. I n  the first part ofhis 
Democracy in America (1835) Tocqueville had expounded h is view of  the dangers 
of “democratic despotism" -tlte “despotism " or “ tynmny" ofthc major따. 
( In  the !aíer pal't， both terms were abandoned as inadequate.) 

For that matter Marx might have remembered the excerpts from Hegel 
which he had laboriously analyzed in the summer of 1843， for Hegel had 
argued that despotism was a “condition of  lawlessness " in which law is 
replaced by " the particular wiIl as such-be i t  that of  a monarch or  a people.，，5 

I n  1 849 a n  interesting book was publishcd by Guizot， the last prime 
minister servÌng u nder a French kÎng， Louis Philippe. A scholar turned 
politician， the revolution of 1848 had forced him to revert to his old trade. His 
book was De la Démocratie e1t France. 

T h e  best-known passage in Guizot’s book explained that everybody is for 
democracy nowadays-monarchists， republicans， socialists， communists， 
everyone. But  democracy means chaos， dass 、var， base desires， and popular 
desp otism. GuÎzot was dear enough about “'Imt he meant by populai' 
despotism. As one  of the early formulator생 of  a dass-struggle vicw of history， 
he saw there was a three-way class struggle among the aristocracy， the 
bourgeoisie， :md the “ people." Unfortunately the first two cI:lsses were 
minorities. His  book was a warning: You the people， do f10t ÎI시pose }'our will 011 these 
sectiofls ofsociety，for after all tltey have 10 rule， 1I0t )'011; if you impose your will over them， 
yOll are bzstitutillg despotism. 

This  was “ popular despotism，" H e  attacked the idea that 
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bourgeoisie， who had to have the lion’s share. Otherwise you have tyranny， 
despotism， dictatorship， and of  course anarchy.6 

H is easy to translate “AlI power to the people." You romanize “ all power" 
inío “dictatorship，" and modemize “ the people" into “ the proletariat， " and 
you h avc-the dictatorship of  the pl"oletariat. 1 am now speaking of Guizot’s 
view， not M arx’S. 

2. THE “ FEARFUL 씨'ORD " OF DONOSO CORTES 

Before the revolution， Juan  Donoso Cortés was a minor Spanish politician， 
though he had already gained some notoriety as an open advocate of dictator­
ship. Of a provincial bourgeois family c1aiming nobility， he became an 
abseníee capita list landlord in  1829， as marquis de Valdegamas. The ruling 
class， he thought， should be (by coincidence) the one that he himself belonged 
to: namely， the propertied bourgeoisie “ a5 a new legitimate aristocracy ruling 
by right of ‘sovereignty of intelligence'." 7 1n 1836 lecíures he came out with a 
theory of dictatorship to answer the threat of radicalism. (How advanced he  
was  can be indicated by the 한lct that even the  word ‘socialism’ had not yet 
becn uscd in Spanish.) 

With reclIrrcnt political criscs in Spain in 1 836， 1840， 1847， and 1848， hc 
kept rctllming to the Ileed for dictatorship as the answcr. 1n Octobcr 1847 he 
helped to put  thc authoritarian Gencral Narváez into powcr， so that Spain 
was alrcady ruled by a virtual dictator 、，vhen thc Europcan revolution broke 
out a fcw months latcr. Also in h e  wcnt through a spiritual clisis--pcrhaps 
in reaction to his syphilis， whkh was to 파n him a fcw ycars 
later-잉nd became a Catholic zealot. 

。11 4， 1849 he madc a “Spcech 011 Dictatorship " in the Spanish 
parliamcnt， a speech that rcsounded aU over Europc and the world. Over-

he becamc famous as the greatcst orator and prophet of rcactioll. H e  
said what fcw dared t o  into words. This man had 11 0  compullction about 

out that power belonged in the hands of bourgeois propcrty-by 
of “ inteHigence" (to covcr the “ ethical" anglc) and by right of the saber 

(to be lcss philosophical about i t). Lcgality'! Bah! 

Whc!I Icgality suilice‘ to savc society， then legality. When it  does Ilot 
sufficc， dictatorship . . . . this femful word (which is indced a fearful one， 
though not 50 much so as the word revolution， which is the most 따uful 
o h l l ) . ‘ . 8 

His  t:rudition gavc dass 
provision for dictatorship in 

of course (which he  himself had absorbed from Fergusoll’s History lJ. 
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the ROl1um Republic). I n  Athens he fou nd “this omnipotent power in the hands 
of  the people， and it was called ostracism."9 The French Revolution had 
p roduced a horrible dictato rship. The new republic in  France was nothing 
less tha n  “dictatorship u nder a republican name." The most colossal 
dictatorship of all existed permanently in England--democratic England， the 
delight of the Iiberals; for the Britisn Parliament could do anything it wanted: 
“\Vho， gentlemen， nas ever seen so co이108잃sa값1 a dict떠ato아1"‘야l너ip?"’ God is a dictator， 
for his mirades suspend the laws of nature. “ Liberty is dead!" lo 

It was o nly a question of what sort of dictatorship you favored， 01'， rather， 
whose: 

. . .  it  is a question of choosing between the dictatol'ship of  the insurrec­
tion and the d ictatorship of the government: then in this case， 1 choose 
the dictatorship of the governrnent， as less burdensome and less 
ignominious. 

This was followcd by his oratorical m asterpiccc: 

It is a q uestion of choosing bctween  the dictatorship frorn below and the 
dic‘atorship from above: 1 cl100se the dictatorship from above， since ít 
comes from a purer and Ioftier realm. It is a question of choosing， 
finally， betwcen the dictatorship o f the dagger and the dictatorship of 
the saber:  1 c hoose the dictatorship of the saber， since it is noblcr.lI 

This counterpos“ion of“the  dictatorship from below and the dictatorship 
from above" rang out  over the ContÎnent; it was translated in to many 
languages， and printed everywhere， to a chorus of praise and bIame. I t  
aroused evcn more iníerest in  than elsewhere， perhaps. For  ol1e 
th ing， 500n afterwards Donoso hecame 
he exhorted the Prussian to repress and traÌíors. Friedrich 
뼈'ílhelm IV seems to have resented the notion that he needed From 
March 야'IH�11 Donoso bccame envoy in he conspired with 
Bonaparte  to carry out  the coup d’état establi상 the Second Empire， sincc 
the choice was “ military dictatorship or  revolutionary despotism" again. At 
the same time he a bool{， translated into as Essay on 
CatllOlicism， Liheralism and Soâalism， which about ethical princi-
ples and other n oble thou앙ltS. 

3. STEIN’S “SOCIAL DICτATORSH I P" 

Donoso  becam e  a celebrity of the bec�lUse he said brashly what slycr 
politicians  confined to private mutterings. And he is now because 



72 Part /: Dictatorshψ: /ts Meal1Îng ÎIl 1850 

the c o n te n t  of his contribution was simply open class greed. Such vulgarity is 
Ilo t  highly thought of ill retrospect. Lorenz von Steill， on the other hand， made 
n o  tremend o u s  splash when h e  came out in  1 850 with a new edition of an 
important work originally publishcd in  1 842.13 ßut his lJÎstory 01 tlze Socia/ 
Mo‘낀lIellt in Francewas thc most scarching of thc antirevolutionalγ analyscs of  
the rcvolution.  

Stcin dcvcloped vicws a bo u t  dictatorship and about thc rule o f the prolc­
tariat， and whilc  thc phrasc ‘dictatorship of thc prolctmiat’ did 110t occur il1 
his pagcs， this was what hc was discussing. His vicws wcrc u n likc Marx’s， of  
cou rsc， but thcy shcd Iight o n  thc  political thought of  the timc. As far as  is  
known， Ilcither Marx Ilor Engcls evcr commcntcd on Stcin’s 1 850 volumc， 
though o n c  s upposes thcy rcad it; and thcre is no rcason to bclicvc that Stcín 
influcnccd Marx in any way. Both of thcm ‘vcrc d criving a line of thought from 
the cvents， thc expcricnccs， thc prcsslIrcs， and 야lC c1imatc of  ideas of thc timc: 
this is what madc Stcin Întcrcsting. 

S tcin was o n c  01' thc first (back in 1 842) to undcrstand that thc modcrn 
prolctariat WllS an cmcrging ncw c1ass ominous to socicty. Not bcing a 
majority， it can bc c1Icctive only by an “ ll lliancc with thc movcmcnt lor 
political l ibcrll íion，" thc alliancc that Marx and Engcls callcd thc Dcmocracy 
llnd u rgcd fonvard throughout thc rcvolution. Stcin furthcr undcrstood that 
thc p rolctll rians’ cmploycrs constitutc thc c1ass that “controls thc statc.

，， 1 3  

τ h u s  t h c  b clicf cmcrgcs that t h e  prolctllrians arc callcd upon， a n d  arc 
ll b l c， to h clp thcmsclvcs by acquiring thc powcr of thc stll tC. Con­
scq u c n tly， thcy considcr thcmsclvcs cntitlcd to scize go、 crnmcntal
p owcr in  ordcr to rClllizc thcÎr social idcllS. 14  

B ut， Stcin a rgllcd， control of  thc state by thc prolctariat would bc blld; for 
when “ p olitical powcr accl'ucs i n  thc hands of II singlc social c1ass，" this is 
“ cOlltrary to the inhcrcnt naturc of‘ the statc，" sincc thcn thc statc no longcr 
rcprcscnts thc “common will." Thc 10‘，vcr c1ass is not 50‘:ially a blc to rulc 
because  it “ docs not havc thc prcrequisitcs of true a uthority; it has ncithcr thc 
matcrial goods on which authority rC5ts I i.c.， privatc propcrtYI， nor is it 
s upcrior in knowlcdgc to thc propcrty-owning class." It thercforc has n o  
justification for scizing political powcr; but  can 
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to a dictatorship (wielded by the counterrevolution， that is). And as this 
d ictatorship stands over society， it immediately takes on the character of that 
power which is superior to society by its veη nature. It declares itself to be 
Îlldependent state power， and invests itselfwith the legality and sacredness of the 

16 s tate. 
Here is a theolγ of dictatorship that made a complete break with the Roman 

model; Stein was trγing to deduce the meaning of modern dictatorship from 
modern experience. By making the lack of any social content the definition of 
dictatorship， Stein’s formulation was the opposite of Marx’s. It defined 
dictatorship only by the force that was its rr.ethod-another “force theo(γ of 
history." Its interest， however， lies in the fact that it pointed to the phenomenon 
of the complete autonomization of the state power， associated here with 
d ictatorship. 

But following a discussion of the Napoleonic dictatorship Stein seemed to 
depart from his definition， as he established another type of dictatorship: the 
“social dictatorship." 

. those [dictatorships] which grow organically out ofthe 1江'e ofa  
nation are  altogether different. They persist because they correspond to 
a definite condition of society. This ηpe of dictatorship grows out of 
preceding dissolution ofa social order; the beginning ofa new social 
order usuaIly coincides with ' the beginning ofdictatorship. We might 
caIl it a social dictatorship. The most striking similar case ofsuch a 
dictatorship is that of CromweIl. There is no doubt that any country 
under similar conditions will b1'ing forth a dictator; it is a n  inevitable 
consequence of the Iaws of social development. Even the greatest 
historical figures a1'e subject t!> these laws of historγ. “Freedom" has 17 little meaning Ìn this context. 

The  dictatorship meant the concentration of power in the hands of “one 
individual. " “A sociaI dictatorship，" Stein theorized， “usually finds the state 
in dissolution. ，， 18 Society lleeds it， and this is why it succeeds in legitimizing 
itself. It is not instituted or instaUed， it “must engender itself.

，
，19 

Stein conc1'etized his views about the February RevoIution and the June 
uprisin g  in a discussion of class st1'uggle and c1ass consCÌousness， which play a 
vital pa1't in his thought. The  leaders of the wo1'king class， “striving fo1' power， 
raised the proletariat to an awareness of its strength . . .  ， to consider itself as a 
c1ass" with Întense class feeling. The Ieaders taught the working class “to take 
the Iaw into its own hands." The working class “had to make the attempt to 
usu1'p the powe1' of the state as a social c1ass in order to attain its social goals." 
“The st1'uggle for state conirol between the classes in society had become 
inevitable after the proletariat had become class-conscious .. . ，，20 

The Provisional Government could have chosen “to establish a dictatorship 
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and act as the agency ofthe ruling class" after “a final， fierce battle with the 
proletariat" ;  but i t  split on the issue of postponing the electiol1， which was an 
issue of  class power. 

ßoth classes， morc and more conccrncd with thc issue， carcfully gathercd 
íheir strength. Social d ictatorship bccamc the slogan of the prolctariat， 
and popular representation the slogan of the Democracy and the 
property owners. This struggle indicated thc fOtnl În which each of the 
two classes began to wrestle for thc control of thc statc.21 

It must not bc supposed that Stcin had thc ßlanquists Î n  mind as thc 
advocatcs of “ social dictatorship"; he was thinking of none other than Louis 
Blanc， whom he q uotcs. Thc social-dcmocrats， said Stein， could dccidc to 

ovcrtlll'ow the govcrnmcnt， rcplacc it cxclusivcly by Social Dcmocrats， 
and thcrcwith cstablish thc rulc of thc prolctariat. Thc statemcnts by 
Louis Blanc who dcfcnds this position . . .  lcave no doubt th3t this was 
rcally thc opinion of thc leadcrs 01' thc prolctariat.22 

Aftcr citing Lou is ßlanc’ s  statemcnt， Stcin commentcd that the idca of 
popular sovcrcignty was thus turncd into the idca that “a Provisional Govern­
mcnt should uphold a dictatorship until it had carricd out llll mcasurcs i t  
considcrcd ncccssary." This was a “ libcrty-defying dictatorship." “Thc 
struggle of thc classcs for control of thc stlltC WllS hcrc clcarly formullltcd. 

，，23 

Stcin’s wealmcss was thllt hc tool‘ Louis ßlanc’s rhctoric of  dcspcration 
uttcrly scriously as a thought-out rc、'oluiionary policy， whcn in fllct it was 
clocutionary foam on thc watcrs. ßut whllt put him far llhcad 01' llll thc 
bourgcois commcntlltOl'S of thc timc was that hc SllW clcarly that the “ rulc of 
thc prolctariat" hlld comc on the historical agcnda， and that this rule of II class 
had some rclationship to the ncw fonns that dictatorship had llssumcd i n  thc 
rcvolutionary tunnoil. Hc saw that I"clationship in II way cntircly diffcrent 
from Marx， to bc sure， buí he saw it. Marx workcd out a rclationship in his 
own way， llnd undcr diffcrcnt pressUl'es. 
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6l THE gpECIRUKI 
I OF ‘DICTATORSIDP’ 

Before we grapple directly with 1얘arx’s use of‘dictatorship’ i n  ‘dictatorship 
ofthe  proletariat'， let us underline from still another side the word’s mutability 
of meaning during most of the nineteenth centurγ. During this century， the 
word made a traverse from the Roman meaning to our current meaning， and 
not in a straight line. In  its course from one to the othel'， the meaning was 
u nstable a n d  shifting; in the midst of events that buffeted vocabularγ more 
violently than usual， the meaning was erratic and volatile. 

1 am sure this couId be successfully shown by tracing the use of‘dictatorship’ 
by p ress， p oliticians， presidents， poets， or playwrights; but 1 have not investi­
gated those fields; and anyway， we may find it more useful to see some 
examples from Marx and Engels themselves， as weU as other c10sely i'elated 
o nes. 

1. ‘ D ESPOTISM’  A N D  ‘εLASS DESPOTISM’ 

Unlike ‘dictatorship’ the word ‘despotism’ began its  life in antiquity as a 
design ation of unbridled domination o r  absolute authority. It was pejorative 
or favorable dependil1g  00 the user’s view ofdespotism itself. Even i n  the 
eighteenth century， whel1 Montesquiel.l made it the name of one  of three basic 
types of govemment， i t  was a “dirty word." But it was aIready adoptillg a 
more varied bue:  we have melltioned tbe use to which it was put i n  the French 
Revolution l1nd， Ilot Iong before the period we are concerned with， by  
Tocqueville.‘ The  “despotism of liberty，" the “despotism of the majority，" 
and  so o n-such usages begal1 hig빠ighting that side of the word which 
emphasized the use o fforcible coercion. 2 

Tocq uevilIe’s use had shown how the word was availabJe to mean the 
coercive domination of a coHectivity， from governmental forms 01' 
despite them. This is exactly the sense wÎth which it Îs ofte뼈 fmmd in  Marx. O f  
course， t h e  old sense still h u n g  o n ，  especially În combinations like ‘Oriental 

77 
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despotism'. But in the combination ‘c1ass despotism' it was another matter. 
The  usage can be called metaphorical， if need be. 

In his Class Struggles in France (which will figure importantly in Chapter 11) 
Marx had occasion to mention another metaphorical use: the French gover­
n뼈1t ofthe Second Republic c1aimed that it attacked Rome in order to fight 
the “despotism 01' anarchy." Like all convenient terms， it was now available 
for demagoguery. A few pages away， M arx explained what happened after the 
“‘June days" 01' 1849 when the government placed Paris in a state of siege 
-ífollowing the Cavaignac model): “ the  minority (the social-democracyj had 
gone so 1'ar as to attempt a parliamentary ÎnsurrectÎoll; the majority (the govern­
m en t I eleva ted its par!iamen tary depotism to law. ，，3 (ln the preceding paragraph 
this “parliamentary despotism" was called “ the legislative dictatorship 01" the 
united royalists. ") 

‘Despotism’  had been used in this way already in the CommzwistMallifesto， 
where the factolγ system and capitalist industry in general are called "this 
despotism." On the other hand， the measures of the tnmsitional program 
p resented at the end of Section n are described as “despotic inroads on the 
rights of property.，，4 Plainly， the meaning tl1at is uppermost is  coercive domÎllance， 
whether by the “good guys" 01' the “bad guys." 

In Man’s Eighteentlz Brumaire， use of the term ‘class despotism’ came to the 
1'ore. The defeat of‘ the June  revolt 01' 1848 “had revealed that here bourgeoÎs 
repllblic signiiïes the u l1limited despotism of one class over other cIasses."S This 
was said 01' the pllrliamentary rcpublic， hllrdly a ‘despotism’ of any 5011 in our 
modern vocllbulary. Bonaparte’S COllp d장tat 01' 1851， which overthrew this 
p arliamentary ‘class despotism’， was， a mong other things， “the victory ... 01 the 
ιxecutÎve power over tlze legisllltÎve power， " 

France， therefore， seems to have escaped the despotìsm of a class only 
to faU back beneath the despotism of an in d ividu al . . .  6 

In Marx’s view， the Bonaparte regime 、vas not the despotism of a class because 
it was a s tate that represented an extreme foml of state autonomization.7 

ln both of these passages in the Eighteellth Brumaire， it is dear that in ‘class 
despotism' the component ‘dcspotism’ was far from meaning absolutist 
tyl'anny. Almost two decades latcr， Marx cmplo 
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freely than in  the fmal version. ln  at least three passages， the term ‘c1ass 
dcspotism' was used in conj unction with an cven stronger term， ‘c1ass 
terrorism’-both of them accompanying (and signifying) class rule i n  somc 
plainly coercive form. * In  the following passage of the First Draft， the target is 
the parliamentary Sccond Repubüc: 

。o . . .  this anol1ymous 01' republical1 form of the bourgeois regim용-this 
Bourgeois Republic， this Republic of the ParfJ’ ofOrder is the most odious 
of aU political regimes. Its dircct busil1ess， its ol11y raisoll cl’ê re is to crush 
down the people. It is the terrorism of class rule. . . • Of course， that 
spasmodic form of anonymous class despotism cannot last long， can 
o nly be a transitorγ phasis.' 

Another passage in thc First Draft associated “class rule" with “thc republican 
lorlll of class despotism" and both with the formulation about "the anonymous 
terrorism" 01' “anonymous terror of class rule."1O By “anonymous" Marx meallt 
impersonal and collective， u nlike Bonaparte’s personal rule--another way of 
emphasizin g  the class character ofthe “despotism " or  “terrorism." He  used 
the “anonymous" formulation elsewhere in this draft: the Second Republic 
was “ that spasmodic fonn of cUlonymous class despotism，" and (on the same 

， 1 1  p age) “ the  anonymolls form of class rule.’ 
S imilarly， in the Second Draft Marx wrote that the re、rolution had disclosed 

the real social meaning of state power-

。oits sccret as an instrument of class despotism is laid open . . . .  The 
parliamentary republic of the ofOrder is  not only the reign of 
terror of the I'uling class. τhe becomes in thek hand[s] the 
avowed instrument ofthe cb’il ll’aκ.， 

Some of the formulations of the First Draft were 
was made  a little more 

13 and one contrast 

。oThc Empire . . . divesting the state pOWCI' from its direct foη11 of 
c1ass-despotism by br[e]aking the no;u.Ii<t:m γ lIhp，."ti�r". directly 
political  power of‘ the appt'opriating classes， was the . on ly possible 
state-form to secure the old social order a respite of 

Whereas in our modern vocabulary the Bonaparte regime was more ‘despotic’ 
tl1311 the parliamentary republic， in Marx’s it was the latier that was 
the “class d espotism." In 깐 personal letier， that 
Marx was quite capable of using “bourgeois 
synonym for the bourgeois social ol'der.15 

Among the points that should now be clear is this: the case of ‘class 
despotism' (and， Iess promincntIy， ‘dass terrorism’) followed the same model 
that was represented by Marx’s invention of that other term in which we are 
in teresíed， class dictatorsltip. 

* For the ‘erm‘terror (ism)’ ， see Special 생ote C. 
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2 .  T H E  D I M  S I D E  O F  T HE SPECTRUM 

But ‘despotism’ had no complex spectrum of meaning like ‘dictatorship’. I t  
i s  t h e  latter’s complexity t h a t  we now pass in  review. ln pm'ticular， w e  should 
n o t  lose sight of the 、veal‘est， 01' d i mmest， end of the spectrum. This was a 
mealling that barely i m plied some fOlm of domineering， assertive， 01' “bossy" 
demeanor. 

In a typical example， Helene D e m u th (“Lellchen"}-who managed the 
Marx household from April 1 845 on， and then nm Engeis’ ménage u nti1 her 
own death-was more than once described as “dictator of  the house." 
Liebknecht’s memoirs made a distinction: “Len chen was the dictator in  the 
h ouse; Mrs. Marx was the rider; alld Marx su bmitted like a lamb to the 
d ic ta torship." 16 Everyon e  Jmows what this sort of  tall‘ m ealls.* 

T h e  O.\jòrd English Dictionary cites a related sort of case， for example， a 1741 
refercnce to all author “rho “assumes all air of sovereigllty alld dictatorship." 
There are similar citatiolls ullder ‘dictator’， definitioll 2 ，  illcluding a “dictator" 
of fashions， of learning， of dress and behavior， of the racillg tmf， and so on.  
Closely related are references to “intellectual dictators"-indi띠duals， perhaps 
institu tions， that inl1uence thought in some predominating way. Engels relcl1w! 
a c o u ple of  times to  the “intellectual dictatorship" of the medieval chllrch， 
a n d  the “intellectual dictatorsh ip" of the pope.IH Marx reported in  1880 that 
al1archists were denouncing his collaborators as “Prussian agents， under the 
d ictatorship o f the ‘notorious’ })russian agent-Karl M a rx.，， 19 The cx-Saint­
S i mo l1ian financier Isaac Péreire， who masterminded a couplc of  Bonapartist 
swi nd les， was “the inventor and dictator of thc Crédit M obilier.， ，20 

N o t  far from these cases in the spectrlllll of meaning is the lIse 01' ‘dicta­
tor(sh ip)’  În con nection wHh a person in  charge of  some limited task 0 1'  
operation. In a hospital’S operating thcater， the surgeol1 is thc ahsolutc 
dictator; 110 onc would cHvil. On a ship 011 the high seas， the captain is dictator 
(and with some legal po、ver bchind the appcllation). In a soccer game， the 
referee is dictator. 011 a daily newspaper， in the t、、'cnty-four-houl' nlsh to do 
the impossible， the cditor’s word is supremc. I n  all  of thcse cases， we know that 
there is a n  institlltional limitation 011 the authority， outside the immediate 
situ a tion，  whether this limitμtion be se 

* 1 cite an exce’lent  remark by that profeminist socia!ist pioneer， J a m es Morrison， 
in  1 834: 

They [wo m e n J  have beclI 떠!Undantly bantered and stigmatised for their talents 
a n d  a mbition for petticoat control， their curt<îin lecturing， and all the other 
d ictators hips of the political economy of homc; bllt all this has been mere 
twaddle on thc part of the male， 、이10 whenevcr 、.\'oll1an pretcnds to dictate t“’ o r  
e v e n  t o  a d vise，_ her robust helpmate， brands thc presumption hy the namc o f  
petticoat rll leP 
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T h e  newspaper example brings up the case of Marx， for h e  edited a daily 
newspaper fOl' m onths under the most hectic circumstances known-a rcvolu­
tion-with inadcquatc iinancial reSOUl'ces. Writing thirty-six years Iater about 
thc Neue Rheinische Zeìtung (NRZ) of Colognc， Engcls I'cmarked: 

T h e  cditorial sctup was simply d ictatorsh ip by Marx. A big daily 
papcr， which must bc finishcd b y  a givcn hour， cannot maintain a 
consistcnt attitudc with any other sctup. But in this case， bcsidcs， 
Marx’s d ictatorship was a mattcr of course， undisputed， and willingly 
accepted by aII o f us.  It was first and forcmost his cIear vision and his 
stcady attitudc that madc this Pllper thc most famous GCl'man ncws­
papcr o f thc rcvolutionary years.21 

In thc case of the ordinary newspaper， thc dictatorship of thc cditor in chicf is 
I imitcd onIy by thc authority of thc owncr. In thc casc of thc NRZ the 
s u pcrvisory authority was a dcmocratic one: the articIes of thc joint-stock 
company that had been sct up to own the paper madc provision for shareholder 
control， plus a Supcrvisory Board of scvcn; in day-to-day operation there was 
t h e  editorial board.22  But in practice there was only o n e  case (as far as Marx 
remembered) whcl'c thc editor’s decision was challcnged on thc spot and 
takcn up by thc board d u ring the daily opcration. “1 allowcd this as an 
exception，" Marx related aftenvard， “at thc same time decIaring that in a 
newspaper office it is d ictatorship that must hold sway.，，23 Perhaps it was thÎs 
incident that stirred Engels' memolγ when he wrote his article later. 

T h i s  typc of situation， of course， has really nothing to do with ‘dictatorship’ 
as a govcrnm ental term. Jt is essentially the problem excellcntIy discusscd in 
E ngels' polemic against anarchism， “On Authority，" where hc discussed how 
running a railway on time required “a d o minal1t wm that settles all subordinate 

24 q u estions，" that is， a management with real power to get the j o b  d one. 
J a rgonized by j o u rnalists， i t  produces 성le American term ‘baseball czar' for an 
e m ployee of the basebaU team owncrs. 

StiII another band În the spectrum should be disposed of  here. There is a 
c o mmon usage， 1'oul1(l in Marx and Engels more than o nce， in which a 
d o mi n a n t  Ínfl uence--say， in internatiollal p olitics-is cal!ed a dictator. After 
1 830， related， the “ petty states" of Germul1y “comp‘etely passed 
under t h e  d ictatorship of the Die 
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what we are concerned with here， notwithsta nding the fascination 01" some 
marxologists with any and evelγ use of‘d ictatorship’  in Marx. 

3. M ILlTARY D l CTATO RS A N D  D lCTATORSHlPS 

Let us now make a j u m p  to the opposite end of the spectrum， to the type of  
d ictatorship that  was most u nanimously so designated， the type that was 
shadowed by the least ambiguity. This was the military dictatorship， in which 
open armed force imposed 01" shored up a government with bayonets with a 
m i n i m u m  of hypocrisy. The tcrm ‘militarγ dictator (ship)’ sccms to havc 
offcrcd diflicultics to no onc， ccrtainly not to Marx. As far as 1 know， hc and 
E ngels never used this tcrm for any regime toward which they felt kindly. 

For both of them， thc “slave statcs" 01' thc Amcrican South， i n  the Civil 
\Var， 、.verc u nder “militmγ dictatorship. ，，28 EngeIs， as the m ilitarγ e.xpert of  
thc partncrship， had morc occasion to discuss m ilitary dictatorships. When 
the Spanish general， Fl'ancisco Scrran o  y D omingucz， was placed at the head 
01' the governmcnt by a coup in 1 874， E ngels commentcd that hc “Anally madc 
himsclf d ictator of Spain.  ，，29 1n 1890 E ngcls had this to say about thc iIlusion 
that Kaiscr WilheIm was pro-wòrking-class: 

Sincc Iittlc 、:Vilhclm’s fricndlincss to thc workers is complicatcd by 
hankcrings for military dictatorship (you scc how thc whole pack of 
p rinccs 110wadays bccomes BOl1apartist 1l01ellS volen잉， and hc wallts to 
have evcryon c  shot out of hand at thc slightest resistancc， we have to 
takc cal'c that hc gets 110 opportu nity to do this.30 

Therc vγcrc othcr dictatorships that， 、γithout ccasing to bc military-bascd， 
took 011 broadcl' po!itical dimcnsions， eithcr in time 01" ÎI1 ìntcntions. The onc 
thM I얘arx attackcd most ardently was thc dictatorship of  Louis Napolcon 
Bonapartc. 

Now ílS Napolcon Bonapartc was callcd emperor， alld his regimc 
rcccivcd a m u\tiplicity 01' impcl'ial appcllations， mauy of thcm pronoullccd 
only with grillding tccth. ‘Dcspot’ ， ‘tyrant’， and othcr plcasantrics 、verc
standard. And ‘dictator’ was only onc of this family. Rcfcl"cnccs to ßonapartc’s 
rcgimc as �l dictatorship are scatícrcd ovcr Marx’s and E n geIs' writings， but 
thc tenn was nevcr thcir consistcnt label for thc Second Empirc. 

Engels callcd ßonapartc’s regimc a “military d ictatorship" in thc 1850s 
more than o n ce.3 J In mid-1 851 J애arx prcdictcd that the Frcnch bourgeoisic 
“would prcfer an Empirc 01' a D i ctatorship of Napolcon， to a Democratic and 
Social Rep u blic， and would， thcrefore， come to terms" with him.32 1 
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a ls o  referred to “his system of domestic terrorism" and “ th e  reigll of terror" i n  
t h e  c o u ntry).33 I n  the n a me o f  fighting “ a narchy" Bonaparte w a s  responsibIe 
for “ overturning the republican Government by militarγ force， crushing o u t  
a l l  freedom of the press， a n d  d riving into  exile o r  shipping off to Cayenne all 
opposers of  h is sole dictatorship."34 

While Marx’s  critical allalysis o f the regime of Napoleon 1 was different， the 
first Napoleon was also a d ictator in M arx’s language. He linked the hvo when 
he wrote in  1 858 that， s i n ce Louis Bonaparte’s alliance with England macle 
him look like “the arbiter of  E urope，" he was called on to show “that， Iike a 
real N apoleon， hc holds t:le dictature of E u rope."35 Engcls refen"oo to Napoieon 
Bona p a rte as  a dictator (quite inciden tally， to be sure) at least nvice: the 
French Revolution， worn out and exhausted， and the Republic it had produced， 
“brought forth its own dictator-a Napoleon";  this had been made inevitable 
by the exhaustion of  the republic by wal"fare.36 

There was the would-be dictator Gencr띠 Gcorges Boulangcr in the latc 
1 880s: ‘dictator’ is the word that instan tly comes to modcrn lips. But in  the 
long correspo n dence behvecn E ngels and Paul Lafargue (the latter tending to 
all accommodati o n  with Boulangism)， ‘dictatorship’ and ‘dictator’ are not the 
words that c a m e  to E n gels’ pen. This  ilIustrates an important point that 
should be made around this time: ollr p resent cntcl'llrÎse of tracing the use of 
the word ‘dictatorship’ is distorting; it tends to sl<ew our view of the real 
politics o f the situation. T h e  word that fol' Engels most commonly describcd 
Boulan ger’s ism (aside from ‘Boulangism’) was ‘Bonapartism’. 

Again a n d  again， trying to straighten out Lafargue’s soft-on-Boulangcr 
line， E n gels argucd that what the genenll represcnted in French politics was 
the current of Bonapartism， a n d  chauvinistic Bonapartism at that.J7 In 
addition， he characterized Boulanger’s aim as “persona‘ government" counter­
poscd to “ pa rliamentalγ government."38 I n  his earlier letters to 011 the 
subj ect， Lafargue did llse the word ‘ dictato r(ship)’， which was doubtless 
common enough aroun d  Paris; but thcll his had politics overtook him. T h e  
last t i m e  he associated t h e  term with Boulangcl' w a s  i n  a lerter that scomcd t h e  
“insane fear of  dictato rship" evinccd h y  Boulanger’S opponents.39 

To keep the record 
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a rticle by Marx 01' Engels， o n e  must go to M arx’s article on Simon Bolívar， the 
South Amcrican “ Liberator，" whom Marx viewed as a Bonapartist dictator 
whose aspira tions for personal “arbitralγ power" harmed the anticolonial 
revolution on his continent.4t To be sure， Bolivar used the terms officialIy， and 
Marx found them plentifully in  his sources; but besides the mere terms， Marx 
emphasized again and again that this Bonapartist general had a “propensity 
for arbitrarγ power，" proclaimed himself dictator ovcr and ovcr again，  and 
used “martial law and the union of aII powcrs in his singlc person." “What he 
rcally aimed at，" wrotc Marx， “was the erection of the whole o f  South 
Amcrica i nto o n e  fedcrativc republic， with himself as its dictator."42 

M a rx’s views on Bolívar as dictator arc thc subject of an article of mine 
which is of intercst in this con nectio n :  sec the refcrencc to it Î n  thc Forcword， 
Section 4. 

Plainly there was no tcnninological problem herc. It  is with thc cascs to 
bc rcviewcd next that we gct a cJoser look at some problcmatical uses of 
‘ d i c ta to r ’  and ‘dictatorship’. 

4.  SOME N O N D I CTATORIAL D I CTATORS 

So far thc i ndividuals whom M arx 01' Engcls callcd dictators would bc 80 
labclcd in  our currcnt language. But thcy uscd the tcrm În a much 、찌dcr 
fashion， HS ‘ve should expcct. 

(a) Tlze case ofPrince Regellt Wilhelm. 111 1858， the Prussian king having been 
adjudged in앙we， Prince Regent Wilhclm (later Killg Wilhelm 1) took over the 
power. in the New Yc싸 Daily Tribune Marx explained that thc prillce made a 
d isplay of Iiberalism by holding an electioll-with carefully restricted voting， 
to be s!lr‘←-which the bourgeoisie took advantage of to asscrt its Îllfluence， 
though with some trembling and fawnillg. 

。OThe c!ectors sendillg back from below thc tUlle played from abovc， the 
Ministers becal11e a party Millistry and the Prince becam e  l‘ middle­
class Ðictator.‘J 

T h e  cha nge was in the directioll opposite to what we would now call 
d ictatorship. T h e  prince’s “ dictatorship" is cOlt11terposed to the absolutislI1 01' 
the king. This “bourgeois dictator" (Mnfx used ‘ m iddle-class’ for ‘bourgeois’ 
when writillg in E nglish) was cOl1solidating al1 insecure and tempormγ position 
by leaning on thc bourgeoisie through parliamentary forms， while his power 
base was still thc 1110narchy. But it would be an idie enterprise to trγ to deduce 
a defïnition o f ‘d ictatorship’  from sllch a usage; one C<ln only get a fceling for 
how the word was being uscd. 
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(b) The case of Parnell. In the general election of 1 885， the Home Rule party， 
led by Parnell， won 86 seats o u t  o f  580. E ngels， writing to a friend， thought it  
very i m portant that ParneIl’s tendency would hold the parliamentary balance 
o f  power in  the new House. T h ey “are in a position h e，"e like the Center in the 
Reichstag: they can make any govern ment impossible." At the end of the 
letter h e  threw in a sententious remarl，: “ Parnell will almost certainly become 
d ictator of Great Britain and Ireland."44 

Portentous news if true! But in fact all Engels was saying was that Parnell 
would now be able to “ d ictate" terms to the Liberals and Tories. A few 
d ecades later， f농w would use the “ fearful word" in this context. 

(c) The case ofBismarck. In 1875 M3I"x casually referred to Bismarck as 
“ d ictator o f  the German-Liberal bourgeoisie."45 This  involves no controversy 
a b o u t  Bismarck’s political position or power; it is only a mat1er of the 
terminology used for it. The Bismarckian state was a compromise with 
bourgeois poIitical power， with the chancellor holding the whip; and more 
than once  Engels used the term ‘setnidictatorship’ to describe the situation. 

If， again， we try to get a feeling for how the word was used， an excellent 
specimen is provided by a passage written by Engels， wl1ich is welI-known for 
other reasons. In a letter to Marx， Engels tossed u p  the idea that “Bonapat"tism 
is indeed the real religion of the modern bourgeoisie." Incompetent  to rule 
d irectly， in England it turned over the mal1agemel1t of the state to an “oligarchy" 
for “ good pay." Hence “a Bonapartist semidictatorship is the normal form" 
accompanyil1g bourgeois economic power. 

. it carries out the big materiaI interests of the bourgeoisie even 
against the bourgeoisie， but deprives the bourgeoisie of any share in the 
rulil1g power itseIf. On the other hand， this dictatorship is itself， in turn， 
compel I ed to reluctantly adopt these material interests of the bour­
geoisie.46 eOlsle. 

T h i s  conjecture was not touched otI by some specially “ dictatorial" actiol1 
by Bismarck but by the opposite: he had j us t  enacted universal suffrage for the 
North German Reichstag elections-'“Bismarck’s universal-suffrage coup，" 
E n gels called it.  Indeed， if Bismarck had (say) suppressed the Reichstag out of 
hand， EngeIs would not have termed it  ‘dictatorship’-words like ‘despotism’， 
‘absolutism’， ‘ tyranny’， and such would more Iikely hav 
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Engels was refening here to the bourgeoisie’s achievement of a democratic 
statc-by forcc， that is， by Bismarck’s dictatorship. Plainly， dictatorship 
was not counterposed here to dcmocratic govcrnment;  it refen'cd to the 
bourgcoisie’s willingness to suspend the old legality and introduce a new 
o n c  (a more dcmocratic o n e) without recourse to legal 01' existing consti­
tutional forms. In another passage he made the same point using not the 
word ‘dictatorship’ but the word that D onoso had called even more “fealfu�" 

‘ ’ ‘.18 n a mely， ‘revolutionary'. 
Engels' a nalysis of Bismarckism is not itself our subject， but we must 

mention that-as Engels explained-Bismarck realized that his own c1ass， 
thl! Jun kers， was not a viable o n e ;  that the bourgeoisie was the only 
p ropcrtied c1ass with a futurc; and that hc thercfore had to orient toward a 
m odern bourgcois statc. 

An i mmcdiate transition to a parliamentary govcrnment with the 
dccisive power vcsted in  thc Rcichstag (as in the British House of 
Com m ons) was neither possible nor even advisable at the moment; 
Bismarck’s dictatorship in  parliumentary fonns must havc seemed to 
him as being still necess3Iγ for the time being; and we do not in the 
least blame him for allowing it to cxist for the time， we only ask to 
what p urpose it was being used.49 

Engels would have raised the same q u estion about a ny other governmental 
form， of course. ln any case， there was no q uestion hcre of a despot 
trampling over thc people’S right with hobnailed boots， 01' any other modern 
vision of d ictatol'ship. It was a q uestion of rel1ecting the power of cIasses 
with improvised governmental forms. 

(d) Tlze case ofPalmerstoll. We h ave seen that， discussing Bismarckism， 
Engels madc both a comparison a n d  a contrast with the British situation; 
but neither had much to <10 with Marx’s propensity for calling Lord Palmel앙on 
a “ d ictator." 

The background fact is that Marx objccted fCIγcntly to Palmerston’s 
foreign policy as “Russophile，" and even denounced him as a tool of czarist 
intriguc. While the lengths to which Marx’s denunciation 、，vcnt have been 
hard to cxplain， it is perhaps cvcn harder to discovcr why he persistently 
p rocIaimed in the public prints that Palmerston exel'cised a “dictatorship" 
in E ngland. After all， there was nothing that this Iong-timc padiamentarian 
did that was outside the forms of British politics in  thc least dcgrce. 

Ma 
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M a rch 1 857. T h e  “decomposition of the o l d  parties" which had previously 
been expressed in a coalition cabinet was now expressed in “Pam’s dictato1'­
s h i p， "  and w a s  Iikely t o  lead t o  “ a  verγ intense agitation， pe1'haps t o  a 
1'evolution." Palmerston， who “ helped to draft the 6 gagging acts， will not be 
bothered in  the least." 

Mutatis mutalldis Pam’s didatorship has the same relation to a coalition 
cabinet as the domination of the royalist coalition in the last French 
Assembly has to the domination of Bonaparte. Things will finally be 
pushed iÍI England to an acute point.52 

Marx evidently had an overheated notion of the state of Britain， and erroneously 
viewed Palmerston’s course as directed outside the parliamentary framework. 
In an article of about the same time， h e  told readers: 

Palmerston’s administration was not tl1at of an o1'dinary Cabinet. It 
was a dictatorship. Since the com m encement of the war with Russia， 
Parliament had almost abdicated its constitutional functions; nor had 
it， after the conclusion of peace， eve1' dared to reassel"Í them.53 

We know of a succession of prime m inisters， presidents， premiers and other 
governmental executive heads who have dominated their cabinets and legis­
latu res， o r  have been taxed with doing so， and in the course have been called 
“ dictators" and worse; no one was more often 50 labeled than Franklin D .  
Roosevelt. τ h e  u s e  of war-crisis powers by a strong executive bas usually 
intensified the charges， even when aU constitutional forms have been rigorously 
observed. Marx’s attacks 00 Palmerston sometimes sounded lill:e this usage. 
B u t  he also sounded as if he wanted to make mo1'e of it than that. 

In another article of the same month， he discussed the consequences of a 
Palmerston victory in the election: 

. Palmerston’s dictatorship， till now silentIy suffered， would be 
openly proclaimed. The new Parliamentary majority would owe thei1' 
existence to the explicit profession of passive obedience to the Minister. 
A coup d’état might then， in d u e  course of time， follow Palmerston’s 
appeal from the Parliament to the people， as it followeq Bonaparte’s 
appeal from the Assembμe Nationale to the nation. That same people 
might then learn to their d amage that Palmerston is the old coUeague of 
the Castlereagh-Sidmouth Cabinet， who gagged the press， suppressed 
public meetings， suspended the Habeas Corpus Act， made it legal fo1' 
the Cabinet to imprison and e 

This  certainly sounds more “ dictatorial"! But it is a fantasy about the future， 
not a justification in the present; and Palmerston， who indeed won a big 
victory in the election， did not exec u te a coup d’état 01' otherwise cooperate. 
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Unquestionably Marx wanted to show that Palmerston was more than a 
strong executive who ran roughshod over parliamentarians and politicians. In 
an article the next week， Marx made an extended analogy between Palmerston’s 
course and Bonaparte’s in an attempt to prove tltat the former was on the 
same road; bllt there was no slIbstance behind it. Jn fact， his strongest case 
was made by lengthily qlloting Richard Cobden， who in an oration against 
Palmerston called him a “despot" who lIsed “the sham appearance of a 
representative form of government."ss 

Marx’s denunciations of Palmerston’s “dictatorship" 、，vent on into at least 
1 858，56 but there was no comparable attempt made subseqllently to give it 
verisimilitllde. Jt is easy enough to show the hollowness of Marx’s effOli to 
prove that Palmerston was a “dictator，" but the significant thing-for ollr 
present purposes-is the way he went about it. He lII'gued that Palmerston 
was headed toward a Bonapartist extraparliamentary course as his sollltion 
for the crisis of government. This was， or rather would be， “Palmcrston’s 
dictatorship." 

5. THE “ DICTATORS" OF THE DEMOCRACY 

We now come to 1l10re serious candidates for dictatorship-at any rate， 
wOll ld-be dictators. 、Ne havc secn that LOllis B1anc， not only in thc hcat of 
1848 bllt in postrcvollltionary wl'Ítings， avowed that hc lookcd to a dictatorship， 
albeit the dictatorship of the democratic clell1cnts. At a time when thc 
authoritative dictional'Íes gave “thc dictatorship of the National Convention" 
as thc modcl of thc word’s mcaning，57 this did not get hill1 cxpcllcd froll1 the 
democratic c1l1h. In thc samc dccade， by the way， an articlc by Marχ in thc 
New York DailJ’ Tribulle also casl1alIy referred to “a revollltionary， dictatol'Íal 
assell1bly likc the French National Convention of 1 793."58 

Marx was j l1st as willing to apply thc tcrm ‘dictatorship’ to another lcgislativc 
body-with a proviso. Writing to E�gcls on the morrow of Bonaparte’S COl1p 
d’état in Deccll1bcr 1851， Marx tricd to chcer himself lIP for a 1l10ment with thc 
thought that it ll1ight be “ casier to dcal with Bonaparte than it would havc 
becn with the National Asscll1bly and its gcncrals." Hc added: “And thc 
dictatorship of thc National Assell1bly was standing at thc gatc."59 This 
means: the National Asscmbly wOl1ld wield a “dictatorship" if it succcedcd in 
taking all powcr to itsclf and away from Bonaparte. AII power 10 tlze NatÍol/al 
Assembly: this cqualcd thc dictatorship of the Asscmbly， of thc rcprcscntative 
body of thc parliamentary dcmocracy. Again wc encounter， in as c1car a f0l111 
as in 1848， thc conccpt of t!te dictatorslzψ oftlze Democr“딩’-

I n  thc circlcs of constitl1 tional-democratic Iibcrals who planncd and plottcd 
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in exile with an eye to their restoration to power in their respective couníries， 
Blanc and Heinzen and Kossuth and their simiIars had no inhib itions about 
avowing the need for a dictatorship--a democratic dictatorship， of course. 
Kossuth was known all over Europe as the democratic dictator of Hungary， 
now fallen from power. 

Garibaldi， a man for whom Marx had much more respect， unabashedly 
aimed at a democratic d ictatorship. When in 1860 articles Marx refelTOO to 
Garibaldi as “the popular Dictator，" he was not attacking him.60 Garibaldi’s 
best-known statements on this point came later， in 1 871 ，  in a letter that was 
printed in the Paris Commun e’s Joumal Qσìciel: 

The Democracy naíurally has an aversion to dictatorship， and rightly 
so， if one thinks of dictators like Caesar and Sulla; but when one is lucky 
enough to fmd a CinCÍnnatus 01' a \Vashington， the honest temporary 
dictatorship is much more preferable to the byzantinism of the 500. 

Spain is at a low point because it does not have a man to lead it in its 
great r(!yolution. France is suffering a misfOl"tune today for the same 

61 reason. 

In November another leHer by him avowed that “1 am still in favor of honest 
D ictatorsh ip ，  which 1 consider the only antidote for eradicating the cancers of 
this corrupt society."62 

Engels staríed offhis Revolutioll ul1d Cowllerrevolutio1t ill Germmzy with a jocular 
saluie to “ the more or Iess popular ruIers of a day， provisional governors， 
triumvirs， dictatOl's [etc.] . . .  thrown UpOIl foreign shores . . .  there to form new 
governments ‘inpartibus illfldelium， ’ European committees， cenfral committees， 
national commHtees • • .  "63 The εentral Cornmittee of the European Democracy 
provided a center for the would-be rulers. Marx and his circle referroo to these 
personages quite routinely as the “dictators." In a gossipy leUer by Marx’s 
close coworker Schramm， the latter casualIy referroo to Heinzen and Struve 
as “these two dÎctators."64 In a Ictier to Engels about the laíest antics of the 
same personages， in a similar gossipy vein， Marx reported: 

But  Kossuth， for his part， fanCÎes that he Îs supported on the one side by 
the dictatoi' of Germany， Kinkel; on the other side， by the dictator of 
Italy， Mazzini; and that he has，  safely covering the rear， his .�Ily the 
d ictator of France， Ledru-Rollin. The POOl' devif has low.65 

Of course， this talk partly reflected mockery of these leaders' high pretensions， 
in part recognition of their l'eaI aspiration to become the democratic dictators 
oftheir countries. 

Another of Marx’s coworkers， Eccarius， wl'Ote the following În Ernest 
Jones' Chartist organ in connection with a demonstration of English wor!<crs 
on behalf of  Kossuth， held N ovember 3， 1 85 1 :  

They went to admire and worship the leader o f  a bourgeois revolution， 
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under whose administration sweeping reforms were introduced-who， 
as dictator of his country， carried on  a bloody war against the Iegit}，mate 

66 king， and finally caused him and h is heirs to be deposed for ever. 

Eccarius’ articIe stressed that he did not “find fault with Kossuth because he  
i s  a middle-cIass revolutionist. Far from it" StiJl less was he finding fault with 
the detail that Kossuth was caUed a dictator. 

Marx’s and EngeIs' Great Mell 01 tlze Emigratioll was their most pel옹onaI 
review of the political types that populated the CentraI Committee of the 
European Democracy， and i t  fulfills the expectation that the subjects' hopes 
for dictatorship would be suitably mocked. Heinzen， we are told satirically， 
“called for two million heads so that he could be a dictator and 、，vade up to the 
ankles in blood-shed by others." The same paladin of the Democracy 

demanded that during the “revolutionary transition period" there 
should be a single dictator who should moreover be a Prussian and， to 
preclude all misunderstandings， he added: “No soIdier can be appointed 
dictator. "67 

Another German member of the Central Committee， Harro Harring， “was 
co-dictator of Europe in partibus "; Goegg， who had been a member of the 
provisional Baden government in 1849， admitted that “he could do nothing 
against Brentano (the government leader] and in aD modesty he assumed the 
title of Dictator."68 This was 잉nall talk， to be sure， but it was in fact the way 
people talked. 

In this same period-mainly the fifties， when the democl'atic emigration 
was still active， and the early sixties-the appelIation of ‘dictator’ came up  
regularly. H must not be  supposed that it came up fol' discussion; it came up  
mainly as a mode of language. 

There was the Spanish general， Espartel'‘o. Writing in 1854， Man related 
that in 1840. 

Espartel'o assumed . . . the supreme authority within the limits of 
parliamentary government. He surrounded himselfwith a sort of cama­
rilla， and aiTected the airs of a militarγ dictator . . • .  During his three 
yeal's' dictatol'ship， thc revolutionalγ spirit was broken step by step， 
thl'ough end!ess com p ，'omises . . .  

Espartero was overthrown by General Nan따ez， and Man refclTed to “the 
ten years of reaction Spain had s‘lffered under the brutal dictatorship of 
Narváez. "69 

There was James Fazy， the Swiss Radical leader， whose behavior during 
the 1848 revolution dîsabused noti야IS tll3t he was of revolutionary mettle. In 
his  work Herr Vogt， Marx repeatedly referred to him as the “dictaíor of 
Geneva" with virulent hostility. There was llO analysis given， except for a 
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remark that the rule of this “local Bonaparte" was “based on a four-year 
coalition between the so-called Radical party and the ultramontane party."70 

There was the Polish nationalist leader， Kosciuszko. I n  a sketch of tl1e 
Polish national struggle， Marx’s chronolo앓， Iisted: “April 17. General insurrec­
tion at Warsaw. Kosciuszko dictator."71 This was simply a statement of fact 

There was Ledru-Rollin， compared with wl10m Louis Blanc was a revolu­
tionist. As late as 1869， when Ledru-Rollin issued a call to the voters of 
France， Marx (in a letter to Engels) harked back to 1848 and the period of 
democratic cmigration: 

What scarcs mc about the Frcnch is the cursed cOl1fusion in thcir 
heads. Ledru-Rollin’s epistlc is quitc tl1at of a Prctender. He really 
sccms to take seriously the dictatorship ovcr Francc conferrcd on him 
by Heinzen. 

Engcls agrecd that “Monsieur Ledru-Rollin is surely counting on nothing else 
but dictatorship."72 They were probabIy giving him too much credit for 
political daring. 

Finally， there was the colIectivity not infrequcl1tly calIcd “the dictators of 
Scptember 4 ."  This refcrred to 1870 when， with French armics crumblil1g 
undcr the Germal1 attack， the Second Empire toppled into the dust. A 
parliamentary rump， without any cOl1stitutiol1al l1Îceties， set itselfup as the 
Provisiol1al Governmel1t of the republic it proclaimed. The existing legality 
was ignored， utilizing the swell of the revolutionarγ tide among the people-­
whom thcy thcn hastcned to head 06: If  any one man had taken power then， 
he would have bcen the velγ model of the democratic dictator of the 
contemporaneous language. This eventuality was avoided by the fact that the 
government was a collectivity ofmediocrities. Hence the plural: the dictators of 
Septcmbcr 4. 

We find this expressiol1 plentifulIy in the pages of the Paris Commune’s 
official organ， thcJoumal Officiel. It was， no doubt， a commonplace ofthe time. 
It is not to be wondered ut， then， that it was used by-the-way by Marx in 
writing one of the drafts of his Civil War in Frallce. ln fad， he  was reporting a 
news event: a chairman had been namcd to head the investigating commission 
into the “ doings of the dictators of 4 September."73 

The preceding Iist， while incomplete，74 may give more detail than necessary， 
but detaH is needed to convey the Iinguistic habits of  another day. After a!l， wc 
are Iiving in times ‘，vben a social-
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In the year 1 850， when Marx first used the phrase ‘dictatorship of the 
proletariat’" there were all kinds 0아f dictator‘잉l끼ips and dictators around in the 
public consciousness. But we have \eft for last a type specially important for 
our enterprise. 



범 SOME DIεTATORS 
OVER THE PROLETARIAT 

Ifwe look for those occasions when Marx or EngeIs spoke of dictatorship in 
the socialist or workcrs’ movement， we will be no more successful  than before 
in finding perfect consistency， but the frrst thing to be noted is that in this 
context any form of the term ('‘dictator’， ‘dictatorship’， etc.) was pejorative. 
This was true whether they were speaking of enemies or friends， opponents o r  
colleagues; in  the former case， i t  was a denul1ciation， in the latter case a 
criticism. Of course， the sÏtuation was clearest in the case of opponents; but 1 
know of no case where they used the term as a mere cuss-word， without a 
certain substance behind it. 

T h e  second point to be emphasized is that in none of the cases to be 
reported was the term ‘dictatorship’ linked in their minds with that other terrn 
‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat'. These were two separate items ofvocabulary. 

In Marx’s view-and， 1 thinlμ quite accurately-fhe worst case of “workers’ 
dictator" among his associates and colleagues was Fe‘-din:md Lassalle; among 
his enemies， Bakunin. 

1. BAKUNIN A N D  THE “SECRET D IεTATORSHlP "  
OF ANARCHY 

We have already seen the first (1848) of Bakunin's fueory of dictatorship. 
His Iater adoption of an anarchist ideology gave this theory additional roots. 

What many people do not understand abollt anarchism is that it denounces 
the most ideally democratic forms of decision-making as “authoritarian" and 
evil; for the wiU of the  sovereign individual must not bow before any outside 
demand. What then do yOll do when people disagree， in any organized society 
where iudividuals have to live iu concert? Auarehism has no :lnswer. In words， 
it rejeets both despotism and democracy as “al.líhoritarian，" and gropes for a 
third alternative. But none is found: only elocution about Freedom. The real 
choice before n�al 8narchists has been this: the safety of highminded but 
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impotent and meaningless rhetoric， or else resort to special forms of elitist 
despotism alleged to be antistatist in some way. This is Kropotkin vs. Bakunin. 
Bakunin inaugurated anarchism as a movement on the basis of the second 
type of solution. 

The first work that put fonvaro essentially this understanding of Bakuninism 
was the First InternationaI’s brochure of 1873， written by Engels and Lafargue 
(with Marx collaborating on the conclusion)， titled TheAlliance ofthe Socia!ist 
Democracy aml the International Working Mell’s Associatioll (the fil정t-named organi­
zatio.t! being Bakunin’s front). The evidence contained in  this pamphlet， 
directed to exposing the nature of the Bakunin bore-from-within operation in 
the International， was hastily assembled. But in a1l essentials it was correct 
The denigration that has long been d irected against it stems in good part from 
the dishonest treatment by that overraíed historian Franz Mehring， in his 
vastly overrated biography of Marx. But later documentation has verified 
eve，"y important charge in the pamphlet， and much besides.* 

For p resent purposes， let us look at two documents in which Bakunin set 
forth h is aim of a dictatorship. Both stem from 1870 when he was just putting 
together his rule-or-ruin drive in the International; both were unknown to 
Marx. The first is the only public document in which he expressed himself 
candidly. It was sent to Albert Richard of Lyons， then a friend and discipJe， as 
a message， or manifesto， to be read to a mass meeting， in lieu ofBakunin’s 
coming to speak in person. Richard published its text twenty-six years Jater. 
The  message called on the audience to “proclaim the liquidation of the State 
and ofbourgeois society， anarchy . . .  " 

And in order to save the revolution， to lead it to a successful conclusion 
in the very midst of this anarchy， [there is need of J the action of a 
collective dictatorship of all the revolutionists who are not invested with 
any official power whatever， and [31'e] all the more effective .•. 1 

Bakunin was the enemy of all ‘official" dictatorship; he wanted an “unofficial" 
dictatorship. In letters to Richard， he explained that the goal was “revolutionary 
anarchy led on all points by an invisible collective power， the only dictatorship 
that 1 acccpt . . ." He stressed repeatedly that he was for this “collective ' 
dictatorship'" by his “invisible" sl:''.:ret band of conspirators who impo 

* The story of Mehring’'s operation， just before Wo뼈 War 1， will be told in sulflcient 
detail in the next volume of KMTR， ，vhich 、찌II also deal more thoroughly than here 
with Bakunin’s theory of the “않cret dictatorship." For this r없1S0n， the present chapter 
is limited to some highlights. 
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as invisible pilots amidst the proletarian tempest， we must direct it， not 
by an open powel' but by the collective dictatorship of the Alliés [Alliance 
members] : a dictatorship without any badges of office， without titles， 
without official rights， and all the stronger in that it will have none ofthe 
appearances of power. That is the only dictatorship that 1 accept. 

You m ust not support “official， open dictatorship，" he warned; that way lies 
failure. Bakunin was vetγ repetitious on this idea， and the reader must excuse 
us for omitting the repeated versions ofthe "secret dictatorship." Suffice to 
report that he finally assured friend Richard that he had no ambitious 
hankerings for fame like Garibaldi. His “whole ambition，" he averred， was 
simply “ the desire to help you form that invisible collective force which alone 
can save and direct the revolution." Nothing grandiose， you see: just the 
aspiration to be the “ real power" controlling the world whiIe anarchy swirls 
over a l l  . . / 

Bakunin’s letter of June 2， 1 870 to Sergei Nechayev was discovered and 
published only in 1 966. It revealed far more about the would-be anarchist 
dicíator’s politics than his scheme of “secret dictatorship，" but that is the part 
we are interested in. In this letter Bakunin repeated the whole plan for secret 
dictatorship in even greater detail， but it would be very repetitious to quote 
these passages. However， it is much more explicit than before on the organi­
zational end of the scheme. The “invisible force" is now described as “the 
collective dictatorship of  our organization，" the “secret organization" of  the 
invisible controllers， whom Bakunin had previously called the 작nvisible 
legion" or the “invisible network." 

Imagine yourself in a successful revolution， Bakunin invited. 

But imagine， in the midst of this general anarchy， a secret organization 
which has scattered its members in small groups over the whole terrltory 
• . .  firmly u n ited . . • an organization which acts everγwhere according to 
a common plan. These small groups， unknown by anybody as such， 
have no officially recognized power but they are strong in their i d e a l. . .  
strong also in their clearly realized purpose among a mass of people 
struggling without purpose or plan. 

In this wet-dream of invisible power， B akunin’s key idea was not merely the 
described organization butmollopoψ of organÊzatio1Z， for the function of “anarchy" 
was to destroy everybody eIse’s organization， which was by definition 
“authoritarian." Again and again Bakunin explained that the “secret collective 
dictatorship" would hold the real reins ofpower. He calculated that fifty or  
sixty， at  most seventy， bravos could control a whole continent through the 
device of "anarchy" plus the secret， invisible “brotherhood." If you took the 
conception held by a particularly igno.-ant village constable of the “dictatorship 
of the party" exercised by Red Subversive Bolsheviki， and stripped it of most 
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rational elements， you would get-Bakunin’s orgasmic dream of his Secret 
Dictatorship.3 

T h is was the dream that Bakunin was tlγing to realize in the lnternational， 
in order to throw out the “authoritarians" and turn it into the organizational 
base of the lnvisible Brotherhood. The fact that a good part of his scheme 
existed only in h is fantasy did not save the International from being smashed 
up. 

2 .  MARX ON BAKUNIN’S D ICTATORSHIP 

As mentioned， Marx and everyon e  else in the lnternational’s leadership 
were u nawal"e of the documents described above and many others of simiJar 
import. τhere were plentiful suspicions based on experiencc. In 1869， as 
Bakunin’S operation got under way， Marx remarked in a lettcr to Engels: 
“This Russian evidently wants to become diciator of the European working­
class movement. He had better have a care. Else he wil1 be officiaIly ex­
communicated.’，. Marx’s mistake was in ignoring this completely correct 
Ilrevision and，  instead， favoring the admission of Bakunin’S organization into 
the I nternational when it pretended to dissolve its parallel structure. Marx 
was talcen in. 

1 wili take I1p the tale of Bakunin’S operation in the International in another 
work; here we are interested only in one corner of the stOlγ， namely， the role 
played by ‘dictatorship’ . 011 the surface， it was a charge ßung back and forth. 
As we have seen， Bakunin had worked out a rationale which permirted him to 
tlulI1der against “dictatorship" with freedom-loving ardor， keeping his fingers 
crossed as he told his acolytes that this rhetoric meant only “oflìcial 
d ictatorship. " On the other side， his opponents gathered only gradually tl1at 
this paladin of Liberty was building an organization (which called itself the 
AHian.ce， for short) tllat aimed to impose its unfettered domination on the 
movement. 

찌friting to tl1e Belgian International leader Cesar de Paepe at just about the 
same time that Bakunin was baring his scheme to llichard， Marx spû:<'c of the 
e‘Torts of the Swiss Federal Council “to emancipate itself from the dictatorship 
of the Alliance."s De Paepe， long a dupe of Bakunin， probably thought this 
usage was metaphorical. A Iittle later the General Council sent out a circular 
to the sections about the BakunÎn operation: in Geneva its opponents had 
“ denied him any ‘dictatorial’ influence in the movemel1t"; Bakunin’s aim WllS 
to get the seat of the General Council transferred to G eneva， where “ the 
lnternlltional would fall under the dictatorship of B."6 In a long programmatic 
leHer to Lafargue， analyzing Bakunin’s campaign in the Intemational， Marx 
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three times referred to  “Balwnin’s [would-be] dictatorship over the Inter­
nationa] association " and to the “intrigues of the Alliance and its Muscovite 
dictator. "7 

The Bakuninists， of course， systematicalIy accused the General Council of 
“ dictatorship" over the organization， on the basic ground that any leading 
committee that was more than a mailing address was an authoritarian monster 
by definition (except naturally for the invisible dictators of the Bakuninist 
organization). There were no charges whose substance repays examination， 
but  a thick miasmic cIoud of accusation was industriously spread. One  reply 
appeared in the International’s Zurich organ Tagwacht， and Engels sent it on 
to Lafargue as an example. It  said， for example: 

A dictatorship always presupposes that the dictator wields material 
power enabling him to have his dictatorial orders executed. Now， we 
should be much obliged to all these journaIists if  they would kindly tell 
us where the General Council has its arsenal of bayonets and guns. 

More to the present point， i t  went on to detaH the verγ Iimited powers of the 
General εouncil， the wide-ranging democracy of its organization， the broad 

8 range of opinions Ìnside it， and so 0[1.0 In a circular to sections written by 
E ngels， the members were told that， whiIe the Bakuninists charged the 
General εouncil with authoritarian acts without specifying a single one， 
“these very same men， in  practice， constitute themselves as a secret society 
with a hierarchical organization， and u ndel' a， 110t merely authoritative [i.e.， 
au th oritarian]，  but absolutely dictatorial leadership  . .  . " 9 

As the last citation sho찌찌 by this time il1 1872， the Inter‘national’s leaders 
had  gained a working knowledge of the secret organization and hidden plans 
of the Bakuninist conspiracy， pl.lblished in 1873 in the aforementioned 
brochure， Tlze Alliallce ofthe Socialist Democracy and the 11!temαtional Workillg Men’s 
AssociatioFt. An article by Engels， who had worked with Lafargue on coHecting 
the dossier， summal'ized its import: it dealt with “the organization of a secret 
society with the sole aim of subjecting the European worker’s movement to the 
secret dictatorship of a few adventl.lrers who， to this especiaUy through 
Nechayev in Russia， perpetrated infa mies . • . "10 • 

Since those days， the charge that the Genera‘ Council exercise뼈 some !lort of 
dictatoriaI 
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bags， it seems， were financing the current stril{e wave in France. Marx sent the 
item on to EngeJs as a curiosity.1 I  

3. LASSALLE AS “WORKERS’ DICTATOR" 

Contrary to the myth that Marx’s hostility to Lassalle was personal in 
origin， the facts show that Iψ to 1865 Marx was the only one of Lassalle’s 
communist associates who liked him personally and trusted him. For example， 
when in 1 850 or 1851 Marx (from London) proposed to the local Düsseldorf 
branch ofthe Communist League that Lassalle be admitted to member잉lip， 
even Marx’s prestige and influence could not prevent the branch from rejecting 
him， unanimously and repeatedly. For several years Marx and Lassalle 
corresponded as warm friends. 

The turning point came in 1856， when the Rhenish communists sent an 
emissary， Gustav Lewy， to London with two assignments， one ofwhich was to 
open Marx’s eyes about Lassalle. For a week Lewy talked to Marx about the 
Rhineland situation and the case of Lassalle. At the end of the week Marx 
reported to Engels in a letter explaining at some length how deeply shaken he 
was on the Lassalle side of the visit. There had been several previous attempts 
by Rhenish comrades to disiUusion Marx about Lassalle (by letter) but they 
had been unsuccessful. Again， we confine ourselves here to one aspect only.12 

Wonderingly， Marx informed Engels what Le，"Y had told him: 

. .  in Le\"Y’s presence he [Lassalle] constantly expressed his “hankering 
to be a dictatol'" (he seems to look upon himself quite differently fi-om 
how we look on him; he considers himselfworld-conquering because he  
was  ruthless in a personal in�trigue . . .) [i.e.， in the Hatzfeldt case， 
which made him a rich man]:" 

τhis was the f1l"st such report Marx received， but not the last. We now know 
that Lassalle had been quite candid about his ovenveening ambitions since 
early youth. Le\"Y was not retailing gossip. Lassalle had hidden this side of his 
character in his intercourse with Marx but not in other relations， that is， not in 
relations with his natural inferiors. 

ln the next years LassaHe’s publications were instrumental in convincing 
Marx that they were poles apart， agreeing “on l10thing except some far­
distant ultimate ends" (as Marx told him to his face one day);4 Then in 1862， 
when Lassalle visited Londol1， there was intense personal friction， but since 
we are still concentrating on one aspect we mention only the following. 
Lassalle told Marx and his wife how “ he advised Garibaldi . . .  to go after 
Naples and there set himself up as dictator，" how he acted as the “presiding 
genius" over other grea 
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Lassalle was very furious at me and my wife [Marx related to Engelsj 
because we made merrγ about his plans， chatTed him as an “enIightened 
Bonapartist，" etc. 

LassaIle sneered at Americans as having no “ideas" : 

Individual liberty is only a “negative idea，" etc.， and more of this old， 
decaying speculative rubbish.15 

In 1 863 Lassalle sent Marx a copy of the pamphlet in which he made his bid 
for leadership of the German workers' movement， usually tagged the Open 
Repψ'. Marx read it and saw the essential point， telling Engels: 

He behaves . . .  altogether as if he were the future workers’ d ictator . . • . 
the workers must agitate for 11lliversal su.所ageand then send people Iike 
him “armed with the unsheathed sword of science" into the Chamber of 
Deputies.16 

In the next few months he received reports from Germany that Lassalle was 
openly talking about his dictatorial perspective (as was his wont). Willtelm 
Liebknecht wrote: “Things are in ferment in the LassaUean workers’ assodation. 
If Lassalle does not give up his ‘dictatorial ways' and his ‘ fli떼19 with 
reaction，‘ there will be a scandal. ，，17 Lassalle had actuaUy openly talked about 
making an alliance with the monarchy against the liberai bourgeoisie. 

In point of fact， as early as June 8，1863， Lassalle had sent a secret letíer to 
Bismarck， crowing over the dictatoriaI powers he had been given as president 
of the Lassallean association， just founded-경ver 

the constitution of 11ψ empire， which perhaps you’d have to envy me! 
But this miniature picture will plainly convince you how true it is  that 
the working class feels instinctively inclined to dictatorship if it can first 
be rightfuHy convinced that it wm be exercised in its interests， and how 
velγ much it would therefore be inclined， as 1 recently told you， in spite 
of all republican sentiments-매r perhaps 01'1 those very ground←-to see 
in the Crown the natural bearer of tlte social dictatorship， in contrast to 
the egoism of bourgeois society， if the Crown for its part could ever 
decide on the (to be sure， very improbable) step of taking a really 
revolutionary and national direction and transforming itself from a 
kingdom of the privileged dasses into a social and revolutionalγ People’s 
Kingdom!IS 

Lassalle was saved from the ditch inío which he was steering by two events: 
Bismarck’s rejection of his overtures and Lassalle’s death a few months later. 

It is hard to see why the myth of Marx’s “personal" hatred had to be 
invented to account for his hostility to a man with such politics. As Marx 
summed up later about Lassalle’s Iatter-day course: 

As soon as he had convinced hims:::lf， in London (end o( 1862)， that he 
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could not play his games with me， he decided_ to come out as the 
“workers’ dictator"μgaillst me and the old party.19 

Marx’s reiterated label on Lassalle， as the would-be “workers"dictator，" was 
not a mere accusation， but a self-accepted description. As far as labels go， 
more often than not Engels' tag for Lassalle was ‘Bonapartist’， but the content 
was the same.20 

Toward the end of his Iife， Engels carried out his aim of getting the truth 
about Lassalle’s politics written down to educate the ranks of the Social­
Democracy about their hero. The j ob was done under his direction by Eduard 
Bernstein， then s띠I a revolutionalγ leftisí; it was translated into English (by 
Eleanor Marx) as Ferdil/alld Lassalle as a Socia! Reformer. It was one ofthe best 
Marxist studies of a political line ever written. Still concentrating on our own 
subject， we cite only one aspect of this work. 

Besides ‘dictatorship’ and ‘Bonapartism’， another common term of the day 
denoting the same family of politics was ‘Caesarism’ or ‘social Caesarism’. In 
one of his speeches， LassalIe had come out openly as an  advocate of the “social 
monarchy" allied with the People against the bourgeoisie--a monarchy， he 
said， “ leaning upon the hilt of the swol'd. "  There was no mistaking this 
language. “This，" said the Bernstein/Engels book， “is the language of 
CaeSll rÎsm." Jt enlllrged on the subject of dictatorship: 

The action of the masscs docs 110t， by a long way， mean personal 
dictatorship; indeed， whcre the masses abdicate their will， they are 
alrcady 011 the road to become， from a revolutionmγ factor， a reactionarγ 
onc. ln thc struggles of modern socicty， pcrsonal dictatorship has 
invariably been the shect-anchor of the reactionmγ classes， seeing thcir 
existence imperiled. . . . The c1asses that fcel themselves incapable of 
self-govern ment do that which Lasslllle is here imputil1g to the workers: 
they abdicaíe their own will În fllvor of a single person， and condemn 
cvery attempt to oppose any private intercsts of this person as “rcstless， 
malcontcnt individualism." 

The example of Bonapartism is given: thc French bourgcoisic attacked its own 
“ malcontents" in this spirit-

until Napoleon [Louis Bonapartej WllS strong enough to proclllim 
himself dictlltor agaillst the bourgcoisic， Înstcad of contenting himself 
with the rolc of mere maintainer of I:nv Hnd order/or the bourgcoisie . .  
H c  [Lassallel Ilecdcd thc dictatorship i n  order to be sure of the workers 
whencver he should require them for his actulll ends， and he nccded thc 
cndorsement of his dictatorship to appear to those in higher circles ns a 
power to be treatcd with. 

Those who would not follow this !ine were purged from the orgllnization by 
LaSSlllle. “ I t  is doubly a pronuncillmento of Cllesarism-Caesarism within 
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the ranks of the party， and Caesarism in the politics of the party. 
，
，21 A policy 

looking to the imposition of a dictatorship over the proletariat in society 
required the imposition of a dictatorship within the party. 

4. T H E  APPRENTICE D ICT A TORS 

Bakunin and Lassalle， as anarchist and staíe-socialist respectively， were 
superficiaIly opposites， in the sense that you can r:!ach the antipodes by going 
east or west. Both trained a movement that learned from their example 
how to run an organization-into the ground. Bakunin’s lieutenant in the 
InternationaI-smashing operation had been the Swiss schoolmaster James 
Guil laume， who o n  the outbreak of the world war was going to publish some of 
the most violent social-chauvinist and a nti-Semitic fulminations in the literature 
(e.g.， Karl Marx， PangermallÎst，잉. But when Bakunin died in 1876， Guillaume 
succeeded him as organizational chief in the anal'chist International for a 
couple ofyears (before abandoning leftist activity in 1 878 and moving from 
Switzerland  to Paris). 

Marx and Engels knew his modus operandi verγ well. In 1877 Engels 
suggested to his friend that they should keep an eye on “the world government 
in Neufchâtel，" where Guillaume resided. “ We have to know， after all， what 
a nathemas the universal dictator and administraíor of the Holy See 
promulgates."n Of course， both ‘dictator’ and (by implication) ‘pope’ 
referred to aspiration잉， 110t realities. 

Less visible to sociaHst historγ has been another phenomenol1: that ofthe 
apprentices who continued the organizationai m.o. after tlIe politics had 
eroded out. (The present-day analogue would be the Stalinists wlIo continued 
their organizational  habits long after shifting allegiance from Moscow to 
Washington.) One ofthe most prominent examples of tlIis unappreciated type 
was the Bakuninist who became the leader of the reformist (“Possibilist") 
wil1g of Frcnch socialism， Paul Brousse. Engels pinned him up for socialist 
history with the following vignette: 

Brousse is j us t  about the most lIelpless muddlehead 1 have ever seen. 
From anarchism he has dropped the anarchy， i.e.， the fight against 
political activity and elections， but on the other hand he has maintained 
all other phrases and in particular the tactics of anarchism. Thus he is 
110W fantasizil1g in Le Prolétaire in tedious artides aimed at Guesde 
(without  naming him) on the insoluble question of how to establish al1 
organization that excludes the possibility of a dictatorship (Guesde’S!!).23 

I f I  may be aIlowed a personal remark， which could be made by anyone who 
has spent time in the socialist movement: the type here described i 
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eternal and ubiquitous. 1 have known more than one Brousse， including an 
obnoxiously bureaucratic type whose main interest was in working out party 
statutes to end bUl'eaucmtism for all time by complex procedures that would 
cl'cate a bureaucrat’s paradisc. 

Engcls addcd anothcr brush stroke to Brousse’'s portrait: 

Egalité will appear one of these days; Broussc， as heretofore， will slandcr 
on the q uiet， aítack in Le Prolftaire， without naming namcs， and the 
othcrs I thc Guesdists I will bc impaticnt enough to fall inío the trap， first 
attacking with naming of names， and then be yelled at as disturbers of 
thc pcace， scctarians， splitters， and incipicnt dictators.24 

Types Iike this wcrc ink drops in a tcacup whcn the movemcnt was small and 
struggling， but became ink drops in an occan whcn a c1ass movcmcnt succecdcd 
thc period of sccts. 

LassaHe， too， had his cpigoncs， who inherited the dictatorial powers of 
prcsidcnt of the Lassallean party; but only onc of them proved capable of 
cstablishing himsclf as thc new party dictator In his  own right. This was J.  B. 
von Schweitzer， a Jesuit-educated lawyer， who edited the movement’s organ 
for a numbcr of ycars， and became president in 1867. His Bismarckian 
orientation a la Lassalle made it necessarγ for Marx and Engels to make a 
public brcal‘ with the “Royal Prussian ，�overnment socialism" of the LassaI-

25 Icans . .G� ln addition his top-down dictatorial rcgime in the party generated a 
series of faction fights and splits. A superaddcd problem， espccially important 
in Marx’s eycs， was the fact tl1at the Lassalleans also believed in， and 
implemcnted， the dictatorship of their pal-ty over “ their" trade lInions. In 
fact， the only placc they saw for trade unions at all was as tools of the party， a 

26 view embodied in their own statl1tes. 
Marx kcpt in touch with dissidents and tradc-unionists who 띠ed to fight 

the Schwcitzcr stcamroller. ln September 1868 the Lassallean congress mct in 
ßcrlin to pJan the founding of party trade unions under the presidcntial 
control of Schweitzer， statutory dictator. Scnding Engels a report received 
뼈'om a participant， Marx commcnted: 

. .  in phlce of his dictatorship over the GGWA I his party organizatiouJ 
Schweitzer thin� s he can pllt a dictatorship over the Ge'=!llan working 
class in a much simpler fashion. This is being very naive.27 

Engcls replied that he had read in Schweitzer‘s paper “that he w 
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And in fact Marx did 50. This was a very important statement on sectism in 
the political movement and bureaucratism in the trade-union movement， but， 
as before， we cannot follow these leads here. Suffice it to say that Marx’'s direct 
reference to Schweitzer’s dictatorship echoed Engels' suggestion: the trade­
union movement “ revolves largely around money questions， and you wiU 
soon discover that here all dictatorship comes to an end."29 * 

The following year， the anti-dictatorial opposition in the organization was 
stronger， as the General German Workers' Association held a congress in 
March. Some cf the president’s dictatorial executive powers were cut. Engels 
thought this was “an enormous defeat f01" Schweitzer." In this connection， he 
used another locution for dictatorship: “Schweitzer’s campaign for the kingship 
of the taiIors，" referring to the regime of Joh n  of Leyden in the Anabaptist 
comm unity of Minister-an analogy we have aIready met.30 He added 
sententiously: “'N’'est pas dictateur qui ve14t" (Wanting to be a dictator doesn’t 
make you one) .  

Schweitzer w a s  thrown o u t  o f  office a n d  o u t  of the movement b y  1872; three 
years later， the Lassalleans merged with the Bebel forces (Eisenache1"s) in the 
new Social-Democratic Party. Schweitzerism became a historical incident. 
Marx and Engels recalled it for a moment in 1879 when they prepared a blast 
against a new and different menace， a move to turn the new party into a 
middle-class reform group. Drafting their statement， they wrüte that while 
Schweitzer had emphasized the revolutionary class struggle， “he may thereby 
a lso  have concocted a pretext for himself to cast suspicion on persons dangerous 
to his dictatorship.，，31 Then they struck this passage out of the document， n o  
doubt as irrelevant t o  the matter at hand. Schweitzer remained in their minds 
as the very model of the intraparty dictator. Over a decade later， Engels was 
discussing the bad attitudes of the German party leadership íoward minority 
dissent: 

The largest party in the Reich [he warned， meaning the Social­
Democrats1 camlOt exist without alJ shades witltin it being articulated 
to tne full， aI.:l.ø even the appearance of a dictatorship à la Schweitzer must 

32 b e  avoided. 

Not accidentaUy， the “appearance" came ‘lp the following year， in still 
another quarter. The occasion this time was the uproar that greeted Engels’ 
1891 publication in the Neμe Zeit of Man:’s suppressed ε'ritique oftlte Gotha 

* As a IX>int of cutiosity， let us mention that lV.없'X did not use the ordinary Geηnan 
won:l 뼈. dictatorship’ (Diktatur) but rather Diktatortul1I， 빼ich n뼈"c  or kss COil1웰oods to 
‘dictatorclom’. Indeed， in a previously cited passage 1\없rx had used Diktatorschajt， 
which likewise cannot be 뼈md in a Gennan dictionary; it 50un생s mod빼:d after the 
English word. In tbe case ofboth neol앵isms， the stem is Diktator， thereby emphasizing 
the person of the dictator r강ther tban tbe o:ffice. 
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Program of 1875， an uproar led by Liebknecht and swelled by the entire right 
wÎng of the party. Proposals came from the Reichstag (parliamentary) fraction 
that the Neue Zeit should be 치}Iaced under censorship，" Engels wrote in a 
letter， shocked. This sort of talk by the Reichstag fraction had a history. 
D u ring the period of iIlegality under the Anti-Socialist Law of 1878-1890 only 
the Reichstag deputies were permitted to function for the party， and so the 
fraction became the defacto leading committee inside Germany. Engels made 
a bitter comparison with the proposal to censor the Neue Zeit: 

Is this the ghost of the Fraction’s dictatorship during the Anti-Socialist 
Law (which was certainly necessary and excellent1y carried out)， or is it 
a reminiscence of Schweitzer’s erstwhile tight organization? It’s a blilliant 
idea indeed to put German socialist science， after its liberation from 
Bismarck’s Socialist Law. under a new Socialist Law to be devised and 
carried out by the Social-Democratic party authorities themselves.33 

D u ring the period of the Anti-Socialist Law， accusations of ‘dictatorship’ 
had been traded 011 all sides. In 1 882， when the tug-of-、，var between the 
rightward-Ieaning Fraction majority and the iIIegally published organ 
Sozialdemokrat was at 3 peal‘

’ 
Bebel rebuked the Fraction 101' wanting to play 

dictator in the party. Bernstein， the editor， attacked the “censorship" by the 
Fraction (samc thing). On the other hand， Wilhelm Hasenclever， under 
attack by Bebcl for w31lting a deal with thc conservativcs， charged Bebel with 
“again playing party dictator." Liebknecht， then supporting the Fraction in 
his muddlcheadcd fashion， had to dcny “that 1 strive for dictatorship." But in 
1 896 he was dcnou nced by his editorial associates on Vonvärts for his 
“dictatol"Ïal" conduct. The following year Licblmecht accuscd Bcbel of hγillg 
to esíablish a dictatorship within the paríy-by allcgedly moving to ignore a 
congress decision.34 

1 mentioll thcsc Încidcnts only for their iIIustrative value; thcy ‘vcre a sort of 
obbligato accompanimcnt to thc straills and tensions of party Iife. Thc problem 
of Îlll1cr-party democracy had 11 10llg history， in 、vhich the tcrm ‘dictatorship’ 
figurεd as only onc elemcnt. 

5. A CLUTCH OF DICTATORS 

In conncction with whom else did Marx or Engcls spcak of dictaíorship? 
Let us review some miscel\ancous cases. 

There 、vas the movcment founded by Auguste Comte， which called itself 
Positivist. It was not a working-class movement， certainly， but it sought a 
workillg-c1ass membership 01' cliclltcle----for eXllmple， during thc period of thc 
International’s activity. In fact， 11 Positivist ‘work‘er상 club had sought a너ffiliat디ion 1 
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in France， and had been accepted o n  condition that it not use its scct 
appeHation. English Comtists ‘，vere friendly to the International (professor 
Beesly had chaired the founding meetin g  in 1864)， but the French variety was 
much more aIien to the workers’ movement. 

In his first draft fOl' the address on the Paris Commune， the Civil War in 
Frallce， Marx incIuded a passage designed to separate the International from 
Comte: 

Comte is known to the Parisian workmen as the prophet in politics of 
Imperialism (of personal Dictatorslzip)， of capitalist rule in political 
economy， ofhierarchy in all spheres ofhuman action， even in the sphere 
of  science， and as author of a new caíechism with a new pope and new 

35 sainís in place of the old ones .  

But this was Ieft out of the fmal version，  no doubt in the  interests of good 
relations with the English Comtists. (The woa-d ‘Imperialism’ meant the 
regime ofBonaparte’s Second Empire; it should be taken as a synonym for 
‘Bonapartism’.) 

In England， Engels had a Schweitzer-model party dictator right at hand in 
the person o f H. M. Hyndman， leader of the Social Democratic Federation， 
which claimed to be a Marxist group. Hyndman’s dictatorial conduct of thc 
organization was notorious， and was a major reason for the split (Dccember 
1884) that produccd the Socialist League under 、lVilliam Morris. A few 
months  before this， Engels had informed Kautsky that Hyndman had alienatcd 
his friends and associates by his cltaracter as a ieader， in particular by “ his 
impatience to play the dictator.，，36 

Although Engels greeted the formation of the Independent Labour Party， 
and apparently even took out membership in it， he was not an admirer of Keir 
Hardie， the Scottish labor leader who was instrumental in bringing it into 
existence. Ellgels seems to have suspected Hardie of dicíatorial ambitions; 
some beIieve that he was prejudiced against the Scotsman by A veIing. For 
example， soon after the party was founded at its Bradford conference Engels 
wrote Bebel as folIows: 

From A veling’s ond accounts， a suspicion 1 had earlier has been 
strellgthened， namely， that K. Hardie cherishes the unspoken wish to 
lead the new party in a dictatorial way， as Parnel.l led the Irish， and that 
besides his sympathies tend more toward the Couservative than toward 
the Liberal opposition party.37 

To understand the last point in the iudictmellt， one must keep the LassaUe 
pattern in mind; 
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socialist was historically inclined toward dictatorial solutions in order to 
dragoon the working class into an u ncongenial course. None of this gainsays 
the view that Engel’s suspicions of Hardie were unjust. 

The man whose drift toward dictatorship most saddened Marx was his 
friend Ernest Jones， who outlasted Harney as a left-wing leader ofthe Chartist 
movement. Jones was accused of d ictatorial aspirations in the movement as 
early as 1852， and in particular by none other thall Harney.* At the end of 
1851 Jones had been elected to the Executive of the National Charter Associa­
tion at the head of the poll， but he resiglled immediately on the ground that he 
could not sit on all Executive so constituíed. This paralyzed the Executive， 
a lld resulted in a number of accusations of dictatorial methods and desires. 
Harney published a bitter attack in his Friend ofthe People (April 24， 1852)， 
likewise repeating the charge that Jones was a would-be dictator. 

ßy 1855 Jones was becoming increasingly impatient of internal criticism. ln 
“A Call to Action" in the People’s Paper early the next year， he proposed that 
power in the organization be concentrated in the hands of his associate James 
Finlen and himself: 

If  you so confide the movement to our hands， you must expect no 
explanations， and no long-worded programmes from US. If we say 
“organise，" you must organise--“assemble，" you must assemble; 
obeying implicitly • . . .  Distrust all those that declaim against leadership . 
. . . A thousand times sooner give me the worst Dictator:�hip; than the 39 blabbing squabbles of contending factions in our ranks. 

These were words of despair and disorientation， not hope and militancy. 
Another difference was that， whel'eas Îll 1852 Jones' fight was against the 
politics of coalition with middle-class politicians， now he had come to favor an 
alliance with the reformers. He wanted a dictatorship to put through a policy 
opposite to that which had once gailled him the confidence of Chartist 
militants. He was givell his dictatorship at the Chartist Conferellce of February 
1858: the majority voted for a Olle-man Executive， and he was named the one 

40 man. 
。n both COUllts， JO lles' move to the right and his demand for a dictatorship， 

Marx repudiated Jones' new views. After the “CaU to Action，" he wrote 
Engels: “You probably know that Jones， with Finlen as his shadow， has 
p roclaimed himself dictator of Charti 
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which ind eed is  in process of  growing， but on the other hand has a1so provoked 
a big storm of indignation against him.，，41 

In various letters to Engels， as he watched the development with disgust， he 
lashed at Jones ’ “stupidity." Jones was an  ass for getting himself inío a 
situation where on the one hand he advocated collaboration with the bourgeois 
reformers and lost the respect of the left， while on the other hand he himself 
did not enjoy the confidence ofthe reformel정; he was being knocked on both 
s ides ofthe head. “ That old ass" John Frost， whom Jones had made president， 
was now knifing him: “Who authorized him [Jones 1 to designate Frost president 
and  to play the dictator himself， etc.?

，，42 

Jones' “dictatorship" solution was simply the specific fonn in which the 
movement cut its own throat. But it  was an ignoble way to die. 

There is a sad epilogue to this sad story. Hamey， who in 1852 was storming 
against Jones' aspirations for a dictatorship to control the movement from 
within， had the misfortune to grow old and eviscerated. By the latier 18805 he 
was again conesponding with Engels as an old friend， but the life had gone out 
of h im. In  one letter he wrote: 

What I reland needs， and Englan d， too， is a Cromwell， who should 
begin by hanging Pamell and his gang， and Gladstone and Morley 
along with them; and then-having executedjustice Oll these ragamuffins， 
set about doingjustice lo-not only the “ farmers"-but the labourers， 

43 and others. 

“ 、Vanted，" he wrote later， “a D ictator with the heart and conscience of 
Ruskin and the hand and brain of Cromwell.，，44 It was perfectly clear tltat this 
pathetic faith in dictatorship was the positive side of something that had 
rotted away: “ 1  have not the least confidence or belief，" he wrote， “in the class 
toward whose political and sociaI em낀ncipation 1 gave the best years of my 
life." But the rot was not merely in his view of the working c1ass: speaking of 
the 1848 revolution， he said tl1at he “then believed what， alas! to my bitterest 
sorrow， 1 cannot believe now-believed in the ‘sovereign people.’ 

，，45 But l1e 
could now believe in the sovereign d ictator . . . * 

* In an article “Hamey 따ld Engels，" much refen빠-to b없use ofits infonna빼n on 
the con'espondence between these two men， Peter Cadogan came out with the following 
assertion: 

[Emest] Jones was the first man (at least in England) to accept Marx’'s themγ of 
the dictãtorship ofthe proletariat a 
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Surely it is one ofthe great tragedies in the history ofthought when a good 
man spits on his own past in order to revile everything tl1at made him worth 
our acquaintance in the first place. 

We now have to rerurn to a very different man， Karl Mal'X， who has been 
accused of aspirations for dictatorship more often than anyone else. He once 
commellted on this fact， as hc described to Engcls thc gloomy picture of his 
financial problems alld intolcrable living conditiol1s: 

You wiII admit that all this shit is 110t 、ICI)' plcasant， al1d that 1 am 
stuck in pctty-bourgcois crap up to thc ears. And besides， thcy havc mc 
cxploiting the workcrs! and striving for a dictatorship! Quelle horreur.47 

ln Part HI we will see-qllelle IlOrreur!-what ‘dictatorship’ it was Mal'X was 
striving for. 

never discussed as far as is known). Cadogan was even more unfortunate: on the next 
page he specifically counterposed thc Fl'cedom-loving Harncy to Jones’s mythical 
acceptance of the ‘dictatorship of the prolctariat’è-without any comment on Harncy’s 
la tter-day acceptancc of dictatorship in the verγ correspondence he was quoting. This 
is the way that myths get launched. 
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g INTRODUεTION TO 
THE 댐VESTIGATION 

Before we take up Marx’s use of the term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' 
itself， there are a few preliminaries to be set forth. 

I .  PERIODIZA TION 

M arx first used the wingèd words ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ in 1850. 
Why? Under what circumstances? 

It has been plentifuUy pointed out， quite j ustly， that this phrase appeared 
only infrequently in the writings of Marx and Engels， though we \찌II find that 
the n u mber of appearances is rather greater than is often cIaimed. Stm， there 
is no doubt that it was used only at times. Well， at wlzat times? 

Marx’s customary term for the same idea， we have explained， was ‘rule of 
the proletariat'， or the iike. Yet ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ did keep 
cropping up， as a reformulation， even in Marx’5 mature years， and al50 in 
Engels' last years. Was there a pattern? 

It will help to orient our thinking Olt this question if we anticipate one  
important  result ofth e  investigation that follows. Marx’'s Ulld Eltgels’ lIse oftlze 

term ‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat’ clustered in tltree periods， alld the term was notablj’ 
absellt in between. These three periods were the following: 

Period 1: 1850 10 1852， that is， the postrevolutionary period after the great 
upheaval of 1 848-1849. 

Period II: 1871 to 1875， that is， the postrevolutionary period after tbe Paris 
Commune. 

Period IU: 1890 10 1891. This period， of course， involved Engels only. We 
will see that it was a sort of echo from 1875. 

This pedodization， we wm find， is also a major clue to the aforementioned 
pattern. 

111 
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2. THE ‘ RULE OF THE PROLET ARIAT’ 

Marx’s customary term， ‘rule of  the proletarìaρ� reprcscntcd the view he 
had come to， probably by 1 844， that to achievc cOlllmunism the proletariat 
had to conquer political power. The ‘conquest  ofpolitical (01' state) power’， 
‘ rule of the proletariat': this “’as not only Marx’s usual tcrminology， it was the 
terminology common in the movemcllt. 

O ll e  of Marx’s first statements of the idca was written into the Germall 
Jdeology ( 1 845-1 846)， but the tcrm is often obscured by English translations in 
찌 typical fashion. l!errscJzaft-variously translated as ‘ rule’， ‘domination’， 
‘mastery’， ‘sway’， ‘ascendancy’， etc.-was Marx’s usual term， but here， for 
example， is how one version of the passage comes out: 

. . .  every dass which is struggling for mastery [Hel'l'schaftJ， even when 
its domination [HerrscJzaftJ， as  is the case with the proletariat， postulales 
the abolition of the old fonn of  societ)’ in its entirety and of  mastery 
IHerrscha.껴1 itself， m ust first conquer for itself political power in order to 
represent its iníerest in turn as the gencrlll in teres t  . . . 1 

This sort of translation makcs for litcrary varicty but it blurs the fact that 
Marx used a fairly standard term for II vcry dcfinite idell: ‘ rulc of the prolctllriat’. 

Looking back very much later， after Marx’s death， Engeis was going to 
write: 

∞ • •  we have always held， that in 01χler to arrive at  this [disappeanmce 
of the s ta teJ and the other， far morc important ends of the social 
revolution of the future， thc proletllrian cJass will first ‘lave to posscss 
i tself of the organised p이itical force of the State and with this nid stamp 
ou t  the resistnnce of  thc Capitalist class and re-organise society. This is 
stated nlready in the Communist Manifesto o f 1 847 [sicj， elld ofChaptcr 
IL2 

As we havc sccn， this view ， .. ent back earlier than th앙 Manifesto. In thc ycar 
before publication o f the M:mi‘ Engcls explained in a ne、Yspllper articJe 
that communists wlInte때 to ad， as Democl'llts， with Ihe Democrats in 
llll practical affairs: 

10 all CÎvilized coulltries the necessary consequcnce of  is the 
polHical rule of the prolet강 the political nilκof 섭IC proleta뼈at is 
the first presupposition of  all communÎst measures.‘3 

“The establishment  of the rulc of thc 
rules of the Communist 

T h e  verv earliest 
importance of the 
regime， that WllS to follow the 

、v:，s incorporated into t.he 
that same year.4 

had been llJive to the 
01' trllllsitioßlIi 

by the 1 840s this concem was 
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virtuaUy automatic. Everyone had to havc an answer to the question. In his 
draft for the Manifesto， calIed PrÎncψles ofCommμnism， Engels describcd the 
course of thc rcvolution in a way wc havc already seen， as 야le rule of the 
Democracy.5 

First of al!， it will esiablish a democratic constitution and thereby， 
directly 01' indirectIy， the political rule of the proletariat. Directly in 
England， where the proletarians are already a majority ofthe people. 
Indircctly in France and Germany， where the majority of the people 
consists not of proleiarians alone but also of small peasants and petty­
bourgeois who are in the process of falling into the proletariat . 
Perhaps this 씨'iIl cost a second struggle， but the outcome can only be the 
victory of the proletariat. 6 

The rule of the Democracy， thcn， would be the prelude to the rule of thc 
proletariat. 

The  Manifesto， whose final draft was without doubt due to Marx’s pen 
alone， had nothing to say about the Democratic stage， but reiterated the aim 
ofthe rule ofthe proletariaι For a numbel' of I'easons， Încluding Marx’s own later 
link-up with the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’， it is important to set Ollt what 
the Manifcsto had to say about “rllle.，，7 

AII previous movements were movements of minorities or in the 
interest of minorities. The  p l'oletarian movement is the independent 
movement of the immense ma째jo이01'파. 
majority. Thc proletariat， the lowest stratum of prcsent-day society， 
cannot raise itself up， cannot stand erect， without bursting asundcl' the 
whole superstrllcture of strata that make up official society. 

This does not say that the proletariat Îs the majority ofsociety itself; it is the 
movement led by the proletariat that represents the “immense majority." The 
perspective of proletariun “ rule" was tied to 앙 vunguard view of the class’s 
role. 

찌‘he  immediate aim 씨f the Communists is the same as that of all the 
other proiet:lrian p:uties: COlIstitution of the into a c1ass， 
overthl‘ow of bourgeois coηquest of politic었 power the proletariat. 

H is vital to lIote that tbis vicw was explic써y 않 as not distinεtive of the 
εommunists， but common to “;해1 thc o야u:r ’oletarian parties." 

%γhen the Manifesto took up a dircct discussion ofthc tnmsitional regime 
l1nd ìts progγam， it that “ the first in  the workers’ nwolutioll is 
the elcvatio!1 of 해lC nroletariat to the ndim! ‘애ass， the of democracy."* 

The 운Mooγe translation bJ1I11얹 thi� inío “win 업‘e battle of 
democracy，" r힐e to numerous misunde뼈t:mdi뼈25: but fin생lcr discussion of this 
、，vould be digressive. 
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The next paragraph stated that “The proletariat will use its political rule" to 
carry through a transitional program which， “ by means of despotic encroach­
ments on the right ofproperty，" will gradually put production “in the hands of 
thc state， i.c.， of thc prolctariat organizcd as ruling c1ass." It thcn went on to 
say: 

、Vhcn in thc coursc of dcvclopmcnt c1ass distinctions havc dis­
appcarcd and all production is conccntratcd in thc hands of associatcd 
individuals， thc public powcr loses its political characte1'. Political 
powcr in its p1'opcr scnsc is thc organizcd powc1' of one c1ass fo1' the 
oppression of anothcr. Whcn in thc strugglc against thc bourgcoisic thc 
prolctariat nccessarily uniJics itse\f as a c1ass， makes itsclf the ruling 
c1ass through a revolution， and as ruling c1ass forcibly abolishcs thc old 
rclations of production， thcn along with thcse relations of p1'oduction it 
abolishcs the prcconditions of cxistcnce of c1ass antagonism and of 
c1asscs in gcncral， and thcrcwith its OWll rulc as a c1ass. 

�c arc goillg to sce that Marx himse\f belie‘때 that thcsc passagcs of thc 
Manifesto alrcady said what therc was to say about thc ‘dictatorship ofthc 
proletariat’ 8 WhCll the Manifcsto statcd that “all the other prolctarian 
partics" stood for thc rulc of thc proIctariat， it undoubtedly had the Chartists 
in mind h igh up thc Iist. Erncst Joncs wrotc: “If wc make our power tell， wc 
can dictatc our own tcrms， and forcc c、'cry othcr c1ass to thc recognition of our 
sovcrcign rights." He put forward thc slogan， “Political power-thc sovcreignty 
of thc Pcoplc!" Gcorge Julian Harney proclaimcd: “For thc working c1asses 
therc is but onc way of righting thcir wrongs， that of obtaining mastcrγ of thc 
statc.，，9 

Thc labor historian Max Beer commented that the Chal.tist movemcnt 
graspcd “ its immcdiatc aim-the conquest of political powcr . . .  with un­
mistakablc distinctness and energy." So did its enemics: in 1842 the Iiberal 
historian and parliamentarian Macaulay， speaking on the presentation of the 
Charter， told the House that unive1'sal suffrage was incompatible with govern­
ment， with thc existcnce of an aristocracy， and with civ피zatioll itself. “The1'e­
fore， we can nevc1'， without absolute dallgcr， ent1'ust the sup1'eme government 
of the count1'y to any c1ass" which would make inroads on p1'opertÿ The 
Cha1'ter pctitione1's， if successful， “wilI becomc the sovereign body of the 
State" bccause thcy will have a majo1'ity of the pcoplc’s rep1'esentatives. “The 
petitioners ask fo1' sup1'eme power"; capitaI and p1'operty “ is to be placed 
abs이utely at the foot of Iabour." Macaulay had no doubt that military 

10 despotism would be the result. 
This fear ‘vas not simply ofthe “dictatorship of the Democ1'acy." Theo1'eticians 

of libe1'alism like Macaulay were certain tha‘a따1얀t un씨n띠l끼h、v뼈'e에e밍1's잃셈a찌I s잉suffrag떻.e and the야ru삐'u피u띠I1e 0이 f 
the majo1' 바-
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of the Democracy but even more specificaUy a dictatorship of the pr- No， 
the words were not spoken. 

3. THE CONCEPT OF CLASS RULE 

Macaulay understood a question that baffi어 a modern marxologist. Beliram 
D. Wolfe， in his Maκ'âsm， 011e HU1U/red Years [etc. ] ，  raised “ the question ofthe 
very possibility of the dictatorship of an entire c1ass， 01' for that matter， how 
and to what extent an entire c1ass can ever rule in a complex government." 

Has the political history of modern times ever known a party which 
embraces a whole c1ass? Can this be said even of the British Labour 
Party with its trade-union affiliation and its local c1ubs， a party whicl1 
comes nearer to being tl1at of aclass than any otber?* ... Does the entire 
proletariat， more or less， enter tl1e party， pay dues， select officers 
[ etc . )  . . .  ? How does an entire c1ass dictate? rule? exel'cise its Herrschaft?J2 

Wolfe implied here that the concept of ‘c1ass rule' of the proletariat raises 
unanswerable questions; he at least 짜ered no answers. But Macaulay ÉlIter 
alia， we saw， had no doubt about the answer， which was simple enough: the 
class rule of the proletariat would be expressed through control of the 
“sovereign body of the state" by a majority of the people’s representatives 
under universal suffrage. 01'， to generalize: proletadan class rule would be 
expressed through the democratic institutions of a government which is set up 
to maximize conírol from below. (In conh'ast， bourgeois democracy is set up， 
tl1rough the forms of universal suffrage and parliamentarism， to keep control 
from below to a minimum.) Macaulay， it turns out， was in complete agreement 
with what Engels wrote in his drafl for the Commwdst Man따slo: a “democratic 

* With his flair for swingeing statements offered without a note or reference in factual 
support， Wolfe added here digressively: “It was precisely this ‘class party' [the Labour 
PartyJ that Marx and Engels treated witb contempt." This is one ofWolfe’s many 
off-the-cuff inventions: it would have been very difficult for them to treat the Labour 
Party with contempt since Engels died a few years before the part)’ was founded. But it 
is not only over the calendar that Wolfe stumbled. In an anticipatory way， the Labour 
Party was what Marx and Engels had been calling on British labor to organize. And 
when the Independent Labour Party was formed in 1893 Engels hailed it with enthusiasm 
and urged all socialists to join it， even though he was disappointed by its subsequent 
development.1I 

For Marx’s views urging the formation ofa broad， class labor party not only in Blitain 
but in America and elsewhere， see a 1934 John Day pamphlet titled Marx afld America­
by Bertram D. Wolfe. This pamphlet presented Marx’'s and Engels’ writings on the 
issue in some detail; having subsequelltly become an Authority， Wolfe αsserted the 
exact opposite without a syllable of documentation. 
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cOllstitutioll" meant “directly or Îlldirecdy， the political rule of the proletmiat"­
directly in Ellglalld because there the proletariat formed a majority of the 

13 peoplC. 
The  class rule 0 1' the proletariat， then， is defined by the institutions 01' 

democracy in a workel상 state. 씨loife d evoted a passage to explainillg that no 
answer to his  stumper is to be found in  Marx， because poor Marx was “ not 
very sophisticated politically." The sophisticated marxologist， in other words， 
was ignorant of the fact that his question had been asked in the 1870←-and 
a nswered by Marx. 

I n  an 1873 book Bakul1ill had directed precisely this question to Marx: 
“What d oes i t  mean-‘the proletaria t  organÎzed as ruHng class’?”-“WilI 
perhaps the whole proletariat stand at  the head ofthe government?"-“The 
Germans number about 40 million. WiIl all 40 million， for example， be 
mcmbers of  the government?" 

Marx’s answers to these Wolfian conundrums were， 01' course， conditioned 
by the fact that for Bakunin they were sllpposed 10 be arguments for anal'chism. 
Marx’s j ottings* assumcd the existence ofa democratic proletarial1 state (a 
“Commll llc，" as he puts it here)， bllt he understood that for Bakunin a 
democratic  statc was cven worse than a despotism. At fll'st he scribbled this， 
for example: 

For eXllmple， in  a trade IInion does the whole IInion foml its execlltive 
commiUee? ' "  A nd in the Bakuninist stl'llcrure “from below to above，" 
will everyolle be “above"? Then there is no “ below." WiII all the 
members of the Commune likewise administer the common interests of 
the Region? In this case， no di1Terence between Communc and Region. 

\Ve see that， against Bakunil1， he had to argue the basic idea of representative 

democracy. Replyil1g to the about the “40 million " hc 

stated thc pOÎllt ill an u nexpeded 、vay:

。εcrtainly!O . Since the thing begins with the self-govcrnment o f  thc 
C I 4  ommu ne. 

The “40 mil lioll "  “，m bc “members 01‘ the government" in a new sense which 
“the seJf-government 따" the Commune" makcs possible for the lìrst timc: so 
p삐inly “'ellt Marx’s tt띠n of thought. The cntÎre c1ass (indeed， the entire 
people) will be Învolved Î I1 ruling themselves . . . And at this point the 
sophisiicated marxologists wil! treat Marx’s “ iIlusÎol1s" with the IIsual scorn 
reserved for thc belie! ‘ha! democratk control from ht'low is possi 

* Marx’s comments ‘，\'erc not !onmù repl썼， let alone analyses， but simply I앙m.'lrks 
jotted down in passing in the C01n똥 이 making his conspectus ofUakunin’'s book. They 
입�n: made as rcmindel갱 to himsel[‘ not as expositions for :1 reader. 
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of  defining ‘class rule’ it i s  the far rnore basic question of  the alleged 
irnpossibiIity of real democracy-which， to be sure， is another subject. 

For Marx， the ‘c1ass rule of the proletariat’ was equivalent to the complete 
and thoroughgoing dernocratization of society; yet it also meant the 
‘dictatorship’ of the proletariat. This is what we are investigating. 

4. THE WORD IN 1850: CABET AGAIN 

We saw in Part 1 that ‘dictatorship’ was plenrifully used by the 1850s in the 
writings of reactionaries， conservatives， liberals， radicals， revolutionaries， 
anarchists and statists. Not yet rnentioned is a case that is of special interest to 
introduce Marx’s first use of‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ in 1 850. 

Cabet， as we saw in Chapter 3， had advocated an Icarian dictatorship in his 
description of his Utopia， but by the 1840s had grown rnilder and more 
circumspect. Having tled to America on the eve of the 1848 revolution， he 
witnessed the upheaval frorn afar; but one effect it all had on hirn was 
evidently to reinvigorate his views on dictatorship. 

At just  about the sarne tirne that Marx was writing his Class Struggles in 

Francα Cabet was drafting an article in which he gavε his prescription for new 
revolutionary tactics in France looking to II new outbreak. I t  was published 
under the title “France.-What Must Be Done After a New Revolution." 
That it a ppeared in Cabet’s narne is interesting， but even more interesting is 
the fact that it was published in the !eft Chartist organ put out by George 

J ulian Harney， the Democratic Review， which at this tirne also carried articles by 
EngeIs and other rnernbers of Marx’s eircle， as well as supp0l1ers of Louis 
Blanc and other social-democrats. 

Cabet was well-acquainted with the English Ieft， for he had lived in exile in 
England from 1 834 to 1839. I n  the 1840s his ideas had some success among the 
rnernbers of the League of the J ust， the group that in 1847 arnaIgarnated wìth 
Marx and Engels to forrn the Cornmunist League. But in 1847 Cabet’s 
proposal to go off to Arneriea to found his Icaria rnet with great resistance from 
his followers everywhere; in London the Cornrnunist League people held a 
week-Iong discussion on the issue and condernned Cabet’s plan. At a banquet 
011 Septernber 20 held jointly with the Société Démoeratique Française (which 
was the French analogue of the Gerrnaπ refugee-worker group)， Karl Schapper 
gave the League’s reasons. The case against Cabet was further written up in 
an articlc published in the CornrnunÎst League organ that carne out the sarne 
month， Kommlmistische Zeitschrψ" titled “Citizen Cabet’s Ernigration Plan." 
Harney was prescl1t at the banquet， arnong other English leftists like Ernest 

Jones. J 5  This episode of 1 847 was followed by the general dissolution of the 
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Cabetist tendency in Europe; and so in 1 850 Cabet had Iittle influence among 
the readers ofthe Democl'atic Review. Still， they knew his name. 

Cabet’s article on France， undated， was datelined from Nauvoo， IlIinois， 
the site of the Icarian colony; it was published in the September 1 850 issue of 
the magazine. * His prescription for France was unequivocal: establish the 
next postrevolutionary government as a dictatorship. 

Cabet was quite clear that this was not to be a dictatorship ofthe people. 
For example， he argued that one reason it was needed was so that “the People 
be brollght to be moderate， patient" etc.; to “order and discipline" them. 
How the dictator 01' dictaíors got selected was left in darkness; they were 
certainly not the prodllct of elections， for after saving the nation， “the 
dictatorship will call upon the People to elect a National Representation." It 
“must be temporarily a dictatorship， in the hands of one or a velγ few 
individuals，" but Cabet did not reveal their provenance. 

、"'hat was ceríain was thllt only a dictatorship cOllld prevent “disorder" 
llnd “anarchy" ; “it must be revolutionary， energetic， resolute， democratic， 
populllr， devoted， llctive， rapid in execlltion." It ‘“‘s왜hou띠II삐d begin by dismissing 
all office.싼-’-’.h 
Nlltionlll GUll없rd to include all the People， who should elect their own officers. 
It should Ilot favor any “system of sQcial organisation，" that is， it should not 
take any anticapitalist steps， but leave this future open to decision later.18 

No doubt Cabet’s willingness to advocate II dictatorship-again-had been 
inflllenced by Louis Blanc’s example: not mereIy what B1anc had said in 1848 
but whllt he repeated in the postrevolutionary period. Cabet had no doubt 
that he would have gone for dictatorship. A few years later Cabet related that， 
when he had returned to France to face the lawsuits， he explained his political 
position to the court. H e  reminded the judge that his proclamation of February 
25， 1848 had urged “moderation and generosity" on the people， but he added 

that i f. . .  he had wished to enter into the Provisional Government， he 
would have done so， and that， in all later events， in March， April， May， 
his name would always have been written， unknown to him， among the 
members of a new Government 01" as a Dictatol".19 

* C. J. Johnson’s authoritative study of Cabet states tl1at l1e !eft Nauvoo to face Pal'is 
lawsuits brought by disgruntled emigrants to Icaria， and tl1at he arrived in France “in 
1850" (month

-
unstated). 16 Cabet himself， in a historγ of the American Icaria published 

in the early 1850s， stated that this trip took place in 1851: he left America on May 15 for 
“London and Paris，" and traveled for 23 days.17 This would mean he was in London by 
about June 1851. But if Johnson (\\'ho examined the judicial records) had the year 
l'ight， then Cabet may really have been in London in June of 1850. Perbaps be sa\\' 
Harney about plltting his articIe into thc magazinc; but this becomes speculative. 
Unfortllnately Johnso� mentions neithel' the Delllocratic Review articIe nor the histOlγ of 
Icaria by Cabet. 
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Cabet， of course， meant to be lcar himself， a one-man dictator. Louis Blanc， 
on the other hand， had talkcd of the dictatorship of a collective minishγ. 
There was， and had been， rampant talk about  the ‘dictatorship’ of a reprc­
sentative assembly. AIl Marx did was add another variant to this list: thc 
conception of the ‘dictatorship’ of a cIass. 

* * * 

The preliminary investigation to be made next is due  to the insistcnt effort 
by a century of marxologists to Iink Marx’s use of‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ 
with his allcged adoption of Blanquist views. The next two chapters are 
d evotcd to this question. 



9 MARX AND 
BLANQUI 

Wc havc to undcrtakc thc foUowing survcy， as a ncccss3Iγ prclimin31γ to 
locus 1 (cspccially lc) and locus 2， bccausc of thc shccr quantity of man.이(쌍ical 
claims linking thc ‘dictatorship of thc prolctariat’ with B1anqui. ln ιImptcr 2 
wc covcrcd thc claim that B1anqui had originatcd thc tcrm; but although this 
asscrtion is falsc， wc arc going to scc that thcrc is a conncction bctwccn Marx’s 
‘dictatorship of thc prolctariat’ and his rclations with thc B1anquist tcndcncy. 
To bc surc， this rclationship is， if anything， thc rcvcrsc o f‘ thc onc commonly 
allcgcd. 

Thc kcy pcriods 1'01' Marx’S rclations with Blanquists arc considcrcd in 
scparatc chaptcrs: Chaptcrs 1 1-12  (1850) and Chaptcrs 17-18 (1870s). In 
addition， Spccial Notc B cXllmincs publishcd argumcntation for thc myth that 
in thc 1840-50s Marx hcld B1anquist vicws 01' “WllS a B1anquist." In this and 
thc ncxt chaptcr wc covcr thc groundwork， particularly thc qucstion of 
Marx’s rclations with B1all<Jui himsclf 

Sincc B 111nquism issucd from thc Babouvist tradition， and sincc thc Marx­
B 1anquist fablc is llccompllnicd by thc Mllrx-Bllbouvist fllbulntion， wc hllVC to 
bcgin with Babcuf and Buonarroti. 1 ll1ust wam that thc rcsults of this 
Învcstiglltion llrc not cxciting， bcing largcly ncgntivc. 

1. MARX AND BABOUVlSM 

Sincc BllbcuPs namc stands historiclllly at thc bcginning of thc socialist 01' 
communist movcmcnt， anyonc who rcfcrs bllCk to thc origin and dcvclopmcnt 
of socillIism is bound to run into his namc constantly. And this is how thc 
namc is mct in thc carly writings ofMarx and Engcls-though not constantly. 

Thcir vcry first rcferenccs to him 、vcrc hardly admiring， though thcy sought 
to give him duc  crcdit for pioncering. In II prc-Marxist llrticle for the English 
o‘.'\'cnites (1 843)， Engels explaincd that thc Bllbouvist “ConspÍrllcy of thc 
Equals" fai!cd “bccausc thc thcn Communism itself was of a VCIγ rough and 

120 
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superficial kind; and because， on the othcr hand， thc public mind was not yet 
far enough advanced. "1 ln the /Ioψ Family， in a section tracÏng the history not 
of communism but of materialism， Marx opined that “the Babouvists 、，ycre
crude， u ncivilized [uncultivated] materialists， " and on another page poillted 
ou t that Babeuf was not “a partisan offi‘eedom " but of equality.2 h미II‘ t야th너is ‘w‘yηfor너'1 
too， is a passage of great importallce for showillg Marx’s capsulized vicw ofthe 
maill political currellts of the Frellch Rcvolution: 

Thc revolutionary movement which in 1789 began in the Cercle Social， 
which in the middle of its coursc had Leclerc alld R01.ιx as its chicf 
represematives， and which În the end succumbcd for a short time with 
Babeuj꽁 conspiracy， had givcn risc to the commlwËst idea， which Babeuf’s 
frielld. Buonarl"oti again Ílltroduced in Frallce lIftcr the revolution of 
1830.J 

The surprising thing about this thumbnail sketch of the origins of thc 
movcment， bascd on Marx’s period of  intcllsive rcading and study on thc 
Frcnch Rcvolution， is that it complctely Icft out the entire Jacobill spectrum­
not only Robespierre and Saint-Just， but Hébert and Marat-in favor of two 
tcndencies then Iittle Imown: the social-Girondins around the Cercle Social 
and Abbé Fauchet， and thc revolutionary lcft wing of the upheaval (slandered 
by establishmcll t  history as the “Enragés" ) who rejected Jacobinism and its 
dictatorship from the 1행 and from the standpoillt ofthe then working c1asses 
(Leclerc， Jacques Roux). This is especially interesting bccause Babeufand 
Buonarroti thought of themselves as Jacobin-Robespicrrists; but in Marx’s 
eyes their communism was a graft upon Jacobin ideas. This， indeed， is the 
sense with which 1 use the term 'Jacobin-communism’ to describe the 
Babouvist-Blanquist tradition. 

In thc German ldeology， outside of some passing unsubstan‘ive mentions of 
Babeuf’s name， thel'e is only one passage whel'c Marx’s attitude 8110'γs. Whel1 
Max Stirner refers to Babcuf’s  views， Marx writes scomfuUy: “ the i dea . . •  of 
regarding him [Babeufj as the theore떼cal of εommunism 
could only occur to a BerHn schoolmaster. "4 This hardly sounds: as ifl애lrx 
regarded himself a징 a disciple except in the broad sense 
should certainly never be  in  “’hich all socialists al'e desccndanis of  
the first socialist/communist movement in histOlγ. 

In this period， the view of the Jacobin of “le Frcnch Revohntioll that 
was iaken by Engels was much more cOl1ventional than Marx’s. In an article 
written at the end of 1845， vicwed “Babeuf’s for 
as revealing “the final conse에uences ofthe democl'acy of’93 [ 17931"-hencc 
“Democraζy nowadays is commlmÎsm"-(lJ/d tbe “iron characters" that came to 
his mind werc “Marat and Sainí-Just and Babcut:" his 
article offered a long by ill which the Chartist leader 
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“Robespierre and his friends，" in particular Saint-Just and Marat， as well as 
ßabeuf and ßuonarroti.5 

This view was the orthodoxy of the European left， including the socialist 
Chartists: it was not a shockingly “Jacobin" effusion. /t was Marx that was 0111 of 
step. After aIl， Buonarroti’s book， which functioned for a couple of decades 
literally as the textbook of Jacobin-communism， was translated into English 
by the leading Chartist Bronterre 0’Brien， and published in 1836 by another 
prominent Chartist， Henry Hetherington， editor of the Poor Man’'s Guardiall. 
Yet these estimable Chartists were not Imown as revolutionary fire-eaters， and 
have not been transmogrified into the “Babouvist-B1anquist" wing of Ch3liism 
by enterprising historians. On the other hand， if a letter were found in which 
Marx one day urged the reading of Buonarroti’s book (a reasonable suggestion 
since it is interesting and important)， 1 predict the publication of fifteen 
journal articles， two books， and eight dissertations using this incontrovertible 
evidence to prove conclusively that Marx was a Babouvist-Blanquist-Jacobin. 

As a matter offact， around this time (spring 1845) Marx and Engels did 
plan to publish writings by ßabeuf and Buonarroti-but only as pllrt of a veη 
ambitious project for an extensive “Librllry ofthe Best Foreign (non-Gennlln} 
Socia!ist Writers，" which in turn was momentarily thought of in connection 
with a “History of Socialism llnd Communism in France and England from 

，， 6 the Eighteenth Century On." " Hess was supposed to translllte Buonarroti. 
But nothing Cllme of it. The incident confirms， of course， what scarcely needs 
to be proved-that Marx and Engels 、，vere well acquainted with these 
writings.'� There is othe，' evidel1ce that Buonarroti’s book was a part ofMarx’s 
personal librarl-as it would be in the case of al1yone interested Ìn social 
q ll estions. 

By 1847 Mal'X’s and Engels’ writings show 110 references to the Babouvists 
with a significant content， the nellrest approach being a pl1rely historical 
observation on how the “social question" and the first communists emerged 
out of the bourgeois revolution llnd repuhlicanism.8 How this merges into the 
treatment ofBabol1vism in the Communist Manifesto is discussed elsewhere.9 

Overwhelmingly， then， in their formative years lVlarx’s and El1gels' 
references to ßabeuf llnd BlIonarroti were simply h 

* Marx'’s plan f()r this selÌl'S of publications belll"S Ollt 까hat was said above llÌJOut his 
omission of the Jacobin leade얘. The figures 폐10m he listcd as repr'얹ent'l떼ves of the 
Revolution 、verc: “Cercle S‘때;‘I; Héb상&지 .Jac. 1λ잉lerc." (The left-wing Jacobin 
Hébcli hllS been added.) 써lY Ilot R이}짝}ÎCITe 01' Saint-‘Just? Beαmsc they WCl、e not 
really eommunists? ßut l1either wereH강bcrt， Holbach， Helvétius， and others 011 this 
list where Benthllm figun.'S alon텅 ‘때th God‘찌11. 
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as fo1' E ngels-aside from a rockbotiom minimum mentioll in the historical 
pa1't ofAnti-DiihrÎl1g (hence Socia!isltl， Utopiall and Scient.한C as well)， there was 
only a comment in the prepa1'atory notes fOl' Anti-Diihringwhich was the most 
hostile of all: a certain strategy， he wrote， would be “ politically as mad as 
Bab6llfk attempt to mk a kap from the Directow directly into COInmllI빼1 

As for their correspondence over aIl the years rrom the forties to the nineties， 
the situation is even more extreme. ln aU of Marx’s correspondence， there is 
one mention-and that a mere quip. In  Engels'， two mentions-one a brief 
historical mention， and another a reply to an inquiry rrom the man who was 
destined to invent the “ Marx-Blanquist" myth， Bernstein.1 l 

There is， then， very litlle material available for the purpose of manufacturing 
a myth. It would have been nice if the young Marx had met old Buonarroti 
one  day， 01' even been spotted in the same city with him-but Marx was going 
to the U niversity of Berlin when the old revolutionist died. An Italian authOlity 
on Buonarroti， Galante Garrone， has tried to discover some overlap between 
circles frequented by the two， with only tenuous and scanty results. H would 
be necessary to screw this procedure up one notch， that is， ferret out circles 
common to the common circles frequented by those who did the overlapping­
a methodology that would prove anyone’s “ influence" on anyone else， j us t  as  
we are al I  related in Adam. Another authority found that Buonarroti was 
active in Brussels at one  time， and that one of the young BeIgians who knew 
him， Jottrand， was in 1847 the president of the Democratic Association of 
which Marx was vice-pres ident  . . .  12 It’s a small world. 

O n e  ofth e  authorities whose contl'ibution on this score has beclouded the 
scene was Harold J. Laski， who， in his Socia/ist Tradition ill tlte Frmch RevolμtiOll， 
stated magisterialIy of Babeuf and Man that “The line of affiliation， indeed， 
is a direct o n e; for Buonarroti was the master of that generation whose words 
and acts were the basis of Marxian strategy." He then listed half of the 
socia!ist doctrines that most of the movement held for a half-century， to show 
the “ line of affiliation，" but the only stab at a “direct" afriliation came at the 
end: “and it is worth remembering the part that the League of the Just played 
as an instrument of early Marxism."13 Laski forgot that， far from being a n  
“ instrument of early Marxism，" the League of the Just h a d  t o  be scuttled 
before Marx and E ngels agrεed to form a new organization， the Communist 
League， with its leaders. 

But Laski had a real fact to work with. He was thinking of the essay “ On the 
History ofthe Communist League" published by in 1 885， in particular 
a passage that will also serve I.lS as al1 in 
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Originally it was a German offshoot of the French 、γorker-communism
Iinked to Babouvist reminiscenccs， which took shape in Paris at about 
thc same time; community of goods was demanded as a necessarγ 
consequencc of“equality." The aims were those o f the contemporancous 
Paris secret societies: half propaganda group， half conspiracy， with 
Paris however always figuring as the center point of revolutionmγ 
action， though the preparation of occasional putsches in Germany was 
by no means  excluded. But since Paris remained the decisive battle­
ground， the League was at that time actually not much more than the 
German branch of the French secl'et societies， p3l'ticularly the Société 
des Saisons led by Blanqui and Barbès， with which it maintained a 
close connection. The French struck on May 1 2， 1839; the sections of 
the LeaQue marched with them and thus were involved in the common 
defeat. 14

-

This is the past that these German wOl'ldngmen had to overcome in ol'dcr to 
arrive at a mel'gel' with Marx and Engcls. Somehow this passage gets cited as 
if it provcs that Marx and Engels 、，verc taintcd with BabouvÍsm-for， you sce， 
they associatcd 、w‘，vit야h ex-Babouv、vist“S (01' ex-sem띠1끼i-싸‘.’，h‘.’ 
least). Lucky fol' Marx it was 110t he who glorificd Babeuf as his “master，" 
foundcr “ 110t only of thc socialist doctrine but above all of socialist politics." 
(It  was that mastcr of reformism， Jean Jau l'ès.15) We will rerurn to thc Just in 
thc next chaptcl'. 

찍le see that this survey is not velγ rewarding in itself. The reader’s 
cOl1solation is tllat， while 1 have taken somc pages to summarÎze the facts， 
whole forcsts havc becn cut down to pl'ovide the paper on which marxologists 
have claimcd that Mal'x and Engels 、vere originally “B�lbouvists" in somc 
meaningfu! sense. 、Vhen we get to Bla nquism， the plot thickens. 

2. THE BLANQUIST TENDENCY 

Rcvo!u tiol1mγ secrct societics， with ideologics ranging from !cft J'cpublicanism 
with thoroughly bourgeois vicws to primitivc communist idcas， prolifcratcd 
llftcr thc rcvolutioll of 1 830 În France. Buona l'roti’s bible of Babouvism， which 
had bccn published În 1 828， played an impoi'tant J'ole in persuading the left 
wing of th is movcmcnt that it was commu nist and in cxplaining what it meant 
by communism; and Buonarroti himsclfwas active in cl'cating and training 
groups here and thcre. But， without bcgrudging descl'vcd lH!miratiol1 for the 
dcdica tion and encl'gy of this “fil'st profcssional revolutionist，" it must not he 
thought that thc movemcnt was 311 emanatio!l of Buonarl'oti αr of Babouvism. 
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It was a movement of elemental rebellion that cast about for an ideology. 
Instead of ideas， it found a Ieader. 

Buonarroti may possibly have known young Auguste Blanqui: 16 it makes 
Iittle difference， exccpt to underline that Blanqui did not create the “Blanquist" 
movement. (Blanqui’s aphorism was: “On Ile crée pas UI1 mou‘Icment， on Ic 
d érivc. ，， 17) He rose through its ranks to recognized leadership by virtuc of his 
admirablc pcrsonal qualities， which fcw even of his enemies fai1ed to respect. 
These qualities did not include much competence in the theoretical analysis of 
social und political problems. Blanqui was typical ofhis movement in being 
primarily an activist--the generalissimo of activists. Hc was militantly opposed 
to wasting time on general problems of social analysis und revolutionulγ 
policy (“theory"). Along with his troops he accepted what seemed obvious: 
since the mass ofpeople were hopelessly corrupted by the social order， they 
had to be saved despite themselves-saved by the Good Guys， 、이10 would 
make a revolution by the tim옹honored method of a coup de main (putsch) 
engineered by a gang of honest revolutionists， led by a Virtuous Chief acting 
in the interesís of the People. The Good Guys (in sociological shmg， the 
revolutionary elite) would then institute a new revolutionary regime， which 
would traill the masses up to the pOÎllt when (some day) they could govern 
democratically. This， as we have seen， was the Educational Dictatorship. 

、Vhat was needed for such a seizure of power was the skillful and well­
organized use of force， as blueprinted (for example) În BJallqUÍ’s famous 
lnstruclÏolls pour une Prise d껴rmes， which gave tne exact dimensions for building 
a proper barricade. 

To the world at large and to tne people of the left in particular， the 
Blanquist  movement seemed to have tlvo outstanding characteristics-yet 
both o f  these have to be heaviiy qualified. 

In the first place， the Blanquist tendency seemed to be thoroughly revolutiollary. 
AU good Blanquists trumpeted this quality， in all sincerity. And who could 
have any doubt about it after comparing Blanqui with， say， Louis Blanc’s 
parliamentary síate-socialism 01' Victor Considérant’s pink modulation o f  
Fourierism? OnIy time was going t o  s how how easily Blanquism， 80 
revolutionary lmder despotic regimes， turned into arrant social-reformism as 
it began to operate unde 
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to， he  could not have done research on the B1anquists’ social composition. 
Modern investigations of this question， while useful for the history of socialism， 
are not very relevant to evaluating Man’s relation with the B1anquists. In any 
case the question is still clouded evcn aftcr a century of rcsearch; but some 
points may be of interest here. 

Part of the trouble is terminological: if‘proletarian’ is taken to refer to the 
modern proletariat of factOlγ wage-worl(ers， there is no doubt that there were 
few p roletarians in B1anquist rank웅-or among the Proudhonists， or i n  the 
Communist League， or anywhere else. It is well known that Blanqui used 
‘proletarian’ in  the usual sense of his day， describing all those who earned a 
living primarily by their own labor-artisanal craftsmen， even workshop 
masters， shopkeepers， natur씨ly peasants， etc. 111 Marxian terminology these 
cOl1stituted the various lVorkillg cf，“sses， then overwhelmingly petty-bourgeois 
ÎIl composition in France or Germany. (Man himself， in journalistic and 
other popular cont앙xts， not infrequentIy used ‘pmletarian’ ill the same “ u n­
Marxist" way as everyone else.) Instead of ‘proletarians’， we should read 
‘ workingpeopie’ in the most general sense. 

O n c e  this emendation is made， the composition of  the Blanquist tendency 
can be stated with some confidence at least approximately. Spitzer’s summarγ， 
1 think， is accurate: after conceding the well-known 펴ct that the leaders were 
“primarily although not exclusively" recruited from the middle class， he says: 

It is， however， probably incorrect to observe with Mason and others 
that “ the Blanquist pal'ty itselfwas composed principalIy ofmembers of 
the bourgeoisie， radical students of the schools of Paris， young advocates， 
and journalists." Although evidence ofthis nature cannot be absolutely 
validated， contemporary descriptions of the Blanquists d uring the 
three periods (1836-39， 1848， and the 1860s) when they actually con­
stitu ted a formal organization seem to indicate that Blanqui’s following 
contained more proletarians than 입ny group but the Proudhonists， and 
that the majority of his organization was drawn from the working 

’ 1 9  C lllSS. 
O n e  of the best sources of  hard data on the rank-and-file comes (via Da 

Costa) from the Paris police files. On November 7， 1 866，  a Paris membership 
meeting was held in the Cafe de la Renaissance under circumstances that 
assured very full attendance; it was raided by the police， with only a handful 
evading the net. The police list， giving  the occupation of each one arrested， 
was reproduced by Da Costa and was c1early taken to be reliable. 

Of the 41 arrested， the largest single class bloc consisted of 1 6  artisanaI 
workers (one listed as a “l1Iasterjoiner") .  Ofthese 16 the woodworkers (joiners， 
cabill etmakers， etc.) were easily the largest trade categOlγ (6). In :띠dition to 
the 16 artisans， there 、，vere six workers in commercial occupations. One， listed 
as a lIlarcJullld mercier， was probably a shop owner; the rest were employees， that 
is， workingmell. These two categories (16  plus 6) constituted a bare majority. 
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The next bloc comprised 13  students， including six medical and fou r  law 
síudents. Then there were five professionals (one  lawyer， one “ man o fletters，" 
the others journalists)， and one “rentier." As a result of the mass trial that 
ensued， Da Costa says， the workcrs’ contingent grcw considerably.2o 

Many questions remain open， for example， the composition at different 
periods and in different cities; but it is the Paris picture that would be Marx’s 
ruling consideration， especially for the next two ycars when ßlanquist 
membership in Paris grew to over two thousand. The other side of the 
dubieties is this ccrtainty: those marxologists who unqualifiedly assert the 
midßle-class composition of the ßlanquist movement ar" basing thcmselvcs 
on thcir polemical needs， not hard facts. 

The conspiratorial putschism charactcristic of the ßlanquist-type tendencies 
(whether associated with Blanqui or not) should not be thought of as some 
bizarre or irrational vagary of“wiId men，" as tends to be the view of p hilistine 
historians bemused by respectability. Blanquism was a simple version of 
p rimitive revolutionism， so simple tl1at any child could understand it. lf you 
and  your friends didn’t like the status quo，  w hy， you sct out to overthrow it， by 
the samc mcans that it probably came into being， by force of arms. Any 
complicating notions were j ust  “tl1eory." How easy and commonscnsical this 
notion is!  It is constantly being rcdiscovered， and proclaimed as a ncw theory 
to replace “outlived Marxism，" right u p  to OU1" own day. It represents the 
infantile malady of the revolutionary movement， one ofthe reasons why， in 
much of the world， socialism is stiU a giant in  diapers. 

3 .  MARX AND BLAt뼈IUI : THE REVOLUTIONA.RY 

There are four points to be made about Mar‘X’s attitude to Blanqui before 
we take up his political vicws o n  Blanquism. 

The frrst has already been suggested， whatcver Marx’s disagreements with 
Blanquism， he vicwed it as the proletarian， revolutionaη" communist current 
of the French movement. H e  could not have faUed to be aware of how 
amorphous the Blanquists’ kind of communism was: as Ellgels wrote much 
later about the Blanquists o f  the Paris Commulle， “The grcat majority of the 
Blanquists were at that time socialists only by revoIutionary， proletarian 
instinct . . ."21 But this would be reason to stay in contact with them， not 
grounds on which to dismiss them. This consideration wiU become clearer in 
connection with the fourth point (Section 6). 

T h e  character of the Blanquists as  the revolutionalγ wing ofthe London 
emigration in the 1 850s can be seen from anotl1er angle: theÎl" role as tl1c 
existing alternative on the lcft to the “official" leadership of the emigration， 
the Social-Democratic tendency led by Louis Blanc as the French head of tl1e 



J 28 Part lIl: Prelimillories: The “Marx-Blallquist" Mytlz 

“European D emocracy." This role of the Blanquists， and the extent to which 
Marx valu ed it， 、vas acted out in 1851 În what was known as the affair of 
Blanqui’s Toast. 

Marx’s connection can be undcrstood only if two scandals， not one， are 
related. On Fcbruarγ 24， 1851 the anniversary of the Februmγ Revolution of‘ 
1848 was celebrated in London by a “Banquet of the Equals." This verγ 
Babouvist appellation covcred the velγ non-Blanquist Social-Democrat， Louis 
Blal1 c， al1d  a number of London Blanquist refugees plus the Willich-Schapper 
group (Marx’s bitterest cncmies). The last two catcgories had just been 
affronted by Marx when he dropped SUCR down the drain (as recounted 
below in Chapter 12). Two of Mar‘X’s friends， Schrllmm and Pieper， llttended; 
cgged 011 by WilIichites shouting “Spy! " a large part of the crowd attacked 
Marx’s friends and bellt them up badly， while the rcprescntativcs ofpcace and 
democracy， with 、ìViHich prcsiding， lookcd 011-“mouthing their fratcrnal 
phrases，" commented Marx with undcrstandllblc bittcrncss. Mllrx llnd Engels 
decided 110t to involve the law， llnd in fact found themselves with no recourse.22 

Three days llftcr this scandalous affair， thc Frcnch right-wing press broke a 
differcnt public scandal， and chortled with glec. Thc “Banquct of the Equals" 
had had Blanqui’s name blazoncd on  the wall with others; toasts were otfer，αl 
to Marllt， Robespierre--and Blal1qui;  yct Louis Blanc had not turned a hair. 
H was now d isclosed that thc orgal1izing committec had askcd Blanqui to sCl1d 
a toast alol1 g  with the othcrs. From 피s ccll in Bclle-I1c， Blanqui had obligcd; 
and his toast， “Avis au Peuple" (Warning to the Pcople) curlcd Louis Blanc’s 
hair. lt was a swecping political dcnunciíltion， by namc， 01‘ thc Social­
Dcmocrats and republicans who had ruincd the revolutioll， espccially Blanc; 
warncd against giving them power 잉gaill; and callcd íor the arming of the 
workers as the only guarantee of socialism. The Banquct committce--Blanc 
and 애liIlich-Schapper includcd-votcd to Sllpprcss the toast. 얘'hcn thc “Avis" 
、VllS printed in thc prcss， thcy Hcd likc gentlemen c1aiming they had ncver secn 
it， Ict alone sllpprcsscd it-till a couplc of thc Blanquist committcc membcrs 
brokc down and confcsscd.23 

Here was an opportunity for Marx to strikc back at 야lC Icft hooligans who 
ha 
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Marx p ublishing and d istributing an indubitable writing by Blanqui putting 
fonvard an indubitable brand of Blanquism. O n e  reason may be the date: 
according to the usual myth， this was getting toward the time when Marx was 
SUPI)Osed to be givÎng up his “ Blanquist aberration" ;  this episode doesn't fit. 
For another thing: Marx did not express approval of Blanqui’s sentiments， 
nor was h is name attached; h e  was making available a suppressed document 
of definite interest-which incidentally also dished his enemies. In the prefatOlγ 
note to the f1yer， Blanqui was referred to by his chief marl‘ of  distinction :  “ the 
noble martyr of  revolutionnry communism.，，26 

찌'e should add that BlaIlqui’s statement 、vas not unalloyed Blanquism. 
(This  raises nn aspect of Blanqui that is important but cannot be taken up 
here-) On its p ositive Fide it  called ml- two steps， comes tlle revolution : “(1 )  the 
general d isarming of the bourgeois guards; (2) the arming and military 
o rganization of  all the workers." (Italics added.) True， there was a typicalIy 
Blanquist glorification of “arms and organization" as sufficient and decisive; 
b u t  Marx was not voting for it  as a congress resolutiol1. When B1anqui 
concluded， “ France bristling wÎth workers in arms， that is the coming of 
sociaHsm，" Marx could recognize common ground. Anyway， its emphasis 
pointed  in the right direction with revolutionary spirit-and pointed αgαillst 
the  right peopl e. 

It is certainly beyond question that Man regardcd Blanqui as “ the head 
and the heart of the proletarian party ÌIl France，" as he wrote in 1 86 1P True， 
hc wrote this in a lettcr to a close fliend and SUppol.tcr of Blanqui， D r. Louis 
Watteau ;  but he had expressed the same opinion  quite publicly since 1850. In 
h is Class Struggles in Frallce， this 、vas stated not in  the noted passage referring to 
the revolutionary socialisrn or communism “ for which the bourgeoisie itself 
has i nvented the name of Bianqui，" but  on the next p age， quite casually， when 
he  referred to D eflotte (i.e.， Paul de Flotte)， “a friend of B lanqui，" as “the 
representative of the revolutionary proletariat" in  the elections.28 In  another 
article of the same year-야le same book review in  which (we will see) he  
d issected Blanquism with. a sh.arp Irnife-he likewise took it  for granted that his 
readers would accept his characterization of“the  proletadan revoll.l 
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1 854 Marx inserted a note in a New York Daily Tribulle articIe pointing out that 
Bonaparte’s release of Barbès， but not Blanqui， from prison settled the 
long-standing feud between the two revolutionaries and their suppOliers: i t  
“ decides the question as to who is the man of the Revolution and who not." 
Up to now， wmte Marx， “Barbès and Blanqui have long shared the real 
supremacy of revolutionary France.，，32 1n 1 856， in his “Speech at the 
Anniversary ofthe People장 Paper，" Marx remarked that modem technological 
advances “were revolutionists of a rather more dangerous character than even 
citizcns Barbès， Raspail and Blanqui. ，，33* Herc the three names simply 
functioncd as paradigmatic synonyms for ‘revolutionist’-and Blanqui’s name 
did not head thc Iist. 

In 1 861 Marx was deeply involved in the defense of Blanqui against prison 
maltrcatment (detailed in the next scction)， and， in the course， he repeatedly 
expressed his view of Blanqui as a revolutionary ally. In a Jetter to Engels， he  
remarked that “ 1  consider it very good that we again have direct connections 
with the firmly [entsc!tieden， decidedly， decisively] revolutionmγ pmiy in  
Francc. ，，35 A fcw months later， he wrote the letter to Dr. Watteau quoted 
above. In 1 863， in a leHer to Engels， Marx was again hopeful about the 
situation in France. He remarkcd， apparently reflecting the rcport madc by 
h is wifc aftcr a visit to Paris: “ In l)aris party spirit and cohesion arc still 
dominant in the parti socia!ist I i.e.， socia\ist movementJ. Even fellows Iike 
Carnot and Goudchaux [bourgeois republicans] dccIare that Blanqui has to 

，36 be put in the forefront in the ncxt movement.’ 

T h c  “ next movement" came in 1 870. Early that ycar (bcfore it came) 
Engels had told Marx about a ncwspaper piece by Hess which said that 
Flourens and other “new forccs" ‘vere displacing old B1anqui  in the leadership. 
Engcls scouted the rcpOli as laughable， quite righfly. The Marx family knew 
FloUl'ens ‘vell; this hot-bloodcd young scientist and revolutionary， who was 
destincd to dic  in the defense ofthe Paris Commune， was a loyal follower of 
BIanqui. 

First ca me the collapse of the Bonaparte Empire. A couple of weeks before， 
Engcls wrote (in a letter) that everything might come unglued in 3 wcek 01" 

two: “The worst thing is-who is to take tb lead in case of a realIy rcvolutionary 
movemcnt  in Paris? . . .  B1anq 
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In his Civil War ill Frallce， Marx noted that the Versailles government had 
rejected the Commune’s efforts to obtain B1anqllÎ’s release in exchange for an 
archbishop: for Thiers “ knew that with B1anqui he  would give to the Commllne 
a h e a d  . . .  ，，38 

The  “ Marx-B1anquist" myth had stalied before this address was plIblished， 
indeed before the Paris Commune was more than a few days old. Paris and 
London papers published the revelation that the revolt had been master­
minded in London by Marx and BlanqllÎ in seeret conclave with A. A. Assi 
and  others. Marx’s denial was printed on April 4 ;39 but the t100d of lies 
merely sweHed. To most ofthese defenders ofMorality and Civilization， it was 
irrelevant that Marx’s communist views 、vere entirely different from BlanqllÎ’s: 
for they were on the same side of the barricades. This continued to be the 
“ Marx-Blanquist" crime. 

4. MARX A N D  BLANQUI: 
THE DEFENSE M OVEMENT 

Thc sccond element in Marx’s view of B1anqui concerned the defense of the 
revolll tionist against government persecl.ltion. 

M arx’s personal view of Blanqlli was that of a deyoted and honest 
revollltionist of great moral integrity (called ‘purity’ 01' ‘YÎrtue’ in the 
B1anquists’ own jargon). This yiew of  B1anquÎ was， of  course， yelγ common 
and  not limited to supporters: for this was a man ofprinciple， incorruptible 
and  faithful to his  convictions. Instead of spending over thirty-three years i n  
prison，40 he  could have enjoyed lucrative posts by yielding to the men  of  
power; and $0 he  was  a “fanatic" to  those who did. More than mereiy a 
martyr， he was a model of revolutionary morality. Marx admired Blanqlli in 
this  personal sense. He undoubtedly agreed with Engels' distinction benveen 
B1anqui  the individual and the Blanquists as a political tendency. Engels 
wrote in 1874: 

O n e  wants above all to play the role of BIanqui， “man of action." But 
here little is to be  accomplished [simply] by good will; not everγone 
h appens to h ave B1anqui’s revolutionary illstinct 01' his swift decisivcness; 
a n d  howeyer much Hamlct may talk about energetic action， he still 
remains Hamlet.41 

We have already mentioned thaí in the feud benveen Barbès and BIanqui， 
Marx favored the latter.43 BlIt this was n ot a question of ideology; Barbès had 
pressed charges impugning B1anquÎ’s reyolutionary integrity， and Marx 
believed BIanqui’s defenders. Also， În 1852， a shady ex-BIanquist 01' quasi-
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Blanquist  named Emmanuel Barthélemy (one of the paladins who had 
suppressed Blanqui’s Toast and broken with the revolutionist over it) 
circulated an alIeged compromising letter by Blanqui. Marx readed with the 
opinion that it was all a “ Iic" by Barthélcmy.43 Somc ycars latcr， Marx’s 
Comtist fricnd E. S. Bccsly askcd him naivcly ifBlanqui was a dishonorablc 
man of thc Bradlaugh typc. Marx laughcd to himsclf at this typical John 
BuHish cstimation of a rcvolution31γ charactcr (so hc told thc Lafargucs in a 
!etter)， and sent Bccsly a pOlirait of Blanqui to curc him of his prcjudiccs 
against thc rcvolutionist.μ 

Dcfcnding Blanqui against slandcr withill thc movement was one thing; 
defcnding him against thc constant pcrsccution of thc Bonapartist dcspotism 
was a forcgonc conclusion. 、Vriting to Engcls in 1859， Marx rcpo11cd that “ln 
Paris， at any rate， thc workcrs arc furious ovcr thc vilcncss of Blanqui’s 
deportatioll to Caycllne.，，45 Blanqui’s ten-year scntence handcd down in 1849 
had expircd in April， but instcad 01' frccing him， thc governmcnt planned to 
dcport him to the tnmsatlantic penal colony and in any case kept him intcrncd. 

Then in 186 1 ，  whcn Blanqui was shut up in thc Mazas prisoll in Paris， 
rcports síartcd coming out about his p hysical maltrcatmcnt by thc prison 
admin istratiol1 ，  allcgcdly on ordcrs from abovc. Bcsidcs， Blanqui’s trial and 
COllviction had bcen a judicial farcc. 

Marx thrcw himself wholcheartcdly into the Bl:lnqui dcfensc movemcnt 
launchcd by thc prisoner’s fricnds， D r. Louis Wattcau (pseudonym 
Dcnonvillc). τhis physician had donc timc in Bclle- l Ie  as an enemy of 
ßonaparte， :md 110、v livcd in Brussc!s. Marx kcpt in touch with him， and sct 
about  raising money for a ßhmqui dcfcnsc fund to publish a brochurc about 
thc casc and thc issucs in gcncral. For this purposc hc turncd to 
Lassallc and the Countcss Sophic von Hatzfeldt， who ditlèrcd lÌ1nl1 most of 
Marx’s fricnds in having a good deal of the needful. 

On May 8 Marx informed Lassallc about Blanqui’S priSOIl conditiolls llnd 
about dcfcnsc activitics. H is lettcr shows how thoroughly hc was ii1volvcd: 

Blanqui is still in thc prison of Mazas (Paris)， whcrc he is pJ，υ'sic“/1)’ 
maHreated by gcndarmcs， ctc. on ordersfrμm tlte}uged’illstruCtÎOI1. Hc had 
travclcd from here I Londonl to Paris-、vithOl
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He also wrote to Hatzfeldt with information on “Bonaparte’s infamous conduct 
in respect to Blanqui，" made proposals for articles to get into the press， and 
asked for her financial support for the bl'ochure on the BlanquÎ trial.47 
Hatzfeldt did get pieces into the press， and responded positively on June 14， 
A few days later Marx sent Engels a letter we have already quoted in pm1: 

It is a question 피정t of aU of money to print a pamphlet by D [enonville] 
on the (infamous) Blanqui trial. (Arguments etc. and analysis thereof.) 
Blanqui himself， through D[enonville}， has velγ waI'mly sent thanks to 
me and the German proletarian party (inpartibus) for our sympathy. 1 
considel' it very good that we again have direct connections with the 
firmly revolutionary party in France.48 

Marx was apparentIy citing a letter from Watteau (DenonvilIe) of June  4， 
which said that Blanqui was deeply moved by the concern shown by the 
German proletariat for his fate.49 

O n  July 22 ，  after learning that Blanqui’s four-year sentence had been 
u pheld， Marx wrote LassaUe: “You have seen that the sentence against 
Blanqu i-one  ofthe most shameful ever-has been confirmed on appeal. 1 am 
110W curious to see what his Brussels friend wiU write me， "50 The  Brussels 
friend， D r. Watteau，  did write to him， but this lettcr is OI1C of a number of 
leHers in the Marx-Watteau correspondence that are not extant. Marx’s letter 
to Watteau of November 1 0  is extant， and we have already partIy quoted it: 

Be assured that 110 one could be more interested thal1 myselfin the 
fate of a man whom 1 h ave always considered to be the head and the 
heart of the proletarian parη of France，51 

Through all this， to what extent was aware ofthe  activity on  his 
behalf by Marx and his friends? 에'e reaIly don’t know， though it is customarγ 
to quote Watteau’s statements as i f they settled the matter. It \\'ill be observed 
that Blanqui’s  thankful and appreciative sentiments came not from BIanqui 
but from the organizer of his defense fund writing to a valued contributor; and 
without  faulting Watteau at all we should not be  naive about these formalities. 
Other questions of this sort becloud our next section too， Luckily， from a 
reasonable standpoÎnt， none of this has much to do with the question of 
Marx’s political attitude toward BIanquism. 

5. MARX A N D  PERSONAL RELA TIONS 

For the third lement in  Marx-BIanqui relations， we must summarize the 
facts about  personal links. 

Great efiòrts have been expended on the task of finding some points of 
personal contact between 아1arx and Blanqui 01' at Jeast Blanquists. The first 
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I"act to be noted about Marx-Blanqui personal relations is similar to Shcrlock 
Holmcs' famous observation on the dog’s barldng: there wasn’t any. The two 
men ncvcr met， despite opportunities to do 50. This seems to have been due 
chicfly to Blanqui’s disinclination. However， the stOlγ shows a great amount 
of coolness on  both sides. 

、ìVhen Marx first came to Iivc in Paris in October 1 843， Blanqui was a 
prisoner in Mont St-Michel. He had been in one prison or  another continuousJy 
for foUl' years and was going to remain a prisoncr until the Febru3lγ Rcvolution 
of 1 848 released him. Thcre 、，vas no possibility of a mceting. 

But did Marx meet Blanquists in the Paris workers’ circles he began to 
frequcnt and about which he wrote so enthusiastically? Quite probably; but 
he never mcntioncd it， at the time or later. In the course of 1 844-1845 Marx 
wrote three times about the workers’ clubs he was gctting acquainted with， 
each time with great admiration and respect.52 But not a word in these thrce 
passagcs reflectcd any contact with Blanquists. 

Much later he relatcd: “ During my first stay in Paris， 1 maintained personal 
relations with the leaders of the League [of the Just] there， as well as with the 
leaders of most of the French sccret workers’ societies， without however 
jo in ing any of these societies."53 These sccret societies were， of course， rife 
with Jacobin-Communist  types， 、vho can be called “Blanquists" with 
equanimity; among them 、vere undoubtedly conscious followers of Blanqui 
himself. The  rcal question is not whcther Marx met “Blanquists" but whether 
he met them as Blanquists in any meaningful sense. Paris was a melting pot of 
leftist ideologies and currcnts， and no doubt the newcomer from the Gcrman 
hinterland was eager to meet a1l kinds， nnd did. 

T h e  most definite link we know ofis not with any French group but with the 
League ofthe Just;  fòr this group of German émigré workers (mninly artisnnal 
workers) cooperated wi사1 the Society of the Seasons and other groups modeled 
on classic conspiratodal lines. We have already quoted what Engels wrote 
about thc Just’s participation in the B1anquist putsch ofMay 1 839.54 0ther 
Germans among the tei1s of thousands of émigré m.tisans in Parls were 
associated with other secret societies; and it is I'eported that there 、，vere
B1anquist groups with spccial Gcrman sections.55 111 thcse circles， some s 
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admirer of BIanqui. 1 hesitate to m ention that Marx did not become a 
Lelewelite， Lelewel did not become a Marxist， not every acquaintance of 
Blanqui’s was a BIanquist， and 1 wish we could drop this sort of  thil1g. 

Bllt not yet. J ll s t  as we have heard of Jottrand’s link to Buonarroti，58 so too 
Nicolaievsky has made a “BIanquist" out of Jacques Imbert， one  of Marx’s 
colleagues in the leadership of the Brussels Democratic Association. 
Dommanget says this informanon is i ncorrect，59 but  more important is the 
fact that it is irrelevant. 

T h e  first time that Marx and Blal1qui were simllltal1eously in the saæ.e city 
was in early 1848. Marx， expelled from Belgium， came to Paris il1 the first 

、week of March， and remained untH about Apri1 6. Blal1qui had beel1 released 
on February 24 and managed to stay ou t  of j ai l  u ntil May 15. He founded the 
Cel1tral Republical1 Club as his orgal1izatiol1al cel1ter. Marx， leading the 
Communist  League il1 Paris， ‘he어lped to found a Germal1 ‘wor끼.'k‘e잉l'상 club as the 
Commll l1ist League “front." Scores of  other clubs were formed in the big 
Frel1ch cities. 

Accordi l1g to the “Marx-Blal1qllÎst" myth， Marx should have rushed to 
joi n  BIal1qui’s club， which was one of the major poIitical cel1ters. But in fact if 
he  p articipated in  al1y of the Frel1cn clubs， it was the Society o f  the Rights of 
M a n ;  at any rate， a Marx was recorded speaking at its meetil1gs， though it was 
probably 110t the Marx we are il1terested in .  * Even Dommanget concedes 
that in this period Marx’s orientation al1d activity were as far as possible frηm 
that ofthe Blanquists.61 Besides mentioning Marx’s membel'ship În the noo­
Blaoquist c lub (which he acccpts as a fact)， Dommanget rightly pOÎnts to two 
considerations: ( 1 )  Marx’s vigorous opposition to the Germau Legiou project 
orgal1ized by the German émigré Democrats in Paris (Herwegb， Bornstedt， 
ct a l.)-an adventuristic bit of revolutionism that was quite i n  line with 
Blaoqui’s coeval enthusiasm for “ revolutionary war" by the new French 
republic， but  alien to Marx’s perspectivc; and (2) Marx’s and Eugels' cordial 
relations with :ll1d beneficent attitude toward the left wiog of the Provisional 
Government  (IJedru-RoHin and Flocon more than Lonis Blan c) .62 

10 a ny case there is 00 question about the fact that Marx and Blaoqui did 
not meet a n d  had no personal contact wl!atever. 

Marx was next in Paris io 1849， after the defeat of the revolution in 
Ger 

* The histonan Samuel Bemstein found a ffie!뼈:>eZ" named “Marx" spea때ng at the 
Society of the Rights of Man dming the appro때m:폈 pe뼈d when Kad Mal'x WllS in 
Paris; :md he insisted， on the basis of s파11 e피 삼lat it was K:없i Marx hùru빼t: P. 
Amann， re-examining the record， erected a cOIlVÎndng case to show that it could not 
have been Karl Maηι ln his bookAugllsteBlunqui BeIτ1Steil1 dismissed Amann in a note 
that indicated he had 110 rebut없 Ho 따꿇�60 Bemstein’s daim gets re뿔at，때， but noone 
has impugned Amann’s case， which in my opinion has 생ven the story its quietus. 
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expelled by the French government， h e  arrived in London a couple of days 
later. During this period BIanqui 、vas in prison in Doullens. Soon a!‘ter his 
arrival in Paris， Marx informed Engels: “ 1  consort with the whole of the 
revolutionary party and in a few days' time 1 shall have all the revolutionary 
journals at my disposal."63 This optimistic note was not followed， in Marx’s 
Ictters of this period， by any further references to contacts with the French 
movement; one  must surmise that such contact was minimal， especially when 
the government started cracking down on him with a view to his expulsion 
from the country. As for “all the revolutionary journals": Marx could scarccly 
have becn referring to BIanquist organs since there was none at this point; Les 
VeiU깅és du Peuple was not published until November. There is no evidence that 

the “revolutionary party" meant BIanquists specifically， any more than 
“ revolutionary journals" meant B1anquist ones. Everything we know of Marx 
suggests that the label had a much wider significance for him. But we really 
dOIl ’ t  know what he  was referring to. 

The  Londoll BIanquists of 1 850 and the S UCR episode are reserved for 
chapters of their OWIl. 

Where was Blanqui hi ll1self În the d ecade of the 1 850s? In prison until the 
1 859 amnesty: at D oullens until October 1 850， then from November of that 
ycar until November of 1 857 at Belle-I1e. During this long stint at  Belle-I1e he  
was  completely blocked from getting books， and  8 0  could not have becomc 
acquainted with Marx’s publications even if  he had wanted to. Freed by the 
amnesty of 1 859 he lived abroad until the beginning of 1 86 1 ，  when he returned 
to Paris， to be arrested in Mal'ch and sentenced in June  to four years. At least 
in Jalluary 1 860 and for an unlmown period of time， B1anqui sojourned in 
Londoll. This，  then， was the second time that he was in  the same city as Marx. 
In 1 924 Dommanget exercised his ingenuity to suggest that there may have 
been a meeting at that time; ill 1 929 Ryazanov did the same; but the specula­
tions came to nothing， and Dommanget later admitted that a mceting could 
not have takcn placc. ú4 

1 11 connection with the dcfense movcment we have secn the mutu써 cx­
pressions of appreciation in the 1861 period. There were echoes of this feeling 
near the end of that decade. As wc will see in Chapter 1 8， the Hlanquists did 
not participutc constructively in the Internat 
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it off from prison. 1 suppose  London Blanquist acquaintances told him that， 
and  he was certainly content to believe it. 

A few months later， PauI Lafargue， who had married Laura Marx in 1868， 
began to play the role that Dommanget Iater played IiterariIy: that is， as 
marriage broker between Marx and BIanqui. Lafargue， who besides everything 
else had the proper temperament for the Blanquist ten dency， was an  admirer 
of Le Vieux， for understandable reasons. He had retumed to France in order 
to get a French medical degree (besides his British M.D.) by taking 
examinations， but his father was worried lest h e  get carried away by political 
activity and faiI to get the degree， hen‘e be u nable to set up shop as a 
phys ician. Old  Lafargue in turn put  pressure on  Marx to keep Paul’s attention 
on the exams， and in any case Marx was concemed about his daughter’s future. 

About  February 1869 Lafargue started writing Marx about a poIitical 
weekly that was beillg foullded by a grou p  of BIanquists and republic3l1S. Its 
name was to be La RenaissαIlce， and Paul was involved as a collaborator. H e  
s e n t  Marx the  prospectus， along with a piece of l1ews about his book Tlze 
Poverty ofPhilosophy， guaranteed to scratch Marx’s back: “BIanqui，" wrote 
Paul， “ has a copy of it and lends it to all h is friends. Thus Tridon has read it 
and  was happy to see in  what fashion il Moro [Marx] trounced Proudhon. 
Blanqui  has the greatest esteem for you . . . " 66 This news about Blanqui’s 
distribution of literature may have been hung.on a ribbon of truth， or so one 
hopes; no such report ever came from any other source. We wiU come back to 
the p eriodicaI project. 

I n  March， writing to Engels in connection with a n  inconsequential news 
n ote， Mal"x mentioned that Blanqui “Ës 1l0lV În Paris " (underlined) and that 
Lafargue is apparently in touch with him. However， Mal"x’s letter made no  
comment on  this information， except to  report a wisecrack by Blanqui about a 
crackpot named Moilin. I n  the same letter Marx remarked apprehensively 
that Lafargue might be getting too deeply absorbed in poIitics to take his 
exams successfuUy. This， he added， “can become bothersome， for his friends 
[of th e  RellaÎssance project] are nothing but  Blanq‘!Ïsts. 1 wilI warn h im. H e  
should take h i s  exams first."67 Marx was obviously none too happy about 
Lafargue’s “coterie，" as he  called it; but， as explained， there ‘vere two clashing 
m o tives at work. W‘latever Marx may have 
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00 As to Lafargue’s paper， 1 feel rather uneasy. O n  the one hand， 1 
should like to oblige Blanqui. On the other h and， my other occupations 
will not al\ow me to do much for them， but， above all things， 1 fear lest 
old Lafargue should suspect me to push his son to premature political 
action and make him neglect his professional d u ties.69 

In Ju ly Marx 、vent to Paris， apparently at the request of old Lafargue， to 
ensure Paul’s medical career. Writing from Paris， he informed Engels that 
Blanqui had left the capital-and j us t  as well. 

!B1anqui} has left Paris . . . and gone to B russels， and u nder the 
circumstances his absence was by no means unwelcom e  to m e. AIso， the 
paper ! La Renaissance] has been “postponed" for the same reason.70 

Marx meant， 1 suppose， that ifhe  had actuaHy met B1anqui， it would have 
been harder to extricatc Pau\ from involvement with the periodical. Thus， 
when Marx was almost in the same city at the same time as B1anqui， the 
situation was entirely beclouded by the extr:meolls problem around Lafm정uc’s 
medical futllre. 

In March 1870 thc foUowing query occurred in a letter sent by Marx to the 
Lafarglles: “what does one hear 01' B1anqui? Is he  in Paris?"71 And that was 
all. 

T h e  last mention of Blanqui’s name in  Marx’s and E ngels’ correspondence 
can be viewed as symbolic. ln Marx’s case the last epistolary reference was in  
connection with the Assi “plot" already mentioncd: Marx scnt a letter to 
Assi’s lawyer a1lirming that he had had no cOllnection with Assi nor with the 
imaginary Blanqui conspiracy in London.72 Engels' last m ention of Blanqui i n  
a letter was in response to  Liebknecht’s request for a Blanqui photograph:  no， 
he had no photO.73 No COlllleclÏOIl， wrote Marx; 110 pllOto， wrote EngeIs; and then 
for the remaining near-quarter century there was no mention 01' the old 
revolutionist in any leUer by either one.74 

But there was an epilogue， carried O llt by the slzadchan， that is， Lafarglle. 
T h e  、vise J ewish shadchall， literature teUs us， engineers a marriage by telling 
each party how mightily in love thc other is， besides extolling each one’s 
virtucs. We h ave seell at  h:ast one casc in which La1'argue had told Marx of 
Blanqui’s admiration and il1terest. In  1879 we get a glimpse of the  other side of 
that operation. Two days after Blanqui was released from prison in June 1879， 
Lafarglle sent him a letter. The fou nding of an independent workers’ party il1 
France was on the agenda， and Lafargue proposed to Blanqui that he carrγ its 
banner. The lette，' was rather extravagantly full of compliments (but every 
shatlchall knows how easily any bride 01' groom will believe thc atíribution of 
beauty to an  otherwise unassllmillg countenance). At the end Lafargue 
suggested that B1anqui might want to come to London to rest up; and his last 
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wOl'ds 、vel'e: “Marx， who has followed your whole I)olitical career with 50 
much interest， would be happy to make your acquaintance."75 

1 have no doubt that Paul asked his father-in-Iaw: “Didn’t 1 hear you say 
once that you’d like to make the acquaintance of old Bhmqui?"-“Mais 
certainement!" says the father-in-Iaw. And 50 the writer add5 this thoroughIy 
veracious statement to his own letter. There is no difficulty about that. What 
gets sticky are the conclusions drawn by historians and biographers. * 

There is no record of a response to Lafargue’s letter by Blanqui. Even i f we 
assume  that he sent a t야‘ha띠m따l나k‘5-fo이r.、ι‘.’γourπr-best-‘w꺼/셰ishes reply， this lack of  
responslveness to  Marx’s interest was  consistently true of Blanqui in every 
case not mediated by someone else (like Watteau). Chief a mong the people 
who would h ave beel1 astonished to learn that Marx was a Blanquist ‘，vas­
B1al1qui. Nowhere in his published material， correspondence 01' personal 
papers did Blanqui ever mention the CommullistMallifesto. There is no Îndication 
tha t  Blanqui  evcr read Capital 01' was acquainted with it， though Dommanget 
says he “ 5aw" the French edition of that work in 1872. Ahhough BIanqui’s 
name  figures in The Civil ff14αr În Fnmce， which scandalized the respectable 
world in 1871 ，  there is  110 mention of this docurnent by Blanqui (who， to be  
sure， was Ìn prison when it  came out).77 

There is every reason， then， to believe a report made by Gabri따 D evilIe， one  
of the  leaders of th.e Guesdist (so-caIled Marxist) party in  France fol' many 
years. In 1 879 D eville was a young man newly recruited to Marxist views. 
D u ring the harsh  winter bringing that year to a close， Blanqui， who had been 
released from prison the preceding June ，  frequented Deville’s lodgings evcry 
Monday morning. I n  the com"se of theÎr conversations， the young man did not 
fail to bring up his Marxist ideas. He had the impressioll ofbeing at ioggerheads 
with the oId man，  and，  În a statement written down later， dedared that 
Blanqui did not like Marx and “did not seek to get acquainted with Marx’s 
、vork."78

lt boils down to this: Marx was j ust  “ Blanquist" enough to be as sincerely 

* This is a blood-chilling casc. On the basis ofthis 싫8t sentence in L'tfurgue’'s letter， 
plus the fact that Marx’'s other son-in-Iaw Longuet had ''Vlitten Blanqui in 왜llilarly 
complimentary terms (thus pro찌ng the unanimity of sons-in-Iaw)， 뼈mmanget asserts 
positively that Marx did 110t agree 때th the judgment on Blanqui given in Engels’ artide 
“The Program of the BIanquist Reft‘gees" (locus 8). He cites the opinion of the socialist 
‘listorian Zéva잃 who concluded that Lafargue'’'s letter expressed Marx’S opinion not 
simply on a desirc to meet Blanq피 but “on the activity and work of돼anqui." 없mu어 
Bernstein， in hisA uguste Bhmqui， suddenly breaks out of뼈s accustomed d띠In얹s and 
turns inventive novelist: Ma1χ and Engels (both) “concluded" that BlanquÎ was the 
man to head the conÚl1g Fr없ch workers’ pa따， and selected LafaJ:밍le as the 10멍CaJ 
choice to make the proposal Unlike Dommanget， Bemstein gives no ar장ument at all 
for reaclÚl1g this conclusion.76 This is， so to speak， putschism applied to historio쩔-aphy. 
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inte.oesíed in meeting the old revolutionist as you would be， dear reader; and 
B1anqui  was not cven interesíed in saying helloo The rest is fiction: falsifiction. 

6. MARX AND BLANQUI: THE UNITED FRONT 

The  fourth elemcnt in Marx-B1anqui or Marx-B1anquis t  reJations concerns 
the united-front problem. 

The  term ‘united front’" of course， came in after Mllrx’s time， but 1 use it 
here beclluse its modern history sets one feature in sharp relief: the united­
front problem llrises because tvvo 01' more political tendencies disagree. The 
q uestion is ，  to what extent and within what limits Clln they collllboraíe despite 
thc fllct thllt thcy llre differcnt 01' evcn hostilc. 

Only thc tcrm is modern; the idca is 110t， beClluse the problem is 01<1. τhe 
same notioll was adumbrated in Scctions n and IV ofthe COl1ll1lzmist Manifesto. 
As previously mentioned， the Manifesto stated that “ In France the Communists 
띠Iy themselves with the Social-Dcmocrats，"79 and for Gcnnany it spokc 0 1' 
“fightling] with the bourgeoisie" under suitable conditions.80 Whether we call 
it an ‘alliance’， ‘coalition’， ‘joint struggle’， 01' whatever， we are talking about 
thc unitcd-front problcm in one fOlm 01' another. 

It is seldom rcalized that Marx was a pioncer in working out thc conccption 
of thc united front În practicc. Jn his case it was not linked with doctrinal 
vaguencss， as is sometimes thc casc， but rather with his antipathy to sects and 
sectism. Against the sect l\'hlrx countcrposed thc conccpt of a broa(/ class p“rty， “ 
movemcnt embracing a 、vidc variety of working-c1ass clements， its “ccmcnt" 
being participation in thc clllSS struggle rather than ideological unifOlomity. 
This was Marx's COllcept of thc I nternational， which was， as it wcre， a unitcd 
front in the form of an aIl-in organization.81 I n  contrast， the problems raiscd in 
the κlanifesto’s Section IV involvcd united fronìs (or “allianccs") linking 
existing organizations tl1at held antagonistic 01" competitive politic며 programs. 

Traditional sectists believe that anyone who rejects their particular brand 
of socialism is an enemy， and it follows that they can wor’‘ ol1ly with people 
they agrec with-viz.， with themselves. Uncannily， we will find that this is 
also the standpoint of thc marxologists who “provc" that Marx was a Blanquist 
merely by the fllct that he cntcred into a unitcd front that inc\uded Blanquists 
a mong others. (Thc projcctcd united front called SUCR wm be the subject of 
Chaptcr 12 .) 

The very iïrst organizationul structure devisc<l by Marx-the Communist 
Correspondence Committce he established 
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Communists.，， 82 The manifesío that Marx finished in early 1848 was not 
called the manifesto of  the Communis t  League (an organuation) but the 
manifesto of the Communis t  tendency as a whole (“party")， which did not 
exist in fixed organizational form. From the beginning Marx’s outreach was 
toward an organizational format that alIowed for the coexistence of different 
(hence potentially antagonistic) progmmmatic policies within the framework 
ofwhat  was roughly cOllsidered “communism，" 01'， even more broadIy， within 
the  framework of  “proletariall" 01' “proletarian-revolufionary" politics. 

Moreover， the verγ first organizational forms that Marx tried to work out 
까'ere essentiaHy il1tematiollal i n  scope. The Brussels CCC was， of course， 
i ll te llded to cover Europe at  least. τhough the εommunist League was largely 
German in membership (the b ig limitation was set by the language used in 
m eetings)， it too was “universal" in principle， and in fact included a scattering 
of Scandinavian and other non-Germa n  affiliates. Perhaps the earliest organi­
zation of the socialist-communist left that was specifically intcrnational was 
the Fraternal Democrats ，  founded in S eptember 1845 in London by the Ieft 
Chartist  G.J.  Harney. Marx and his Brussels CCC were ciose supporters， as 
was the League of  the Just in London. The Fraternal Democrats， which still 
had o ver twen ty chapters in England as  late as  1 850， had members from 
several European nationalities. Most ofthe Frenchmen who lilled up with it were 110 
doubt Blanauist; yet no confused historian has turned up c1aiming that Harney 
thereby became a “Blanquist." 

To u nderstand  the united front of 1 850， whose consideration lies ahead， we 
should trγ to get an insight into Marx’s thinking on the slIbject of united 
fron ts .  * It  happens that Marx put  his views into a lette，" in connection with a 
little-known problem which has to be explained before we can see what Marx 
was saying. 

D avid Urquhart， whose experience in the British diplomatic sel'vice in 
Turkey had made him Britain’s leading Russophobe and Turkophile， had 

* A special sort ofunited front is discussed in Man:’s and Engels' “Address to the 
Commllnist League" ofMarch 1850-special because it is a question ofpolicy in the 
midst of revolution. The subject here is not the united front of specific organizations but 
of broad c1ass strata and political currents， “ the relation of the revolutionary workers’ 
party to the petty-bourgeois Democrats." The general formula is of ‘vide applicability: 
“ it marches together with them against the faction which it aims at overthrowing， it 
opposes them in everything by which they seek to consolidate their position in their own 
interests." Further 011， the Address notes a serious difficulty: the bourgeois democrats 
do not contemplate an alliance with the workers' movement in which the latter have 
“ equal power and equal rights"; yet the workers must be “independently organized"; 
this does not bode well for a united， front betwεen cqllal Îndependent powcrs. But in the 
course of battle， thcir interests coincide and a moment:uγ al!iance (a battlefield 
al liance， as it were) may come about ofitself.83 However， we leave these problems 0'­
revolution aside for present purposes. 
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developed the view that Lord Palmerstoll was really all agellt of Russiall 
i ll terests. He orgallÎzed a movemellt of “ Urquhartite" groups， called Foreign 
Affairs Committees， with influence ill all ElIglish circles from the Tories to the e 
Chartists. Marx recognized one point of agrcement with Urquhart←opposition 
to Palmerston’s foreign policy as pro-Russian; otherwise he regarded Urquhart 
as a crazy， crackpot， medievalizing， pro-Turk idealizer of Islam. Marx met 
him o llly once， and repOlied to Engels that he was a “ complete monomaniac，" 
thought revoJutiollÎsts were all Russian agents， and had fits when coníradicted. 
Marx， moreover， made his opinioll ofUrquhart’s gelleral politics quite public， 
i ll the New York Dai.ψ Tribuue's columns. Nor was Urquhart himselfunder any 
i I Iusion: “he kIlOW5， since 1 have told him 50，" Marx wrote to Engels， “ that 1 
agree with him ill llothil/g save the matter ofPalmerston. ，，84 

So Marx pub\ished a numher of pieces on foreign policy in the Urquhartite 
press. This  was the extent of the “united front." 

The question came up sharply when Lassalle wrote Marx about a German 
Urquhartite named Fischel: this lawyer’s domestic politics were bad-why 
did Marx associate himselfwith such people in  England? This elicited Marx’s 
thoughts about limited political all iances. His reply explained the extent of his 
collaboration with the Urquhartitcs， whicll he called a “cartel rclaíiol1ship." 
Hc emphasized that he hì1d “never exchanged a word on domestic politics" 
with Urquhart “ever since J told him o l1ce for all tllat 1 am a revolutionist， al1d 
he told me j ust as openly that all revolutionists are agents 01' dupes of the 
Petersburg cabinet." 

Marx’s argumentation 、vent as follows. True， Urquhart is a reactionmγ in 
ideology， “metaphysically" spealdng. * But În foreign poIicy his movement is 
“objcctively revolutionary." His motivations are a matter of illdifference， just 
as they would be if， in ì1 progressive war， the man llext to you was shooting at 
the same enemy out  of patriotic 01'  revolutionary motÎves. “ Urquhart is a 

powεr， feared by Russia. He is the sole official person ill England who has the 
courage and honesty to stand up against public opinion." We are canγing on 
a “ 、var，" Marx Sì1ys， “together with the Urquhartites， against Russia， 
Palmerston a lld Bonaparte，" oll e  in which persons of various politicaI views 
take part， including Fische 

* At the end ofthis letter， however， Marx mì1kes clear the peculiar fixm ofUn)uhart’s 
“reactioll31γ" metaphysics: 

. . .  this Urql뼈liit� !2ma，nti�ism i�. extrem.e!y li않ra! in sp��� ()fi� fa!latica! 
hatt'떠 �fthë I'�re�l(;h _Revoluti�n and everything “univel앓 " The fÌ'e{펴om of 
the indi찌dual is his last 、vo�ù， only in a 'Ýerγ con껴ex fashion. To b끼!1K this 
fr�om about， to be sure， he maSquerades “le ‘'individual" in alI 때n-ds of 
antique costumes. 
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the Urquhartites w삐d “naturally come to an end"-꺼따1m때’ because of the 
Urquhartites’ antirevolutionary position. “No revolutionary party presently 
exists in Germany，" however. 

In this connection Marx statcs anothcr basic proviso. In this “diplomacy，" 
hc strcsscs， “ncithcr sidc gives up anything to the slightest cxtcnt nor makcs 
any p rctences." He goes on to dot the i’S on this principle of jì'ei녔'0111 ofmlltual 
criticís11I: 

、，Vc rcvolutionaries have to make use of thcm Ithc U rquhartitesl as long 
as they are ncedcd. This docs not prevent us from hitting them squarcly 
ovcr thc hcad 、vhcn thcy bccome an obstaclc in domestic politics. Thc 
Urquhartitcs ncver took it amiss that 1 used my own namc to writc 
simultancously in thc Chartist paper which they hatc likc poison， 
Erncst J ones’s People’'s Paper， as long as it cxistcd. E. Jones laughcd a t  
Urquhart’s crotchets， madc fun of thcm in  his paper， a n d  yet in the 
samc papcr publicly aclmowlcdgcd his extraordinmγ valuc in  thc field 
of forcign policy.85 

This，  then，  was an cssentiai aspcct o f  a united front (tcmporary and limited 
all iance) Ín Marx’s cyes: reciprocal freedom of all p articipants to publicly 
exprcss their political views without “any pretences，" everything Î11 the open 
and aboveboard. IncidentaHy， Engels latcr uscd the term ‘cartcl’ to dcscribe 
their pre-1 848 coUaboration with the Democratic movement in Brussels and 
the R，강orme group in  France-alliances which likewise assu med the mutual 
right of criticism without q uestion.86 

Now， it would take some doing to make aD “ Urquhartite" out  of Mau on 
the basis of thcse facts.* Yet  Marx’s “ cartel" with Urquhart was different 
from his united frollt with the Blanquists in this respect: Marx had no hope 
whatever of affectÍllg Urquhart’S OWIl vicws through the associatioll. He Irnew 
that this monomaniac was personaUy imrnovabie， :md winning over the 
Urquhartite rank and ftle was not a practicable goal; thc target of thc “carteI" 
was public opinion. With the Blanq‘lists the situation was altogeíhcr different 

Figure to yourself: here În thc LOlldon French cmigration was a loose 
political tendency-made up largely of young， Înexpericnced people; without 
a si llgle leading figure on the spot who possessed any force 01' prcstigc; their 
real Ieader， thc imprisoncd Blanqui， on ly a name and a Icgend to m:my or  
most  of them;  without a n  organizatioll of their own， hardly 

* Only Isaiah Berlin is equal to the challenge. His b뺑raphy of MID'?!'ßat얹 quitc 
flatly that “Malχ became an offic때 Ur빼댐旅" 뺑책 때nd yOll�7 Of co�rse， 
BerIin did not waste spacc by mentioning Maα’'s views 00 Urquhart or any other 
inconvenÎent facts. 
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Yet thc an l1als of marxology arc full of the astol1ishil1g notiol1 that whcnever 
M a rx-who had j ust gone through a rcvolution under cxtreme pressur‘←had 
something to do with these émigrés， he αIarx) became a “B1anquist"! That 
is， he accepted their blurry ideas! 

To be sure， this fable was fabricatcd by Eduard Bcrnstcin (as dctailcd in 
Spccial Notc B)， but it ùecamc a fixture of much marxological mythology. The 
myth-makers have 110t c1aimed to present facts about the awesome power of 
thcse LO l1don Blanquists to impose their views O! l  evcryol1c within ral1ge of 
their vibes. The marxological story sìmply relies 01 1  osmosis: put anyone ncxt 
to a live Blanquist and the victim starts making putsches . . .  This is a c10se 
a naloguc of al10thcr famous theorγ about arcal1e inf1ucnces: the traditional 
FBI vicw tl1at al1yonc who has a Communist relative， or who has osmotically 
rubbed shoulders il1 al1 organization with Commul1ists rcal or allcgcd， is 
thereby tainted for life. Or perhaps the real parallcl is the Dracula myth: Ol1ce 
embraced by the poil1ty-tooíhed vampire prince， thc victim himself becomc←­
bloodthirsty. 

Thc sane alterllative is the view that Marx， looldng on thc B1anquists as 
revolutionists with wl10m l1e had serious d isa!!reemcnts. was oncn to the b ’ r 
policy o f makillg Ilnited fI‘onts with them while at the same IÎme seeking 10 win tlzem 
away fro1ll their false ideas. This， 、vc will find， was i lldeed the overall pattern 01' 
M a rx’s relations with the Londoll Blanquists. H is hardly surprising to lìnd 
that Marx strove to convcrt tempol"31γ Blanquist aHies away from thcir 
Î l1fantilc-putschist notÎol1s. Far from havÎl1g to swallow the bizarre theOlγ that 
Marx was cOllvinced by mere cOl1tact with relatively idca-Icss Blanquists， wc 
kllow 011 the contrary that the relationship moved in the opposite directioll. 



Wc have sufficicnt!y cmphasized that Marx never struck the sectist attitude 
that said，  “ We， the Pure， can have nothing to do with ß1anquists because we 
disagree with their views . . .  " The othe:r side of this picture is that Marx did 
vigorously rcject ß1ul1quist  (Jacobin-communist) putschism and conspiratOli­
aHsm. He did SO， moreover， 야om his earliest Imowll political writings to h is 
last， with ullusual COllsistency. Oll this score as Oll others， the “Marx­
Blanquist" myth is peculiarly u nlucky. 

T h e  most important dissection ofßlanquism， for our pm‘poscs， was p ublishcd 
by E ngcls in 1 874， and  we wHl come back to it in locus 8， “Th c  Program of thc 
ßlanquist Rcfugecs o f the Commune." ßlanqui， Engels expIaincd， beIieved 
“ that a smaH well-organized minority， attempting a rcvolutionary coup de main 
at the right moment， can carry thc mass ofpeopie with them by a cOllple 따‘ 
initial successcs and thlls make a victorious revoIlItion." Thc instrument was 
a conspiratorial group.  I ts principles wcre “that in general revollltions do not 
make themselves but  are made; that they are made by a relatively small 
minority and in accordance with a plan workcd Oll t  in a dvancc; and finaUy， 
that at any momcnt it  wiU ‘come off soon. "’1 

ß u t  that was writtcn after some dccadcs of cxpcrience. 까'hat abollt young 
M arx? 

1. EARL Y YEARS 

A fllll thir(y years bcfore， Man had attacked the I’‘ltschist revollltionism of 
the Jacobin left j us t  as vigorously. 

Hc had been in Paris for less than a year， a new-ßedged socialist or  
communist. Reacting  to onc  ofthe earlicst violent outbrcaks o fthe workers’ 
cJass stl"uggle ÎIl Germany， the revolt of t‘le Silcsian weavers， he had 110 doubt 
that “socialism cannot be rcalized without l'evolution，" as he wrote in  al1 articlc 
publ ished A u gust 1844.2 Bl.lt he did not omit to forward his  criticism of 
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mere violence-mongering. His language was not yet fully “Marxist，" of 
course， but the viewpoint was clear: 

The  more developed and universal the politicα1 understanding of a 
p eople [this being counterposed to social u nderstanding]， the more does 
theproletariat-at any rate at the beginning ofthe movement-squander 
its forces in senseless， useless revolts， which are drowned in blood. 
ßecause it thinli:s in the framework of politics [alone}， the proletariat 
sees the cause of 값I evils in the wi!l， and all means of remedy in violence 
and in the overthrow of a particula[ fOlm of state. The proof: the fil'st 
uprisings of the Frellch proletariaV 

、;Ve note that this first statement all'eady associated the propensity for putschist 
revoIts with what philosophical jargon calIs voluntarism， the exaltation of the 
wilI， the be!ief that a revolution can be puUed off at any time regardless of 
socioeconomic and political conditions. The same article contained another 
passage attacli:ing the politics 01' voluntarism， which we cite elsewhere in 
connection with Robespierre.4 

ßy this time， as we have seen，5 Marx was already acquainted with the 
League of the J ust elements in Pads (、vho had been under ßIanquist influence) 
and  with the London branch of the ‘Just 1'ormed by Karl Schapper and his 
associates aftel' they fled from France in the aftermath of the May 1839 putsch. 
Engels later l'elated how he and Mal'x contl'ibuted to the re-education of the 
Jus t  without j oining their organization: 

. we not only li:ept up  our continuous correspondence with the 
Londoners but I'emained on still closer tel'ms w i t h  . . •  the leader of the 
Paris branches. 씨'ithout concerning ourselves with the League’s internal 
affairs， we learne<l nevertheless of eVelγthing significan t  that went on.  
。n the other hand， we influenced the theoretical views of the most 
important League members by wor<l of mouth， by letters， and through 
the pl'css. For this we :llso m ade use of various lithographed circulars 
which we sent to our friends and correspondcnts around the world on  
special occasions involving internal affaÎl정 of  the communist party 
{ m ovement) that was being formed. I n  these the League itself was 
sometimet involved.[Engels thell referred to the “Circular Against 
Kriege. "1" 

꺼(e know the outcome. As agaillst the myth that Marx was somehow 
taill ted with ßlanquism thl'ough associating with these ßlanquist-tainted 
charactel's， it was the J ust  (Schapper and his comrades) who changed. To see 
what part oftheir evolution was ascribable to Marx and Engels， let  us  see what 
happened.  

Our  information is based on  the minutes of discussions held in 1845 i n  
London betweell the  leading people of  the  League， especially Schappel'， and 
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the duo constituíed by 、Nilhelm Weitling and his disciple Hermann Kriege. 
Weitling voiced the politics of the autonomous will as starkly as anyone ever 
expressed it， while Schapper argued that society was not yet ripe for communism 
and  that a whole period of education and propaganda was first necessary. 
Weitling responded: 

If  the opinion exprcssed by [Schapper et al ) meets with general support， 
all o u r  work is for naught. It  mcans etemally postponing things from 
today to tomorrow， from tomorrow to the day a ft e r  • • • I n  my opinion， 
everybody is ripe for communism， even the criminals; they have th얹r 
genesis precisely iu the present social system and would no longcr exist 
u nder community [of goods， Le.， communism). Humanity is necessarily 
찌ways ripc 01' never will be. ' 

Nobody could put  it more f1atfootedly than that. Kriege backed up Weitling 
with the intimidating argument that only “police officers and philistines " ever 
said that society was not ripe for communism. Pfander supported Schapper: 
“ Kriege wants to force people to adopt his views. He tells them: Recognize this 
or 1 hityou over the h e a d  . . .  " At this point Schapper b ecame autobiographical: 

Kriege’s taU‘ is a mirror for me. That is j us t  how 1 talked ten or eight 
years ago， yes， even six ycars ago. But now， when so many bitter 
expcriences have cooled me down， now 1 must entirely agree with what 
the reactionaries say: “ People are _not yet ripe" . . .  A truth is never 
knocked into heads with ril1e butts.。

Schapper made this statement in J u n e  1835; the reference to “six years ago" 
meant he had gone through a big political swing soon after the debacle ofMay 
1 839. This  indicates that he had begun changing his views before getting 
acquainted with Marx and Engels. 

It  was not only Blanquist putschism that Schapper turned against: in these 
1845 discussions with Weitling he repudiated revolution as such. '‘The truth，" 
he said， “ needs no physical force; it is strong enough in itself. • . No， 110 
revolution ! "  We have to “wam against revolutions always and  everywhere . . .  
I t  is our most sacred duty everywhere to restrain the y o u t h  • . . In Germany we 
can advance on  legal p a t h s  . . . ，，9 This peaceful perspective meant to him that 
generations would pass before the time would be “ ripe." It was 찌'eitling who 
a rgued that “Enlightenment by peacefu l  roads is a n  iUusion; what we strive 
for is achieved o nly in struggle." To b e  s ure， Weitling 
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Marx and Engels to lorm the Communist League， oot a word was heard of this 
of peaceful reform: it had been abandoned În turn， but without going 

back to the Blanquis t  s tyle of revolution. Jt is t!zis rectificatioll lVlzich， I thÍllk， has 10 
be llscribed to tlze injluence oJMllrx and Engels， in  whole o r  in part. What Schapper 
learned from Marx was how to be a revolutionarγ of a different 50rt from 
Blanqu i or 、ìVeitling.

This  cOI1c1usion is admittedly based 011 circumstantial evidence， but the 
evidence is strong. In any case， how dilTerent the actuality is from the 
Bel'llsteinian fable of a Marx 、이10 is converted to Blanqu ism by mere contact 
with Schapper and his friends! 

2. LESSONS OF THE BRUSSELS PERIOD 

There lIre only a few historical flashes of illumÎnation on what happened the 
cnsuing year. 、ìVcitling， morc and more isolated in Londol1， went to Brussels 
for a while， a lld  there completed the process of self-discrcditmcnt that he had 
bcgun ÎI1 London. There in Brussels， in March 1 846， took place the noted 

1 1  confrontation betwcen Marx and Weitling， which 1 have diseusscd clscwhere. 
A useflll Iight is thr。、vn 011 this mccting in Brllsscls when we sce it as a 
continuation of the debates in London d u ring 1 845; it was not a quarrel out  of 
thc b lue， llS oftcn rcprcscnted. It  is velγ likcly that somc of the Îssues discusscd 
in the London talks werc covered during this evening， but the account of the 
d iscussion givcn， a third of a ccntury later， by a Russian tOllrist named P. V. 
Anncnkov said littlc about thc actual politiclll content， which may well havc 
bcen ovcr Anncnkov’s h cad. On hcaring about the blo、.vup at this meeting， the 
London pcople commÎseratcd with Mllrx: Weitling’s behllvior， they to!d him， 
was to have becn expected; 씨'eitling “can get along with 110 onc except those 
who bl indly obey his orders"; “Just the way it went with you， so too here"; and 
they ndded a long paragraph on Weitling’s pattern of intoleranceP (None of 
th is， of course， was known to 01' u nderstood by Anncnkov as part of the 
prchistory of thc confrontation.) 

Wcitl ing’s d isciple Kriege had been opera히ng in Amcrica since 1845， 

carrying on an agitation that was discrcditing to the German communism he  
cl씨med to  represent. 13 In their “Circular Against Kriegc" Marx and Engels 
commentcd on the \Veitlingilln tnlk of “overthrowing" Mammon from his 
thronc through supernal Love: “Th is idol [Mammon] is  overthrown-how 
we do not learn; thc revolutionary movement of the proletariat of all countries 
shrinks d own to an u pr is ing .• . " 14 T h e  reduction of re‘'olution to an  uprising 
was p recisely the vicw of revollltion that separated Marx from Blanqll ism. 
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T h e  “we" who accomplish the overthrow (Marx ‘.vent 0 11 to say) then want to 
“ teach" the proletarians what to do，  in the manner of “prophets，， 15 -in the 
manner， indeed， of  the Blanquist “ Educational Dictatorship." 

A year after Schapper had insisted “No， no revolution !"  in the London 
discussions， the League’s leading committee wrote to Marx in Brussels in 
connection with the ongoing elTorts to achieve collaboration. In this letiel'， 
signed by nine people though probably d rafted by Schapper， it was clear that 
the antirevolutionary position had been overcome: 

As for conspiratorial p lans， we have long been done with such 
stupidities ; up to now conspiracy has been no good for a nyone but our 
enemies ，  and we have secn w1th pleasure that you hold the same 
opinion.- To be sure， we are convinced that it wm not and cannot 
work out without a good [tiidltigej revolution， but wanting to canγ out 
such a 1'evolution conspiracies and stupid proclamatiofls à la 재Teitling 
is ridiculous. 1 6  

Exactly  a year later， În J mfe  1 847， the εommunist League was founded at  a 
cong1'ess in Londoll .  Engels' draft for a communist p1'ogrammatic credo was 
submitted to this congress. I t  contained a substantial passage (때uestion n이 
on the use of “peaceful m ethods，" with the main emphasis on  revolutionary 
a ction， but  it included a warning against revolution‘making: 

T h e  C o m m l1 nis ts ; .. know only too 까'ell that revolutions are not made 
deliberately and arbitrarily， bl1t that evel')'where and at all times they 
have been the necessalγ outcome of circumstances entirely independel�t 
of th e  、，vill and the leaðership of particular parties and entire cl:lsses. 17 

In September the first number of a League o1'gan was published. The 
p rogrammatic leading article， pl'Obf‘bly written by Schappel'， took to 
repu diate both the “peaceful" pel'spective and conspiratorialism În the same 
paragraph:  

찌'e are not commul1 Îsts who preach everlasting peace now while our 
opponen ts eve1'ywhe1'e gird themselves for battle. We know veryγ ‘wγe따때 Il l 
t“씨ha없t no아、w깨/새‘he1'e-‘-‘-w 
American tì“re않e s았ta따te않s←-→‘-→‘-까-까、v꺼페/셰찌il피11 、we b e  able to enter the better ‘vorld u nless 
we h ave first won ou1' political rights by fOl'ce. Now if there are people 
w h o  condemn us for this and denounce us as revolutionaries， that is of 
little consequence to us • . .  -We al'e 110t conspirato1's who want to stm't 
a revolution on  a p1'edetermined day 01' assassinate princes; but neither 
are we patient shëep who beal" theil: cross without grumbling.18 

T h e  formulation about re‘rolutionary force was quite moderate， much more so 
than the Communist Manifesto was going to be. 

I11 November 1 847 Engels iníroduced a new element into the analysis 야 
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putschism， one  with great importance for thc future. H is article on France in 
the Chartist press raised the question ofrevolutÎollary self-restraint. We have seen 
that Schappcr in 1 845 had counseled restraint in the usual context， that is， as 
part of an antirevolutionary policy: but how does restraint figure in the 
opposite sort of perspective? 

The  French government， Engels explained， is  afraid of the workingpeople. 
“They are afraid，" he said， “ because the people have entirely given up all 
attempts at insurrection and rioting. " A paradox， a most i ngenious paradox! 
But the idea was really verγ simple: 

The  government desire a riot， they provoke it by every means. The 
police . . . make the most hrutal attacks upon the people， in  order to  
provoke them to riot and violence. Tens of  thousands . . .  were o n  the 
very bdnk of repeHing force by force; but they held out and no pretext 
for more gagging laws are to be forced from them. And íhink， what a 
tacit u nderstanding， 、vhat a common fceling ohvhat was to b e  done， at  
the moment， must ‘lave prevailed; what an effOli i t  must have eost to 
the people of Paris， to submit to such infamous treatment rather than 
try a hopeless insurrection. 、Vhat an enormous progress th너is forbear끼nce 
p ro'\、ves ÎI피11 those ve잉‘γ same working men of P a r i s  . . .  

Th is does not mean that “the revolutionary ardour o f  the people i s  decreasing" ; 
the necessity for a thoroughgoing revolution is more widely felt than ever; but 
the people realize they need a thought-out social program， Ilot “mere 행，hting. " 
Revolution is taken for granted， by general agreement; they are waiting only 
뼈. the right moment-

and when the moment will have arrived， at which a collision 
between the people and the government will be inevitable， down they 
will be in the streets and squares at a moment’s n otice， tearing u p  the 
pavement . . . barricading e�ery alley (etc.). 19 

This  advanccd analysis showed that a putsch was not merely ineftective but 
a positive danger to the real possibil ity of revolution. As 1847 drew to a close， 
the political atmosphere was heating up. What had previously been closet 
discussions among re、rolutionists was no、v being acted out on the ContinentaJ 
s cale. 

3. T H E  Q UESTION OF ALLIES 
IN THE 1아ANIFEST。 

The COllll1lllllist Mallifesto， off the press as the rcvolutioll was getting under 
way， had Iloth ing dircctly to say about putschism-or about any other 
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p roblems of revolutionary tactics; even the references to forcefui revolution 
were incidental.  Stm， there 、vere three passages relevant to the subject. The 
p reamble rep udiated conspiratorial organization， for one thing. Near the elld 
of Sectioll 1，  there was the 、vell-knowll statement that “Th e  proletarian 
movement is the i lldependent movement of the Îmmense majority， Ín the 
interest of the immense majoriíy." And Section HI assumed that the 
p roletarian goal could not be attained in an “ undeveloped state of the 
p roletariat，" in “the absence of the material conditions for its emancipation， 
which are indeed only the product of  the bourgeois epoch.，， 20 

T hese passages， to be sure， bore upon the theOlγ of BIanquism， but more 
important was the policy set forth in Section which said nothing about 
put schism-an d  yet excluded it totally. The question takcn up was: Which 

political temlencÏes do we look to (IS allies ùz the comÏlzg repo[ution?  
T h e  Manifesto， as  w e  have secn/I h a d  said very emphatically that all the 

“proletarian parties" (read: proletarian political tendencies) stood for the 
same “ immediate a im" as the Communists， including the ovcrthrow of  
bou rgeois ru le  and the conquest ofpolitical power by the  proletariat. So Marx 
thought on the eve of the revolution. Section IV of the Manifesto made clear 
that the “worldng-class party " in England was the Chartists (by which Marx 
really meant the !eft willg). Alld II'ho cOllstituted the lI'orkiug-class partj’ În Frallce? 

“ I n  France，" said the Manifesto， “ the Communists ally themselves with 
the Social-Democrats，" that is， with the political current represented by La 
R짜rme， comprising Ledru-Rollin on i t s  parliamentary right wing and Louis 
B1anc on  its socialistic left.22 Thc “ Marx-Blanquist" mythologists have never 
explained why， in the Manifesto， Marx tUl'l1ed an entirely cold shoulder to the 
Blanquist tcndency in France. Not only did the Manifesto lIot extend a 
politico-organizational  hand to the B1anquists， it embraced their enemÎes 
among  the rival socialistic tendcllcies. 

While Marx was writing this as he draftcd the Manifesto in Brussels， Engels 
was in Paris. He had moved thcre ill August 1846， at  first with the aim of 
forming a b ra nch of the Communist Correspondence Committee (Marx’s 
political base ill ßrussels); later he sought  to establish the Ilew Communist 
League. From hi 
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but there was little rappOli there; later there 、，vas passing mention ofDézamy’s 
communist  group. And over a period of a year and a half， tlzere was 1I0t so muclz as 

a bare melltion ofBlanqui or any Blanquist tendel1cy whatever. 

The EngeIs-vs.-Marx myth “'ilI not operate here: EngeIs was not acting on 
h is own b ut as Marx’s direct agent. In fact， whiIe Engels was back in B russels 
from Ju ly to October 1 847， he evidently came to a decision with Marx to make 
overtUl'es to the Social-Democratic group around La J댐orme for a political 
alliance. In h is first repOli back to Marx， he began: “it was only today that 1 
managed to see Iittle Louis B l a n c  . . .  "24 

Engels enthusiastically described his ellorts to “win over" B1anc and 
Flocon; mentioned plans 01' tentative relations with Cabet and the A telier 

people; shortly aftenvards， observed that collaboration with Le Natiollal (the 
rigltt-willg republican current!) was probably not obtainable; by January， 
recorded disillusiol1mení with Louis B1al1c butJ!appier relations with Flocol1•25 

， .  써H! il1 the course o f  all this， there was 1101 a sil/gle word rejlecting el'eII t!te eXÎstellce 

ofBlanqui mul tlle Blallquists. 

、vhen Marx was expelled from Belgium after the outbreal< of the 
revolu tion， he came to Paris and immediately wrote for ιa R，낀orme l1n셔 
became f‘'riendly with Flocon， In shol't: right up to his return to Cologne to 
lau nch the Neue RlzeinÎsclze Zeitlllzg， Marx， with Engels at first as his agent， acted 
ou t  the Manifesto’s view that the Commul1 Îsts’ ally in France was the Social­
Democrl1cy， For the three to foUl' years during which this line was implemented， 
!l11ti1 the defeat of the revolutiolJ， there are two facts to be set down for the 
benefit of all who have read the mass of marxological assertions that Man: was 
a “Blanq‘Jist" from at least 1 847 to 1 851 -1 852: 

• 1n all o f  Marx’s and Engels’ correspondence from the year 1 up to 
1 850， therc is 110t a single reference to B1al1qui 01' the ßlanquist tendency 
01" to Blanq uists as such， 

• In :lll of  Marx’s and El1gels' complete writings up to 1 850-­
published， wriHen， 01' scribbled， comprising welJ over five thousand 
pages--there is not a single relkreIIce to the smile-26 

This，  remember， Încludes the entire period of the revolutioll and a vust 
q u untity ofwritings by Marx and Engels in their Cologne paper. H is rather an 
extreme case; for i f끼1arx ha 
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postrevoJutionary period that the term ‘Social-Democracy’ became a dirty 
word in h is vocabulary.27 To wl10m llOW could Marx look as he gazed across 
the ChanneI to descry a “ revolutionary proletarian party" to work with? 
What political tendency was 떼ì in France--in both senses of the word? 

T h e  whole socialistic wing of the Provisional Government was discredited; 
the Cabetists (Icarian commul1ists) had s ailed off to their Nauvoo never-never 
land and virtuaUy vanished from the French scene; there was no Proudhonist 
movement in existence even to oppose， let alone ally with. And in the London 
microcosm of the French left， where the refugees of revolution still carried on 
interuecine struggle， there was now o nly one revolutionary curn，，1t: the 
Blan qu ists， 01' what was left of them. 

What a d ifference from 1847!-when E ngels was gropil1g his way through 
the thickets of the French left， trγing to find out what currents the German 
communists could coUaborate with. The revolution had c1eared alI the under­
brush away with its blast. From Marx’s standpoÎl1t， there was now no choice 
whatever: only the Blanquists remained as a possibIe French contingellt in the 
coming E u ropeall revolution. 

T h e  marxologists who fabricate reasons  for a “Marxist-Blanquist aHiance" 
not o n ly have the wrong answer， they do not know what the question was. The 
q uestion before Marx was not “Do we agree o r  disagree with Blanquism?" It  
was:  “ Is the ßlanquist group among those revolutionary currents we can wor" 
with despite d ifferences?" 

M arx’s answer to this question was yes. 

4.  REVO L U T I O N  A N D  RESTRAINT 

T h e  test of revolutionary policy is-re、'olu때on， I n  revolution OIle finds out 
110t  only wl1ethel‘ one’s policies are effeciive but what those polides reaUy are. 
In the course of the revolution of 1 848-49 Marx estab“shed many “firsts，" 
and  among them was one that E. H. εarr stated a Iitde onesidedly in writing 
the following: 

Marx was the first revolutionary in history who consistently sought to 
restrain his foUowers. Again and again he the supreme folly of 
rash and  premature adv4mtures，28 

What  Marx did was “restrain his foUowers" from makil1g a p utsch instead 
of a revolution， from resortÎng to the fmal arbitrament of anned force under 
conditions that would have meant ruinous defeat. We have caUed tbis 
“ revolutionary restraint." T h e  key is re、'olutionarygelleralship: a generaI who 
always and u nconditionally urged his troops to atiack under any circumstances 
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would be a disaster. The velγ concept of generalship in revolution implies a 
revolu tionary strategy that in practice excludes putschism. 

I t  is true that B1anqui himself had a n otion about the need for thought-out 
tactics in insurrection; but strategic generalship goes beyond this. It is aIso 
true that Blanq u i  on occasion wallted to restt'ain his band on strategic grounds， 
being an inteIligent man， but i t  was precisely here that putschism showed its 
nature: he failed to do so because ofthe outlook instilled into his foIlowers， who 
“led the leader" into battle against his beíter j udgment. Engels noted this 
relationship in h is 1 874 analysis of Blanquism: 

. .what happened was what usu aIly happens with conspiracies: the 
people involved， tired of being cOl1tinually put off with empty promises 
that the thing wil\ come off SOOI1， fina\ly lost a1l patience and became 
rebellious;  and 80 there remaincd only the alternatives ofletting the 
conspiracy fall apart or of striking without any externally visiblc 

29 occaslOn. 

Thc tìrst problem of generalship i n  1 848 came up during the Paris prelude 
to participation in the German revolution (already mentioned in Chapter 
9) .30  Expelled from Belgium， Marx I'eorganized the Communist League 
b l'anches in Paris. 1n the course， he confronted a typical proposal of 
adventuristic revolutionism: a scheme to form a “German Legion" with the 
help of the French government and thus import the revolution i nto the home 
cou ntry on fOl'eign-financed muskets. The sponsors in this case were not 
“wild" leftists but thc Iiberal émigrés of the German Democratic Association 
in Paris， led by the poet Georg Herwegh and the joumalist Bornstedt. 

“、ìVe opposed this playing with revolution in the most decisive fashion，" 
recounted E ngcls late， .. To canγ out  such an invasion “ into the midst of the 
fermcnt then going on in Germany meant to u ndermine the revolution in 
Gennany i tse lf. .  .， ，31 I t  negated the conception that “Germany had to make 
her revolution herself.，，32 And these activities “have already aroused in a part 
of the German nation the old national and reactionary prejudices against the 
French people.，，33 

We may remark here that the same issue of “ importing the revolutioη" on 
ïorcign bayonets came to  Marx’s attention in 1 870， in the  midst of  the 
Fnl llco-Prussian "벼1'， when he leamed that Amold Huge was counting on the 
Prussian army to “proclaim the French republic in Paris." He informed 
Engels of this with a great guffaw an‘I a blast of ridicule against Ruge.34 It has 
s i llce turned ou t， historically， to bc a more widespread conception than Marx 
apparently thought. 

T h e  French Blanquists would have bccn Cllíhusiastically in favor of the 
Gcrmall Legion ellterprisc (and of the othcr natÎonal “legions，" like the 
Polish， being preparcd În Paris); for the Blanquists reflected the old Jacobin 
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ardor for launching a revolutionary war across the French borders. Nicolaievsky 
has made this point， probably with justice. * 

Instead of the glory-road theatricals of the German Legion-‘까1Îch turned 
out  to be both a farce and a small disaster， as predicted by Marx-Marx’s 
associates moved back into Germany individually and in smalI batches， while 
conducting a two-month organizational campaign to found a chain ofworkers’ 
associations in the main centers.36 The largcst cOl1centration， as already 
d iscussed in Chapter 4 ，37 was in Cologne with Marx and Engels themselves 
a n d  their organ，  theNeue RlzeÎnÎsche Zeituf1g. In Cologne， here 0111y， Marx led 
the left wil1g of the re、rolutiOllary movement， alld  thus cOl1frollted 
the problems of revolutionary gClleralship in a day-to-day sensè. 

T h e  Cologne movement， under the leadership ofMarx’s NRZ group， was 
the b oldest wing of the revolution in Germany， with its tax-refusal campaign， 
peasant-organizÎng drives， frequent mass meetings， and a series of challenges 
to the state authority in  what was， after all， the fortress center of Rhenish 
Prussia.↑ This fact also defined thc danger: the danger of getting too far ahead 
of the rest of the revolutionary scene and thus makillg it  possible for the 
government to cut it  d m‘wnκ1. T h e  reader상 picture ofthe events may be distorted 
if we detail only the policy of restraint， not the audacity of the challenge. 

Most of the NRZ상 warnings to the Cologne movement were written by 
Engels. T h e  first warning came d uring the first two weeks of the paper’s 
existence. The government was feverishly arming the Cologne forts， in such a 
manner (as Engels showed technically) that the measu res were pointed 
against the city itself. “The reaction is preparing a big coup，" without the least 
provocation by the calm population. T h e  rumor was spread that an uprising 
would take place on a given day: “ They will hγ to provoke a small row so as to 
call the troops o u t  immediately ... " 

We warn the workers of Cologne not to fall into this tmp set for them 
by the reactionaries. We urgently plead with them not 10 give the 

* Howeveη 1 think Nicolaievsky overreaches when he goes on to portray the situation 
as if Marx was denoußced chiefly by “hyper-revolutionaries" because he “had opposed 
t h e  bl ind， despel'ate ent husiasm， t h e  reckless， plunging spirit of t h e  i nsurgents."3S 
Nicolaievsky seems to be trying to m a ke t h e  German Legioß out to be a B1a nquist 
enterprise in its auspices. There is no evidence for this， and no other corroboration. The 
proponents of the German Legion were not “hyper-revolutionaries" but liberaIs in a 
state of exaItation. 

t This  aspect of Marx’s year o f  revolution is very ill a d equately represellted i n  
biographies. One shouI<l read， at least， Oscar Hammen’s Red ’'48ers (Part 3)， preferably 
Gerhard Becker’s relation to th_e. Cologlle working-class movemenl is 80 common that it is 

37 • found even in David McLelIan.J' 1 mention this because the mythical version of Marx’g 
policy makes it difficult 10 understand “’hy it was 50 important 10 exercise restraint at 
crucial points. 
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old-Prussian party the sl섣htest prete.'Ct for placil1g Cologlle ul1der the 
despotism of m�l rtial l aw . . .  

But if the reaction really dares to u nloose its assault， thell the people of 
Cologll e  will 110t h esitate to defend the revolution “with thcir blood 3nd 
Iives"-so ended the article.39 ln this situl1tioll， a published ，、'arning 01' this 
50rt was itself pal't of the obligations of generalship， especially in circumstances 
where one  couldn’t rcally know what thc governmcnt’s illtentions wcrc. 

111 J uly two local leadcrs of thc Workcrs’ Associatiol1 、，vere arrcstcd. A N RZ 
editorial warncd again: “The workcrs will be smart enough not to let thcmsclves 

.40 bc d rawn into a brawl by any p rovocation." 
Thcrc was a ncar-blowoftïn the so-called September crisis. 、:Vith thc fate of 

the revolution coming to a critical stage in Berlin， thc Cologne movemcnt 
stepped up rev어utionary agitation. Wc read in the historian Oscar Hammen 
(wh ose accurate p resentation of the facts is all the more impressive since he 
p lainly understands little of Marx’s po1itics): 

. the Communists were cvidellt everywhere. They appeared to be În 
command， almost like a party， or at least an ovcrwhelming p resence. 
Newspapers commentcd on the fact that thc cditorial staff of the New 
Rlteillische Zeitllflg occupied the p ublic platform， gave many speeches， 
and initiated motions. 

T h e  NRZ group organized demollstrative mass mcetings through the 
Dcmocratic Associatiol1 and the Workers Association. popular papcr for 
workers， peasants， and soldicrs was started Ín Cologne to supplemcllt the 
NRZ. T h e  “Rcd Company" of thc militia， stafIcd by friends 01' thc NRZ， 
bccame more active. A “Committce o f  Public Safety" W�lS establishcd at  a 
mass mcctÌng， as the first step toward a dual power. A gigantic meeting was 
h cld in nearby 씨forringcn， iHV여 the regional pcasantry. At the same time， 
thc soldiers of the army garrison (mainly recruitcd from backward arcas of 
east Prussia) mu!tiplicd clashcs and brawls ‘vith civiliuns. 

T h e ll ，  o utside Cologne， the rcvolution came to a boil with a revolt in 
Frankfurt， Septcmber 17 to 20-a serious uprising against the government 
that was put  down by troops “’ith somc difliculty. The  n�volutionary situation 
passcd its zcnith. In Colognc thc govcrnmcnt madc plans to suppress the 
explosion it sa w coming， by arresting the Cologne icaders， including Schapper 
and Engels. On September 25， when the second congrcss of thc Rhenish 
Democratic Associations was scheduled， a number of arrests were madc. 

That  aftcmoon， Marx had to assess the situntion: the movement in Berlin 
and Frankfurt had been suppressed fOI" now; Cologne had its collectivc neck 
stuck o ut， with the government planning to cut it off. Speaking at a Workers 
Association m eeting， Marx warncd agaÎnst police provocations and explained 
that this was Ilot the moment for an armed uprising by an iso!ated Cologlle. I n  
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this exposed salient of the battle Hne， the movement had to pull back. 
Ne、rertheless barricades began arising around the city. τhe NRZ group 
worked indcfatigably to restrain action;  during the night the barricades were 
a ba ndoned， whiIe the Prussian commander* waited fo1' dayIight to start the 
assault. Although the 1'eaction was triumphing all over Prussia， the Cologne 
movement was at least p reserved， even though the NRZ was banned for a 
short while， Engels and others had to flee arrest， and other consequences 
weakened its activity.42 

In  short， Marx’s problem of revolutionary generalship was how to keep the 
movement in Cologne ready for a national revolutionary outburst-and 
contributory a s  a vanguard-without forging 50 fal" ahead of  the national 
movement as to p recipitate a n  aU-or-nothing anncd struggle which could only 
d rown the Cologne movement in blood. In  this situatiol1 the B1anquist 
mentality would h ave been a mortal danger. 

“ Revolutionary restraint" had to be caUed on again more than once before 
the period ended. But there were other stl'ategies too. 10  November 1848 tlte 
NRZ turned to the pseudolegai campaign of “No more taxes!"  The Natiooal 
Assembly， whose decisions on tax-refusal had given this demand its juridical 
cover， had  called for “passive resistance" only. At this point Marx’s editorial 
agitation in the NRZ suggested that more was needed; officiaIs who rejected 
the Assembly’s tax-refusal position should be replaced by “committees of 
public safety":  

Where counterrevolutionary authorities h ave a mind to obstruct the 
formation and official activity of these committees of pubHc safety，jòrce 
must be counterposecl 10 any kind offorce. Passive I'esistance must have active 
resistallce as its found“tion. Otherwise it is like the struggles of a c‘1If against its 
slauglttereκ43 

But  here again the national moyement was determining: the tax-rcfusal 
campaign was stifled outside of Cologne， therefore could not be sCl'ewed to a 
revolution ary pitch inside Colognc. 

By 1849 the revolutionary temperature of the whoIe country was declining. 
Marx was cOl1cerned Iest dcsperation and 야'ustration lead to an adventuristic 
disaster， whiclt indeed the govemment desired. By M ay the end was near. O n  
May  1 E ngels p ublished a n  article exposin g  the government’s plan “to 
p rovoke the BerIin people into street fighting" and then follow the bloody 
pattern set by Cavaignac the preceding June.  But: “The �alm behavior of the 
people despite aH p rovocation upset the calcuiatiort-s of the counter-

* By one  of those freakish coincidences that no novelist would dare invent， the name 
of the coloneI who commanded t�e Cologne garrison was-Friedrich Engels (in full 
KarI Friedrich Gottfried Engels).41 
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revolutionaries.，，44 On May 4 another article by Engels made an educational 
presentation that could well go into a textbook on revolutionary strategy: 

The  government is trying at all costs to provoke a c o n fl i c t  . . .  By their 
calm behavior， by u nshakable stolidity in the face o f  the soldiers’ 
provocations， the Cologne workers can deprive the government of any 
excuse for acts of violence. 

D ecisive events are at hand. 、1ienna， Bohemia， South Germany， 
Berlin are in ferment and await the right moment. Cologne can play its 
part， play a very powerful part， but it cannot begin any decisive blow . 

. . • [The government provocations] aim only at causing an outburst 
of sllch a kind as will occur at a moment 111따vorable jòr lIS bllt javorable 10r the 
governmenι 

O n ly by great events can revolutions be carried through; but if one 
accepts the provocations ofthe government， the m ost that can result is a 
riot.4S 

Engels repeated the warning a couple of days later， in an article entided 
“Hankering for a State ofSiege.，，46 Then came the end of the line， and the 
NRZ printed its last issue on May 19 in red ink. Marx’s final words “To the 
Workers of Cologne" gave the last warning of revolutionary restraint: 

We warn you， in conclusion， against any putsch'* in Cologne. In 
Cologne’s military situation， you would be irretrievably lost . . . .  A state 
of siege in Cologne would demoralize the whole Rhine proVÎnce， and a 
state of siege would be the necessarγ consequence of any uprising on  

48 your part at this moment. 

The  Cologne period was over; but before the year ended， Marx and Engels 
participated (poJitically and militarily respectively) in the armed Însurrection 
that had broken out in Baden and the Palatinate. It 、vas a revolution， though a 
badly conducted one. 

5. RETROSPECTION IN T H E  FIFTIES 

Sillce this section surveys the views expressed by Marx ill the 1850s on 
putschism and related Blanquist notions， we have to inform the reader that it 
is precisely the year 1 850 (sometimes 1 850-52) which， according to the 
“ Marx-Blanquist" myth， is the zenith ofMal'x’s alleged Blanquist aberration. 

* This， 1 think， was the first time the word ‘Putsch’ was used by Marx; it was still 
relatively new. Ladendorf says that it came into German (from a Swiss dialect form) at 
the beginning of the 1840s， but th� example he gives is from 1849; by this time， he adds， 
the usage was a)ready current.47 For a comment 011 the MECW mistranslation of 
‘Putsch’， see Special Note D， Section 8. 
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The wraithlike evidence that has been adduced to give this popular storγ a 
semblance of verisimiIitude is considered in Special Note B， and will not 
concern us here. 

Marx’s article series on the failed revolution in France， later published 
under the tide The Class Struggles Îll France， is the main subject ofthe next 
chapter， because it inaugurates the phrase ‘dictatorship of the proletariat'. 
We will see what it says about ‘dictatorship’ in general and we will throw some 
light on its notable reference to Blanqui. At this point we only ask what if  
anything it  said about putschism and allied subjects. The short answer is: not 
much; for， contralγ to the myth， Marx was not particularly inte.'ested În that 
issu e  nor was the issue itself demanding to be discussed at Iength. Unfortunately 
Marx himself did not know that he was going to be charged with “Blanquism." 

But there were passing references. ln Section (or article) In， about a page 
aftel' the famous passage on permanent revolution and dictatorship of the 
proletariat (locus lc)， Marx mentioned the royalists' challenge to the left “to 
betake themselves to the streets， and his declaration that the government was 
ready to receive them." His comment was that 

T h e  proletariat did not allow itself to be provoked into a riot， since it 
49 was looking to make a revolutioll. 

We h ave seen him make this point more than once before; nothing has 
changed in his thinking on this score. 

In Section n， a passage (incidental， to be sure) offered an interesting 
treatment of the attempt by the liberaI monarchist Barrot to c10se the 
Assembly. Marx makes a paraIlel in which this move is equated， or at any 
rate paired， with Blanqui’s putsch of  May 15 a gainst the same Assembly. 

On May 15 Blanqui， Barbès， R�spail， etc. had attempted to break u p  
t h e  Constituent Assembly b y  forcing an entrance into its hall of  session 
at the head of the Paris proletariat. Barrot prepared a moral May 15 for 
the same Assembly when he  wanted to dictate its self-dissolution and 
c10se the hall. 

Barrot’s antidemocratic attempt was the “moral" equivalent of  the attelltat 
against the same Assembly in the name of the proletariat; and， says Marx， 
Barrot appeared before the Assembly “as a royalist Blanqui." so On the next 
page it is Barrot who is quoted by Marx as saying， “Legality is killing us." 

T h e  prime evidence adduced by marxologists for Marx’s alleged “Blanquist 
aberration" is the “Address to the Communist League "  ofMarch 1850， a 
circular leíter to members. * Like most o f  the Class Struggles in France， it was 
wntten while Marx still considered the European revolution to be on the boil， 

* Why the Address has been the target for marxological mythopoesis is explained in 
KMTR 2， in a chapter that expounds the actual political content of the document; here 
our aim is much narrower. 51 
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waiting o nly for a new blowoff. In late summer he decided that， the economic 
depression having endcd， the I'evolutionary situation in Europe was over for 
the n once. Jt is this conclusion， by the way， that is used by the “Marx­
B1anquist" mythologists to claim that Marx revised all his basic ideas of 
revolution. I n  point of fact， Marx changcd Ilothing whatever about his views， 
only how those vicws 、，vcre to bc immcdiatcly implemcntcd. 

But， as wc said， thc March Addrcss was writtcn whilc Man still thought 
thcre was an ongoing revolutionary situation Ín Europc. Evcn so， howcver， in  
th i s  circular Marx spccifically rejcctccl thc notion that a communÍst revolution 
could bc carried out in an outburst. Thc rcvolutionalγ crisis to which hc  
looked would mean that “thc Dcmocraís will comc to  power with the next 
movemcnt，" and thell there Hlould start tlze process oloppositioll 10 this gove1'1lmellt， a 

IH'oCCSS that woulcl eventually bring thc prolctarian revolutionarγ wing to 
powcr at the head of a leftward-moving coalition. (The VClγ notion of a 
D cmocratic rcvolution as the lìrst stagc was quite alien to Bhmquism， as has 

52 bccn explained elsewhel'e.�") 
The  pcriod of  revolutionarγ opposition to the new government of the 

D emocracy is the period par excεllence of “permancnt revolution，" as put 
fonvard in  thc Address. How 10l1g this period might be is， of course， the sort of 
q uestiol1 that Marx rcfused to answer; but thc Addrcss itself spolæ of  it  as a 
“lengthy" one ill Germany. Thc pellultimate paragraph of thc Addrcss struck 
exactly thc same note as wOllld be sounded by Marx durillg the Scptember 
1 850 split (il1 a speech， which we will comc to， that the mythologists c1aim to 
bc thc very opposite of thc Address). ln thc March circular， it was put this 
‘，vav: 

I f the German worlccrs are not able to attai l1 powcr and achicve their 
own class Íntcrests without cOI'npJctcly going through a Jcngthy 
rcvolutionary devclopmcnt， they at least Imow for a certainty this time 
that the first act of this approachillg rcvolutionarγ drama will coillcide 
with thc direct victOlγ of thcir own class in France and will be VClγ 53 much accelcratcd bv it. 

As for France， it should go without saying that what Marx cxpected was an 
overwhel ming rising of the  workers as ÎIl thc  massive insurrcction of  June 
1 848， not  a wretchcd putsch. 

6. MARX’S 1 850 ATTACK ON BLANQUISM 

The SUCR episode， which is takcn up in Chapter 12， will show us that 
Marx and Engels were involved in the spring of 1850 with a projected alliance 
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of communists of different countries， an aIliance in whic h  the French contingent 
was the Blanquist ém방'é group in London. This fact-their association with 
genu ine  BIanquists-is the hard core of the “Marx-Blanquist" myth. 

The  SUCR agreement was signed in mid-April. Just before this date or at  
the  same time， Marx and  Engels* wrote a n  article o n  the  secret societies of  
France， and Marx published it in  h i s  London magazine， which we  call the 
NRZ Revue for short. T h is article was a d evastating critique ofthe  world ofthe  
secret societies characteristic of  the  Blanquist movement. 

T h e  article was in the form of a book review 0아fh‘，'10 recent pub비I“ica았t“iωo아on5-‘-‘-‘-the 
longest book re야、v띠'ie‘w in the run of the magazine.54 τhe books under review 
‘'l'ere: Les Conspirateurs by A. Chenu， a police agent who operated in the 
pre-1848 secret societies and in the police administratioll ofthe Provisional 
Government in 1848; and Lα NaisSalzce de la R，셔publique by L. de la Hodde， wl1o， 
through a different route， also pursued the careel. of a professional secret­
society conspirator whiIe acting as a police spy. 

Let， it be said at o llce that nowhere did Marx’s review mention Blanql.lism 
and  BIanquists as such. We have to keep in  mind that it was only afterwards 
that h istorians began using these Iabels for the Jacobin-communist style ofthe 
conspiratorial secret societies in  genel.al. The book review dealt with what is  
cal led Blanquism today， n ot then. Secondly， at a coupIe o f  poillts the review 
left a n  out for the Blanquist  allies o f  1 850: it discussed the “professional 
conspirators" as virtually an excreseence on the “ revolutiollary party." But 
when the revolutionary commullist “party" was mentioned specifically， it  

55 turned out  to specify the Cabetist (Icariall communist) movemenC � At one  
po int  the  review hastened to exempt Albert (Alexandre Martill) from the 
general strictures on  personal grounds，  thus keeping the indictment aU the 
more imperson al .56 The artide was not written as 'an atiack 011 sillcere 
consp irators (“BIanquists") themseives， induding the allies in SUCR， but as 
a demolitiou job o u  the ideo)ogy aud organization of what is  now caUed 
Blauquism. 

AlI through Marx’S review the emphasis is  ou the basic distinction: beíween 
a revol u ti o n  on t h e  o n e  h a nd a n d  a putsch  (coup de maill， éme14t，잉 on the  other.↑ 

* AIl six of the book-review articles in  the NRZ Revue were unsigned， hence ascribed 
to the jo int  authorship 01' Marx and Engels. But the question is: who drafted which? For 
the article under consideration， there is no information; answers are speculative. l lean 
to the guess that， unlike some of the other reviews， this one was really a collaborative 
product， with Marx establishing the fmaJ fonn (which he Vl'ould be Iikely to do as editor 
anyway). I t  is not an important problem since Marx necessarily took overall rcs­
ponsibility for the publication. BeloVl' 1 refer to Marx as the author simply as a matter of 
convenicnce. 

t The reader is wamed tl1at this distinction is badly blurred in the MECW rransJation 
of this book review. The probJem is discussed in SpeciaJ Note D， Section 8. 
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Chenu ’s book， it says， “demonsírates that a real revolution is just the opposite 
of the n otions  held by the mOllchard [p이ice spy]，  who， i n  agreement with the 
‘men of  action，’ sees in every revolution the work of  a small coterie." But “all 
movements provoked more or less arbitrarily by coteries remained mere 
깅melltes [ riotous outbreaksJ. ，，57 Tracing the growing predominance ofworking­
class elements in the conspiratorial societies after 1830， Marx wrote: “These 
conspiracies naturally never embraced the great mass o f the Paris proletariat. 
They were limited to a relatively small and qmtinual\y fluctuating number o f  
members， consisting partly o f  old， unchanging conspirators regularJy handed 
down by every secret society to its successor， partly of newly recruited 
，，58 wOl'kers." 

In a striking passage Marx describes the “c1ass" or stratum of professional 
conspirators as a part of the lumpen-bohème of society; the “sinister 
conspirator" is shown as a pub-crawling boozer. (1 have cited this passage 
elsewhere.59) He is daring， yes-

The desperate recklessness that shows up in every Paris insurrection is 
injected precisely by these old professional conspirators， the Itommes de 
COllpS de maÎn [the coup de maill men. putschists]. It is they who set up the 
first barricades and command them， who organize the I'esistance， take 
the lcad in plunderipg weapon shops and seizing arms and ammunitions 
from houscs， and in the midst ofthe uprising carry out  those daring 
COllpS de maill that so often throw the government side into confusion. In  

60 short， they are thc officers o f  the insurrection. 

This leads in to the best-known passage of the artic1e， on the political nature o f  
“these conspirators" a s  a stratum: 

Their business consists precisely in forestalling the process o f  
rcvolutionary development， pushing it  artificially t o  crisis， making a 
revolution impromptu， without the preconditions for a revolution. The 
sole prccondition o f  rcvolution， for them， is the adequate organization 
of their conspiracy. They are the alchemists of the revolution， and they 
entirely share the earlier alchemists’ disorder of ideas and narrow­
mindedness in fixed conceptions. 

The  “alchemist" analogy， the most fr. quently quoted phrase o fthis article， 
deserves its popularity; for the alchemists had a limited positive role to play for 
a while. Marx develops the anaIogy a bit: 

They leap 
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the more theoretical enlightenment ofthe workers on their cIass Înterests. 
Hence their irritation， not proletarian but plebeian， at the habits 1l0irs 
[frock coats J ，  the more 01" Iess educated people who I"epresent this.side of  
the  movement-people， however， from whom， as  the  official repre­
sentatives of the pal"ty， they can never make themselves entirely 
independent.61 

FinaIly， there is the symbiotic relationship with the poIice. The conspirators 
battIe the poIice， and thc policc have a use for the conspiracics: “They tolerate 
thcm as ccnters casy to kcep an eye on， whcre the most violent revolutionary 
elements of the society get together， as foundries of émeutes， which in France 
have become a governmcnt instrument just as necessary as the police them­
sclves， and finally as a recruiting place for their own political mOllchards. 

，，62 

Cops and conspirators (like cops and crooks) exchange places; suspicion is 
endemic; double roles blur reality. 

T h e  conspiracies encountcrcd serious competition from thc ‘“‘pro이letar다ian l 
s않ecre따t societies which had as goal not an immediatc ÎI띠ns애uπrrc야ctio이n but the 
o rganized deve머10때pment o아fthc pαpro이lct얹a따r끼"ia따t." In the pre-1848 pcriod some of thc  
conspirators were impelled into  the  proletarian movement proper. The 
d cvelopment proved that ‘“‘on띠ll�앙y the p찌ro이letar꺼ia따t a잃s a whole can carηiηryγ' out 1μ띠t“he e 
re갱e‘vo이lu따Jtio아애n] .  

，，63 

Q.E.D.  T h e  concIusion came around， like much o f  Marx’s writing， co the 
basic principle of  the sclf-emancipation of the proletariat. Blanquism was the 
“left" way to reject this self-emancipation. 

T h e  two men who published this annihiIatory dissection of Blanquist 
conspiratorialism are the same men who are portrayed as Blanquists in thc 
marxological myth. This is so embarrassing that fantasmagorical explanapons 
have been devised， including a remarkable claim that the article shows “Marx 
did not take the Blanquists seriously."64 

7. T H E  REST OF 1850 

Let us continue our account of Marx’s attitude toward Blanquism through 
1 850， the crucial year. We are interested here only in the expression of views 
on the issues involved， not in the questions about Marx-Blanqui relations set 
forth in Chapter 9. As mentioned befol"e， these issues cropped up only in­
frequently， and can be listed handily. 

(1)  In 1 850 the left-wing Chartist Harney was coIlaborating closely with 
M arx， and his magazine Democratic Review was open to contributions by 
M arx’s friends. During the year， from January to  August， the magazine 
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carried a series of eight artic\es under the rubric “Letter from France." It is 
probable that these articles 、vere written by some member ofMarx’s circ\e 
(not E ngels65). True， this does not necessarily mean they ‘.vere even read by 
Marx before publication， but they have a certain Înterest' in reflecting views 
held by Marx’s associates. 

For what it Îs worth， then， we can record that‘the July “Letter from 
France"-、vritten and published in the midst ofthe SUCR episode-took a 
far from flllttering view of Blanqui. It slIid thllt the French people， 50 often 
deceived， have “a deep distl"ust towal"ds 1I11 men who ever have acted as their 
leadel's-not excepting even Barbes 01" Bhmqui .. ;’660n the other hand， Emst 
Dronl‘e， one of Marx’S lISsoCÎlItes， had written to Engels from the Continent 
that Blanqui’S standing with the French wor!<ers was rising. * 

(2) Engels’ Peas“nt War Î!z Germι1/y， wriíten in the summer of 1850， was not 
produced simply lIS an exerCÎse În histOlγ. It was bracketed fore and lIft by 
passages tying it to the lessons of the revolution j ust  ended. Hs sixth chapter 
began with one of these lessons， 00 the plight of “the leader of an extreme 
party" who is “εompelled to assume power" prematurely. The premature 
seizure of power regardless of social conditions may appear to be connected 
with Blanquist strategies， but  here we see it has another side. 

To prevent action， M unzer was compelled to act as a moderator fon the 
revolu tionary impatience of his supporters)， but his disciple， Pfeifer， 
who held the reills of the movement there fin Mí.ihlhausen] had 
committed himself so greatly that hc could not hold back the outbreak， 
and as early as March 17， 1525， befol'e thc general upl'Ìsing in South 
Germany， Mühlhausen made its revolution.68 

Engels links this， not to Blanquist-typc putsches， but to a quite different 
issue that had appeared in 1848: “the position in the last French Provisional 
Government of thc rcprcsentatives of the proletariat" such as Louis Blanc， 

* I r， as MECW mistakcnly ciaims， it was Engcls who wrotc the “ Lctters from 
Francc，" he ccrtainly put no f퍼th in Dronkc’S opinion. Dronke had reported on 
Fcbruary 21 (from Paris) that the social-democratic “chattcrboxcs" and the “pure 
anarchist" fools like Proudhon were linished， but that “ß1anqui’s support among the 
”‘’rkers has b !come enormous." About May 7 he 、‘Irote (from Fl'ankfurt) that in the 
next Paris outbreak B1anqui would come to the helm. The outbreak that Dronke 
expected was to come “after the vote on the new eleetoral law." As it happened， a few 
days arter Dronke’s Ictter， Lassalle wrote Marx (from Düsseldorl) th낀t hc was “firmly 
eonvinced" there would bc an insurrection in Paris on the same occllsion. Clearly， 
cxpcctlltioll of 11 blowoff În Paris WlIS widcspread; Marx’s aeceptance of this expectation 
was no idÎosyncrlltic opinion ofhis， but doubtless 、vas the orthodoxy of the left at the 
1I10ment-an orthodoxy “빼 which MlIrx broke in late summjlr. -Dronke’'s rcport on 
the B1anquÎsts in Fnmce was reiterated in his letter of December 1 (from Geneva): “In 
PlIris， despite all  thc elTOIis of Louis Blanc lInd Ledru(-Rollin)， the B1anquists are the 
only real party."67 
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that is， the policy of socialist participation in bourgeois-dominated coalitiol1 
governments.69 Coalitionism (what a half century later was going to be tagged 
Milleran dism) would appear to be the opposite ofBla nquism， the former a 
reformist deviation， the latter ultraleftist in repute; but  we have here another 
way ofseeing the reformist side of Blanquism itself.70 (Symbol: tl1e later leader 
of the Blanquist  tendency， Vaillan t， was going to wind up his career in 1915 
as a member of a coalition government engaged in a n  imperialist war， sitting 
alongside his feUow social-democrats.) 

(3) Unti l late summer 1 850 Marx held the opinion that the revolutionatγ 
situation was continuing i.1 Europe， but of course this did not mean to him 
tl1at  communis m  could be  Întroduced by a coup a ny day. If  more evidE!nce is 
n eeded， i t  is provided by the testimony of Peter Roser， one of the leaders of the 
Communist  League in Cologne， who remained in that city after the collapseof 
the revolution.* According to the account  given by Roser， about the end of 
J u ly 1 850 he received a letter from Marx， via courier-a letter which w피 also 
concern us  later in connection with WiUich. The letter referred to the period 
ofthe winte r  of 1 849-1850， and so we take it up at this point. Roser relatcd 
that Marx’ s lettcr 

gave vcnt to his a nger at WilIich & Company and said it was a great 
pity tl1at Schapper should have attached himself to this bunch of 
frauds. He said that d uring the wiuter of 1 849/50 he had lectured to the 
London Workers' Society [CWEA] on thc Manifesto and had explained 
that communÎsm could only be introduccd after a number ofyears， that 
it would l1ave to go through severa‘ p hases and that generaUy its 
introduction could only be effected by a process of educlltion and 
graduaI development， b u tthat  씩'iHich had violently opposed him with 
his rubbish-as M.arx called it-saying tnat it would be introduced in 
the next revolution， if only by the mi셀It of‘ thε guiUotine， that the 
hostiJity behveen them was already gre강t and he [MarxJ feared it w“uld 
lead to a spHt in the League， Ccneral WiUich having got it flnnly into 
his head that， come the next revolution， he and his brave men from the 
Palatinate would introduce commu잉ism on theil" own and against the 
wm of  everyone in Cermany.71 

For the period here described， 00 no evidence at all， the “Marx-Blanquist" 

* τhis t빼nony by R없r was gjven to the Pruss않1 authorities after his 4:onviction 
in the Cologne ε'ommunist trial of 1852 뻐d dming his subsequent imprisonment， 
specifically in the period fiurn December 1853 to 뼈e follo쩨ng 동‘ebruary. The fuct that 
Roser broke and “sang" h�‘ been 따ed to impugn not only his character (which is 
understandable) but also his truthfulness. However， 1 agree 씨챔1 th없e 파‘.e Nicol.aievsky 
who have a빵l어 that Rooer was hón얹tly 야ing to tell what he knew， though he m핑ht 
have been inaccurate on details; his attempt to recollect the contents ofle<<eπ was 
obviously subject to e11'or. 
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mythologists portray Marx as a fire-eating Blanquist， who changed over to a 
well-behaved social-democrat all o f  a sudden in September 1850 when the 
split actually took place. This tale is simply falsifiction. The “process of 
education and graduaI development" 、vas not an alternative to revolution but 
represented the period in which the proletariat was to become capable of 
revolution. 

(4) When Marx came to the conclusion， in the late summer of 1850， that the 
Ellropean revolutionary situation was ovel.， and that the period 1끼ng ahead 
had to be given over to preparatory propaganda and edllcation of a working­
class movement not yet ready for power， the differences in olltiook inside the 
Communist League came to a head.72 Schapper and Willich wanted the 
Leaglle to act as if  the revollltion was on the order of  the day. True， neither 
Schapper nor Willich was a “Blanquist，" bllt WiIlich in particular was a 
military martinet type turned communist relatively recently， whose under­
standing of the issues was primitive. I t  was Schapper， not Marx， who was 
going through a period of Jacobin aberration， as he h imself came to see a few 
years later. 

At a meeting of the CL Central Committee held on September 1 5， 1 850， thc 
question ofpolicy 、vas debated， leading to a split forced by the Willich-Schapper 
group. Marx formlllated the issue in a speech that is frcquently quoted: 

ln place of the critical outlook the Minority substitutes a dogmatic one; 
in place of  the materialist， an  idealist one. lnstead of the actual 
conditions，jJure will becomes the drive-wheel ofthe revolution for them. 
\Vhereas we tell thc .workers: “You have ftftcen， twenty， fifty years of 
civil wars and people’s struggles to go through， not only to change the 
conditions but in order to change yourselves and make yourselves fit for 
political rule，" you say on the contrarγ: “、iV_e must come to prower right 
away， 01' else we might as well go to sleep.，， 73 

This aHack on the politics of voluntarism was a position that we have seen 
Marx takc more thal1 Ollce. It was IlO llew departure. The claim that it 
somehow represented a repudiation ofthe March “Address to the Communist 
Lcague"  rests on sheer assertion repeated so assiduously that no evidcnce has 
bcen considered necessary. The continuity Jf Marx’s thought is shown by the 
fact that， in the Scptember 15 scssion itself， it was he that defendcd (indeed 
ilauntcd) thc March Address as his own 



10. Marx VerslIs Blanquim 167 

reported to Cologne that the split had taken place because the Willich­
Schapper group mainta ined that Marx and Engels d id not believe it would be 
“possible to introduce communism already in the next revolution." 

Schapper-Willich [said Röser’s d eposition} propose to introduce 
communism on the basis of the present state of education， if necessary 
in the next revolution and by force of arms. Marx considers it to be 
feasible only by a process of education and gradual development and， in  
a Ietter to u.5 J  cites four  phases through which it  must  pass before it  is 

7S introduced. 

Leaving aside details of formulation， 파<e the d ivision into four phases， the 
difference between Marx and the Willichites is fairly cIear. Marx’s own 
summary of  the 、VilIich-Schapper tendency can be read in  Chapter 6 of  his 

76 RevelatÎOllS COllcemùzg tJze Commullist Trω1 În Cologne. 

(6) Shortly after the September split， Marx wrote a long a1'ticle reviewing 
the period from May to October， for the last issue ofthe NRZ Revue， published 
November 29. This 1'eview devoted space to a depreciation of the political 
emigre cente1' called the European Central Committee (Mazzini， Ledru­
Rollin， RlIge for Germany， etc.)-the liberaI Democ1'atic camp. These people 
were fa1' from Blanquist， naturally， bllt we see again the pattern noted in point 
2 above. Marx gave considerable attention to criticizing these Democraís' 
view ofthe “ revolution" they preached: a shallow view ofrcvollltion as a quick 
grab for power， rather than a serious social struggle. In fact， the conceptions of 
the gentlcmen of the European Ccntrai Committee (if not thei1' actions) 
constituted a so1't of reformist version of Blanquist p utschism: 

Thcir conceptions about social organizations are expressed very 
strikingly: a crowd gathcred in the strect， a brawl， a hand clasp， and 
aH’s over and done. For them the revolution consists on the whole 
s imply in thc overthrow of the cxisting government; when this goal is 
a ttained， “the victory" ha싫s been ‘”‘'on. M‘\10vemen따tι’ de‘ve잉e이lopment， 
strugg힘le-t 
EUlπrope!‘an Central εommittee then in power there begins the golden 
age of the European republic and of the sleepyheads declared in  
permanencc. 

T h e  last phrase is a satirical vcrsion of the “ revolutionJn permanellce." Marx 
went on to say that thcse people dctested thcory; in  their view the pcople 
s h ould  cmpty their minds of all ideas: “ when the day of d ecision d awns， it will 
be electrificd by mere contact， and the riddie of the fu1m‘e wiU be solved by a 
miraclc.，，77 (The “ electrification" metaphor had a great future before it in the 
twentieth century.) 

1 repeat: Marx was not writing this about Blanquists but  rather about 
Democratic rcformists who were setting themselves up as  “ revolutionaries" 
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against the existing despotic regimes. A leftist did 1l0t have to be a BlanquÎst to 
possess these notÎolls În a crtuleforl11; they 、，vere the common property ofprimitive 
radicals， doing and saying “what came n atura’. " The marxologists’ theorγ 
that voluntaris tic Jacobinism was thc VCIγ dejìnitioll of Blanquism is at variance 
with an clcmcntary Imowlcdgc of thc history of thc movcmcnt.78 

8. THRO UGH THE FIFTlES 

For thc rcst of thc 1850s， thc story can bc bricf1y summarizcd as: morc of the 
samc. 

(1) Octobcr 1 851 : a couplc of months bcforc ßonapartc’s coup d’état， thc 
q ucstion of ul1ivcrsal suffragc was bcil1g uscd as a political ploy. Marx wrotc to 
El1gels: 

I n  al1y casc thc “rcvolutiol1"-il1 the SCI1SC of a Imcrcl outbursf-has 
bccl1 cOl1jurcd away. With ul1ivcrsal suffragc it’S Ilot to bc thought  Or.?9 

“Outburst" hcrc is Losgelm (a brcaking loosc). Thc contrast is with a rcal 
rcvolutiol1 :  it is a contrast， or coul1tcrposition， aIicn to ßlanquist thil1king. 

(2) ln 1 852 thcrc was an indication tl1at Marx had no high opiniol1 of the 
Londoll Blal1quist cmigrc’$， 01' somc of thcm. In a Icttcr to Ellgcls， mcntioning 
a Fcbruary Rcvolution annivcrsalγ h c!d by “the Frcl1ch" (thc Frcnch cmigrc 
community in London)， hc rcmarkcd: “Only thc lowcst drcgs of thc cmigration 
werc therc， most of whom stylc thcmsclvcs Blanquists." so Truc， this was a 
passing sidcswipc th낀t docs not worl< vicc-Vcrsa， that is， it did not mcan that 
thc rcal Blan‘l uists 、，ycrc thc “lowcst: drcgs"; but it rcminds us that thcl'c was a 
sharp distinεtion made betwccn Marx’s vicw 01" Blanqui himsclf and of thc 
pcoplc who at any givcn timc werc calling thcmsclvcs (01' bcing callcd) 
Blanquists. 

(3) 1n a followup articlc to thc scrics on “Rcvolutiol1 and Coul1tcrrcvolution 
in Germany" in the New York Daily Tl'ilJUlle--draftcd by Ellgcls but publishcd 
by Marx undcr his own namc--thcre was a carcful Iinc drawn bctw�en 
Marx’S " Îcws and Blanquism. τhe Ilamcs wcrc not uscd， of coursc; thc 
countcrpositioll was bctwccn thc “advanced Communist party in Gcnnany " 
(mcaning thc Marxist tendcncy) and thc communists of thc sccrct socictics 
and  conspil'acics. Not for thc first time， Engels explaincd thc distinction 
bctwcen cOllspiratorialwm and mere secl'ccy as a Icgal necessity. If thel'e is no 
legal alternativc， “ he is a coward that u ndcl' ccrtain circumstanccs would not 
conspire" (that is， carlγ on secrct work) “just as hc is a fool who， undcr other 
ci l'cumstances， would do s o  . . .  " Thcre 、.Yerc “ numerous secrct societies which 
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b ave， ever since 1849， one after anotber been discovered by tbe police and 
prosecuted as conspiracies，" but on the otber hand there were other societies 
“ formed with a wider and more elevated purpose， which Imew that the 
upsetting of an  existing Government was but a passing stage in tbe grcat 
impendin g  struggle，" and whicb p1'epared fo1' tbe final combat againstcapitaI. 
The  lattc1'， tbe “advanced Communist pa1'ty，" 

neve1' imagined itself capable of producing， at any time and at its 
pleasure， that revolution which was to carry its ideas into practice. 

These “ advanced" Communists looked ahead to overthrowing， not the present 
governments， but rather those that would succeed them in the next revolution. 
Since the reference was not to the Blanquist movement itself but to the 
Willich-Schapper g1'oup， the article referred to the split in the Communist 
Leaguc， obliquely and inaccurately: 

So weU was this fou ndation of the society [League) unde1'stood by the 
majority of its members， that when the place-hunting ambition of some 
tried to turn it into a conspira�y for making an  ex tempore I'evolution， 
they were speedily turned öut.81 

(4) Every now and then the issues involved in the difference betwcen 
Marxism and Blanquism came up in Marx'’s journaIistic work. Marx was 
always ready to admire and even celebrate struggles for freedom however 
hopeless， but  it does not  follow that he had to view them as models. In 1853 a 
Mazzinist outbreak in Milan was crushed by Gene1'al Joseph Radetz파’s 
Austrian t1'oops. Ma1'x pointed out  to the disc1'edit of the Austrian authorities 
that they mulcted fines from the people even while admitting “that the bulk of 
the p opulation took n o  part whateve1'." To New York Daily Trihulle reade1's， 
this served also to 1'eveal that the affair was not a revolution but a p utsch; but 
in the NYD T’S columns Marx did not want to simply condemn the whole 
thing. Fi1'st he stated the positive side: 

The  Milan insu1'rection is signi꺼cant as a symptom of the approaching 
revolutiona1'Y crisis on the whole Eu1'opean continent. As the heroic act 
o f some few p roletarians . . .  proletarians who， armed only with Imives， 
marcbed to attack the citadel of a garrison and surrounding a1'my o f  
forty thousand of t h e  finest troops in Europe， it i s  admirable. 

That  much said， he stated what was wrong with it: 

B u t  as the finale of Mazzini’s eternal conspiracy， of his bombastic 
procIamations and his arrogant capucinades 
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politics as in poetry. Revolutions arc never made to order. After thc 
terrible experience of ’46 and ’49， i t  needs something more th!!I) paper 

82 summonses from distant leaders to evoke national revolutions: 

Still， he went back to the positive side: “1'l1at  the revolution is victorious even 
in its failllres， one  may see from the telTors the Milan échar까Òlll'강 [affray] has 
thrown in the very heart of continental potentates." S3 

In  a followlIp article Marx tool‘ n ote of Mazzini’s explanation that the 
Milan insurrection was forced on his followers by circllmstances beyond their 
conírol. 011 this Marx made the same comment as he had dOl1e on the 
Bianqllists: 

But，  on  one side， i t  belongs to the vel'y natllre of  conspiracies to be 
driven to a premature outbreak， either by treason 01' by accidents. On  
the  other s ide， ifyou cry， during three years， actiotl， actioll， actioll-ifyour 
entire revolutionary vocablllary be exhausted by the one word “ln­
s urrection，" you cannot expect to h old sufficient aufhority for d ictating， 

8� at any given moment: there slwll be 110 insllrrectiol1. 

τhe modern reader， especially the modern marxologist， should take note of  
the  fact that， in this period， conspiratorialism was epidemic not  on  the 
adventurist left (tagged .Bianquism) bll t  on the desperate right: Mazzini， for 
example， was as bourgeois al1 anticommunist  as the authorities he wanted to 
overthrow. Wlzen the Willich8clzapper group， havillg split with M arx， adopted the 
perspective c/zaracteristics 01 tlze B/allquisl， they actuIIlly 1II0ved 10 1111 llllillllce witlt tlte 
r강òrlll-Delllocralic putchists. 

“ The immediate practical reason for the split，" wrote Marx in  1860， “ was 
μlillich 's effOlis to involve the League in the playing at revolntiol1 by the 
German Democratic emigration." 85 This was also the crux of  Marx’s political 
analysis o f the 、:Villich-Schapper grou p in his Revelatiolls COllcemillg tlte COllllllllllist 

Trial Î11 Cologne. Granting that the Communist League had to be a “secret 
society" in Germany becallse o f the repressive laws of that land， Marx made a 
basic distinction: it “ was no conspiratorial society， but a society which secretly 
strove to create an organized proletarian p a rty  . . •  Such a society call only be 
said to conspire against the status q u o  in  the sense that steam and electricity 
conspire against it." The  League  “aims at forming not thegovemmentpartyqfthe 

jutllre but the oppositioll party ojthe juture" and therefore has little atíraction for 
people who “ wished to satisfy their nurrowminded ambition on the day o f  the 
next revolu ti o n ，  . . .  to snatch their share of the proceeds of demagogy and to 
find a welcome among the quacks and charlatans of democracy." The 
individuals who strutíed about “ in the theatrical cloak of the conspirator’ι­
w h o  “ demanded， if not real conspiracies， at any rate the appearallce o f  
conspiracies"-Ionged for quick results in terms o f  state power， “ and 
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accordingly callerl for a direct alliance with the Democratic heroes of the hour 
. . .  " Therefore it  、vas typical ofthe Willich-Schapper group that “WilIich was， 
together with Killke!， one of the entrepreneurs in the business of the German­
A merican revolutionary Ioan I fund) ."S6 

This  was the bridge that linked superticial u ltraleftism with practical 
opportunism. 

T h is ，  not Blanquist  conspiratorialism， was Marx’s chief conccrn of the 
fiftics. A rcmark to thc same cffcct can bc  found also in the unpublishcd 
manuscript of Great Men ofthe Emigratioll that Marx and Engcls wrot'.! in thc 
spring of 1 852. They waxed sarcastic about  the “fear" that the Dcmocratic 
conspirators thought thcy wcrc inspiring in thc breasts of the “ tyrants" whilc 
their followcrs “ rctircd from thc putschist swindlcs [PutschschIVÍlzdeleij" 87 

Whilc thcy wc‘'c wOI'king on this manuscript， thcir corrcspondence rcflcctcd 
the same thinking. Marx informcd his fricnd that thc Kossuth-Mazzini forccs 
、vcrc planning a ncw p utsch: 

If thcse gcntlemcn don’t suffcr dcfcats and gct a beating twice cvcη7 
ycar， they feel uncomfortable. That world history unfolds without thcir 
hclp， without thcir intervcntion， indccd without official intervention­
this they cannot conccdc.8 8  

E ngeIs replied in the  same vcin: 

This  Carbonal'i-style， sclf-important， pseudo-activist， ordcr-of-thc­
day-ish approach bctrays how much thesc gentlcmcn deludc thcmsclvcs 
again about  their alIcged organized forccs. To aim at a putsch now is a 
stupid th ing and a mean hick. But  of coursc“Something has to happcn! 
somcthing has to be got going!" I t  makes you wish that the leadcrs who 
are s upposed to direct the thing al l  gct themselvcs caught and shot; but 
naturaUy thc great men will takc care of t h c m s elvcs  . . .  89 

T h c  Carbonari， to whom Engcls I'eferrcd， rcprcsented a common sourcc of 
conspiratoriaIism on both the right and thc left; Blanqui had roots in this 
movemcnt， Iikc M azzini. The two flowcring stcms that rose from this root， 
twining left and right， also did some intcrtwining: thc next scntence in Engels' 
letter was about Willich’s conncction with thc Democratic putschists， through 
Gottfried Kinkel. T h c  modern marxologist’S obscssive bclicf that ‘putschism’ 
was spclled ‘B1anquism’ is， as mcntioned， a mattcr of ignorance.All tltrollgh tlte 
찌fties， Marx상 cOllsistellt oppositioll to putscllism and compiratorial a 
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MARX’S 
ε'LASS 5’TR UGGLES IN FRANCE 

Marx’s first use of the term ‘dictatol'ship of the proletariat’ came in 1850， in 
a series of articles later republished in book form with the title The C!ass 
Struggles in Frallce 1848-185ι 

In London in 1 850， Marx began publishing a theoretical journal that took 
its name from the newspaper he had put  out  in Cologlle during the revolutioll. 
T h e  new title was Neue RheÌlIisclle Zeitlll핑，politisch-ökollomische Rel'ue (for short， 
NRZRevu깅. Marx’s article serics comprised thrce articles， cach contailling a 
rcferencc in some form to the ‘dictatorship of thc prolctariat’'. (The fourth 
chapter of this work in book fonn was added by Ellgels from the “ Review， 
May to October" which appeared in the last issue  of the magazille.) 

1. ‘DICTATORSHIP’  TIMES FIVE 

Sillce Marx uscd ‘dictatorship ofthc proletariat’ in this work for the first 
time， let us examillc his use ofthe word ‘dictatorsbip’ by itselfin othe1' parts of 
this article series. The survey is rewa1'ding， fo1' we filld that， at  one pOÎllt or 
another， it was applied ill passing to four different periods or regimes. Then 
there was a ftfth tbat was discussed in h is Eighteelltlz Br.μmaire of LouÎs BOllaparte 
(1852). 

(1) The Cavaigllac áictatorslzip. As explained in  Chapter 3， the conferral o f  a 
dictatorship on Louis Eugcne Cavaignac to suppress the J u n e  uprisil1g was a 
turning point. Marx caHed it a “bOllrgeois dictatorship recognized officially" 
(strict accuracy wOllld say “semiofficiaHy"). Marx also wrote of“the military 
dictatorship and the state of siege，" in refcrence to Cavaignac. He made a n  
important distinction:  

But  Cavaignac was not the dictatorship of the saber over bourgeois 
society; he was the dictatorship of tlle bourgeoisie by the sabe1'.' 

First of all， we have here the dictatorship of a class， a dictatorship moreove1' 

1 75 
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nominally instituted u nder a democratic government. This usage is not a 
gl'eat leap from previous references to the dictatorship ofa  democratic col­
lectivity， but it is suggestive--it JIIas suggestive. Secondly， we have the first 
differentiation of a dictatorship over a c1ass from a dictatorship of aclass. This is a 
d istinction not always carefully represented by the Iittle word of， which has to 
be watched Iike a ma'lefactor. 

Alongside Cavaignac’s “commissioned dictatorship" (Rossiter’s term) 
there was the parliamentary republic and its sovereign National Assembly， 
based on un iversal suffrage at least in form. In reaIity， Marx wrote， the 
bourgeoisie held power “only by the suspension of all formulas， by force sans 

pllrase， by the state of siege:' 2 

“The bourgeois dictatorship，" Marx later wrote in his Eighteenth Brumaire， 
was “set aside on December 1 0  by the election of Bonaparte as president." In this 
work， the former regime was called both “ the dictatorship of Cavaignac" and 
the “dictatorship of the pure bourgeois-republicans.， ，3  

、Ve see that Marx did Ilot use the term ‘dictatorship’ to d ifferentiate between 
the Cavaignac operation and the regime that had created it. He used it for the 
c1ass reality behind both， regardless of the state form. 

(2) 자e dictatorsJ，끼끼fthepart)’ ofOrder. The election ofBonaparte as president 
of the republic led to “the legislative dictatorship of the united royalists，" that 
is， of the so-called “party of Order，" exercised through a joint majol"Íty of the 
two l"Oyalist factions in the Assembly. In the next paragraph this was also 
called “its parliamentary despotism.， ，4 

In  his Eigltteenth Brumaire Marx caIled it “the parliamentary dictatorship of 
the party of Order" and the “parliamentary dictatorship of the bourgeoisie:’ 5 

In the Class StruggJes În Fral1ce this regime was also called a “bourgeois 
d ictatorsh ip.'’ Marx commented on its eventual scrapping ofuniversal suf윈"llge: 

By rcpudìating univer앓1 suffrage with which it had hitherto drllped 
itself and fl'om which it sucked its omnipotence， the bourgeoisie openly 
confesses，“Ollr t1ictatorshψ has hitherto ιr:isted by the will ofthe peoplι; it 111 /1st 
110’‘’ be cOllsolitlated “g“inst th강 ’‘’ill ofthe people. ，

，6 

It is hard to see how this passage has so thoronghly escllped commcnt by 
marxological expositors. It clearly referred to 11 class dict�torship bllsed on 
un Îversll1 s 
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downfall of its [the bourgeoisie’s1 own rule， the dictatorship of ßonaparte."7 

For other cases in which Marx or Engels called Bonaparte’s regime a ‘dictator­
ship'， see  Chapter 6.8 

Thijs  the word ‘dictatorship’ was applied， sporadically， to each of the three 
periods that France went through from the J une days of 1848 to 1852. 

(4) Dictatorship oftill social democrac)’'. I n  the Class Struggles ÎIl Fral1ce Marx 
also referred to a regime that did not come to life: a possible government of the 
petty-bourgeois left， the forces that in Februalγ 1849 united “the social and 
the democradc party， the party ofthe workers and that ofthe petty-bourgeoisie 
. . .  to form the Social-Democratic party’， i.e.， the Red party." T h e  redness ofthis 
contemporaneous terminology is misleading for modern readers: the “ reds " 
were then the timid democrats of the Mountain plus the pink “socialist 
doctrinaires，" Louis Blanc， Ledru-Rollin， and their friends-a tendency that 
“ represented a m ass hovering between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat， a 
mass w hose material interests demanded d emocratic institutions’ι-a tendency 
combining “ th e  half conservative， half revolutionary and wholly Utopian 
reformers ofthis order :， 9  Before the revolution Marx or Engels would have 
usually called this tendency the Democra cy. It was discredited now， but had a 
“ redder" labeJ， the Social Democracy. 

In a passage discussing the plight o f the peasantry， Marx described how 
things looked to that class: 

O n ly the fall of capital can raise the peasant; only an anticapitalist， a 
proletarian government can break his economic misery， his social 
degradation. The  COllstitutiol1al republic is the d ictatorship ofhis united 
explorers; the social-democratic， the Red RepubIic， is the dictatorship of 
his  a lJies.1O 

The government of the Social Democracy would， then， also be a ‘dictatorship’. 
Indeed， remembe.'， Louis ßlanc had been even more specific about the 
dictatorship he wanted. For this social-democrat， the notion of a ‘dictatorship’ 
had b ee n  associated wÎth the postponement of the election， with the rule of a 
government 1101 elected by the people. T here was n o  such connection made i n  
Marx ’'s Class Struggles Ì1z Frallce with regard t o  a n y  of the dictatorships discussed. 

(5) FinaUy， this Social-Democratic dictatorship was clearly distinguished 
in Marx’s work from what he was going to caU the ‘ dictatOl'ship of the 
proletariat' in the same worlι 찌'e will quote this passage more fully below， as 
locus 1 b; suffice to note n ow that in it M융rx said that the proletariat， 

not yet enabled through the development ofthe remaining classes to 
seize the revolutionary dictatorship， had to thr’ow itself into the arms of 
the doctrinah:es o fits emancipation， the found ers ofsociaHst s e c  t s  . . . 11 

I n  other words， the proletariat itself could not rule， because it had not yet 
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gained the support of the “remaining c1asses" (meaning the other working 
c1asses in this case)， and 50 it supported the Social D emocracy. 

Here， then， 、，vere the five ‘dictatorships’ that appeared in Marx’s survey of 
the revoJution of 1 848-1 849， ofwhich the 'dictatorslzipofthe proletariat ' was only olle. 
The  word ‘dictatorship’， from a historical term about a Roman institution， 
had now become a political term flung around the popular newspapers. 

2. LOCUS 1 :  THREE PASSAGES 

Heavy emphasis on class dictatorship is characteristic of th e  first locus. 
T h e  first article of Marx’s series was written in January， and was published 

in the first number of the journal， which was dated “January 1 850" but came 
out in early March. The Fl'ench proletariat， said Marx， went into the June 
1 848 uprising with the iIIusion that they could gain immediate demands 
within the bourgeois system， but-

[Locus  l a J  
. . .  only its defeat convinced i t  of the truth that the slightest improvement 
in its position remains a Utopia witlzill the bourgeois republic， a Utopia 
that becomes a crime as soon as it wants to become a I'eality. In place of 
its demands， exuberant in form， but petty and even bourgeois still in 
content， the concession of which it wanted to wring from the Februmγ 
republic， there appeal'ed the bold slogan of revolutionalγ struggle: 
OvertlzroJV ofthe bourgeoisie! Dictatol'slzip oftlze JVorking class!“ 

There is an obvious problem posed here. Marx wrote that “the bold slogan" 
appeared， “Overthrow of the bourgeoisie!" No doubt it appeared. But this 
slogan was immediately followed (in Marx’s article) with the slogan of the 
“dictatorship of the working class." \Vas Marx saying that this slogan also 
“ appeared" among the revolutionary workers? 

There is no  record whatsoever that it did appear. Marx himself had not 
been in France at  the time and could not be writing from personai knowledge. 
Perhaps Louis Blanc’s remarks about  dictatorship filtered down. After aIl， we 
have already seen that Lorenz von Stein reported， at  about the same time， that 
“Social dictatol'ship became the slogan of the proletariat，" and it is likely he 
was thinking of Louis Blanc.13 

But  there is a much likelier possibility. It is reasonable to believe that Marx 
was not literalIy claiming that this h itherto u nknown slogan “ appeared，" but 
rathel' that he was explaining， in apposition， the meaning of this “bold 
s logan "  (which is in the singular， not plural)--in the first place， its meaning to 
him， Marx. In  othel' words， he was really proposing the slogan himself， 
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putting words to the inchoate working-c1ass aspiration expressed in the 
revolution. 1n my opinion， this is how 심le passage should be read. 

Jn April， George Julian Harney’s magazine Democratic Rel'Ìew began a series 
of articles， “Two Years 01 a Revolution，" which presented Marx’s Class 
Struggles in Fral1ce in summaries， paraphrases and quotations. The third 
installment， in June， reached locus (no other installmenfs were published). 
For the first time， English-speaking readers read of “the daring， re‘'olutionarγ 
battle-clγ: Dowll with the bourgeoisie! Dictatorship ofthe Workillg Class! " 14 (It is 
unlikely that these article-paraphrases were written by Engels， to whom they 
have been erroneously attributed.*) 

Jncidentally， both in Marx’s magazine (the original) and in Harney’s (the 
paraphrase)， the paragraph comprising locus 1a was followed by a paragraph 
that 감eely used “bourgeois terrorism and “bourgeois dictatorship " inter­
changeably with bourgeois “ rule" as a description of the ‘bourgeois republic" 
established by the revolution. σor the meaning of ‘terrorism’， see Special 
N oteC).  

The second a rticle of the series， which Marx finished writing on March 4， 
was published in the second number of the magazine (dated “February 
1 850") about March 20. We have already mentioned its relevant passage， 

which did not actualIy use the term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat'. It spoke of 
the proletariat’s seizing the “revolutiona ry dictatorship." 

[Locus lb )  
. the Montagne， the parliamentary champion of  the democratic 

petty-bourgeoisie， was forced to unite with the sociaIist doctrinaires of 
the proletariat-쇠le proletariat， forced by the terrible material defeat of 
J une to raise itself up again through intellectual victories and not yet 
enabled through the development o f the remaining classes to seize the 

* For the first time， Vo이lume 10 0아flκM에IECα‘w 잃c낀ribe빼d to Eng말e따Is three s않e다e않S of 
con따nuπlU-빼. 
파1파ishe때d con때I띠densation 0아fM‘\1arx':성's Cαl““ssStrz，“t쟁'ggl，ι'es iωIz FrcllZC잉， a selies of“Letters from 
Germany，" and a 피‘e selies of Letters tan France." T피s attribution， without 
adducmany evidencq W잃 O꺼휩I빼 suggl總 by A.R. Schoye←빼
‘probably the work of Engels.'''s Aií this materiåI is now inéluded in MECw under 
Engels’ name as if positively identifi어， on t�� basis of no aceeptable ru짱ffil밍lt An 
editolial note on “Two Yeai=S of a RevoÍution" 16 cites reasons to believe tl1al: the autltor 
must have been cIose to Marx’'s circle (as wo띠d be ob에ous anyway) but adduces not a 
single reason why the author had to be Engels rat.her than， say， J.G. Eccarius 01' 
someone eIse. (The situation is simiL'lr 께섬1 1<정없ù to the “Letters" but they are not our 
present concern.) On the other hand， we haye Marx’s clear statement， in a letter to 
Joseph Weydemcyer (not mentioned by the MECW note)， tbat it was Hru-ney t파ns따f 
who tra��Iated (i.e.， paraphrased in Engl떼1) the ClassStruggles inFrance in hisDemocratic 
Review. 17Therè are òther indications that the person who did this chore could not have 
been Engels. 
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revolutionary d ictatorship， had to throw itself into the arms o( the 
18 doctrinaires of its emancipation， the fou nders of socialist s e ct s  . . .  

I n  explaining that the proIetariat could not establish its own “I"evolutionary 
d ictatorsh ip as long as it lacked the support of the other working classes， 
M a rx was excluding the idea of establishing it through a band of B1anquist­
style conspirators; he was excluding the d ictatorship even by the proletariat as 
long as it did not have the support of the majority of the people. 

This  thought had already been expressed in the first article of the series， as 
follows: 

The  French workers could not take a step fonvard， could not touch a 
hair of the bourgeois order， until the course of the revolution had 
aroused the mass of the nation， peasants and petty-bourgeois， standing 
between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie， against this order， against 
the rule of capital， and had forced them to attach themselves to the 
proletarians as their protagonists. The workers could buy this victOlγ 
only through the tremendous defeat in J u ne." 

The  possibility of‘ the dictatorship of the proletariat was herc firmly Iinked to 
majority support， whethcr 01' not this was rcgistered in an election. 

T h e third use of the term in this work is the most interesting in many 
respects. It appeared in the third article， which was written March 5-15， and 
was published ill issue No. 3 of the magazinc， dated “March 1 850" but issued 
in mid-April. 

Th is  passage discussed， as had the Coml1lullist Mallifesto， the trellds of 
“ bourgcois socialism" alld “petty-bo urgeois socialism" in the cOllntrγ. The 
lattcr， the socialism of LOllis Blanc， was d isscctcd at greatest length as 
“doctrinaire socialism." As against these ClIrrents， wrote Marx， 

[Locus  l c j  
the proletariat incrcasingly organizes itself around rel'olulionury socia!isl1l， 
around communÎsm， for which the bOllrgeoisie itself has invented the 
n a m e ofBIμnquÎ. This socialism is  the declllratioll ofthe permalleflce oftlze 
revolution， the class dictatoi'ship ofthe prolctariat as the necessary transit 
point to the abolitioll ofclllSS distÎ1따ÎOIlS gelleral，ψ， to the abolition of all the 
rclations of production 00 which they rest， to the abolition of all the 
social relations that correspond to these relations of productiol1， to the 
revo!utionízing of all the idetlS that resu!t from thcsc socia! relations. 

T h e  s cope ofthis exposition does not permit of developing the sllbject 
further.20 

It is rarely observed that， with all the typographical emphasis that gocs on 
in  this passage， it is 1101 the ‘dictatorship ofthe  proletariat ’ that is  underlined as 
a tenn: it is ‘class dictatoi'sJ，셰F . 

Here at last we have a cOllnection bchveen Blanqlli and the term ‘dictator-
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ship of the proletariat’-and the ‘permanent revolutiol1’ to boot-but it has 
not usually been used in the long campaign to ascribe ‘dictatorship of the 
proletariat' to Blanqui. With good reason: for， of course， Marx was 110t saying 
that it was BIanqui’s sIogan. The bourgeoisie itself had attached Blanqui’s 
name to revolutionary ideas-had “invented" BIanqui’s name for them. * 

We kllow this is true， fo .. ， as mentioned， “BIanquism" was “Îllvented" as a 
gelleric term for a whole currellt ofthe socialist and communist movemellt. 
Marx had no desire to repudiate BIanqui ill this passage， but he was sayillg 
q uite cIearly that BIanqui’s name had been fastened onto revolutionalγ 
socialism by its ellemies. J ust  about a half century h.ter， this ploy became 
Eduard Bernsteill’s maill device for discrediting Marx’s revolutionalγ views. 

This interpretatioll is powerfully corroborated when we know that Marx’s 
words applied specifically to an important episode in 1 848， when the figure of 
Blanqui was brandished by the bOUl'geoisie as a bogeyman. The  following 
account  is based on Louis Blanc’s narrative published tell years later. 

3. BLANQUI AS BOGEY 

On March 1 7， 1 848， an immense and majestic workers’ demollstration 
threw a major fright into the cIass-conscious bourgeois majority of the Pro­
visional Government， led by Lamartine， Marrast and Marie. Lamartillc (like 
the Girondins before him) stal"ted trying to mobilize armed forces from 
o u tside Paris to overawe the workers of the capital. Then another workers’ 
demonstratioll was announced for April 16， to prod the government on refonl1 
measures. T h e  right wing resolved to frustrate its illtended effect This (Blanc 
believed) was the starting point of the active bourgeois counterrevolution， 
recovering its balance after the February upheaval. 

The  surest way to achieve this [wrote Blanc] was to make the bourgeoisie 
believe that the intended procession of the operatives Iworkers] was 
connected with a communist conspiracy， and more especially with M. 
Blanqui， to whom the kind of mystelγ with which it  was his study to 
envelop himself imparted the proportions of an enormous scarecrow. 

Marrast busily circulated the story that the demonstration intended to over­
throw the government in favor of communism， led by Cabet and Blanqui. 
Louis B1anc then triumphantly proved that Cabet’s position was just  the 
opposite: 

* For garbled versÎOIlS of locus lc and mistranslations which have served to obscure 
the plain mea띠ng of the passage， see Special Note D， Section 5. 
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So much for the Communist conspiracy. As to the part so  c1everly 
assigned to M. B1anqui， the betler to frighten the bourgeoisie， it is 
necessary to know that there never was anything in common between 
the delegates of the Luxembourg IBlanc’s political centerJ and M. 
B1anqui. 

I t  was at this time， also， that an  attempt was made to smear and discredit 
Blanqui  through the famous “Taschereau letter." 

On the eve of the April 1 6  demonstration， Ledru-Rollin， as minister of the 
interior， was persuaded to issue a call for the mobilization of the National 
Guard against the alleged communist plot. This was accomplished “ by a 
nu mber of persons . . .  by d int of talldng to him about the supposed projects of 
M. B1anqui， making use of that person’s name as a sort of bugbear， and also by 
frightening him at the increased ascendancy of the Luxembourg . . .  " And so 
on April 16  the peaceful， if vast， ‘w‘，'10애0야r바k‘e밍l'‘γ demonstration was surrounded by 
anned men harassing and intimidating. The I"umor was circulated that a 
Committee of Pub\ic Safety was being prepared “and B1anqui had been 
named . . .  " Besides the armed National Guard， there was a paid corps of  
anonymous men who circulated through the crowd CIγing “ Death to  the 
communists!， ，2 1 

Louis Blanc’s account， which we have been following， agrees in essentials 
with Marx’S Sl!OI.t reference， În the Cll1ss Struggles in Fl'l1/1ce， to the April 1 6  
dcmonstration. lt was a n  engineered “ misunderstanding，" says Marx， 
cngineered by thc Provisional Govcrnment and thc bourgeoisie. 

Suddenly throughout Paris， from one end to the other， a rumor spread 
as quick as Iightning， to the effect that the workers had met armed in the 
Field of Mars， under the leadership of Louis BIanc， B1anqui， Cabet and 
Raspail， in order to march thcnce on the Hotel de Ville， overthrow the 
Provisional Government and proc1aim a communist government. 

Armed men occupied all points-

. the cry “ Down with the Communists! Down with Louis BIanc， with 
Blanqui， with Raspail， with Cabet!" thunders throughout Paris. 

This “sham b:. tt1e"“furnished the excuse 101' recallbzg the an.시Y to ParÎs." Louis 
Blanc’s history put more emphasis on B1anqui than Marx did， not less. 

In the sequence of events， the social-democratic wing ot the Provisional 
Government was undermined， and the drive to counterrevolution accelerated. 
The “ invention" of the Blanqui bogey was a great success. When M 
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offices fo1' a talk， vc1'y prominently， he came， and talked， and smiIed， and 
shook hands， and clearly did not know what was going on. Blanqui himself 
was an ir1'clevancy; it was his bogcy that the plotters necded. It was still the 
bogey that was operative whcn Bernstein made a “Blanquist" out of Marx. 



THE SUCR 
EPISODE 

About the same time that the third issue of the NRZ ReVlle appeared， 
containing locus Ic， the term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ (or a near 
equivalent) was written into another document， the second to bear this 
d is tinction. Mid-April is the date usually assigned to it. 

The document in question was a sheet of paper， headed “Société Universelle 
des Communistes Révolutionnaires，" otTering the règlel’lent (statutes or bylaws) 
of this projected society， in six articles. Since， like locus Ic， this 
discovery involved the Bianquists， at least the London Blanquist ém땅l영 
group， it quickly became the chief exhibit of the mythologists of the “ Marx­
Blanquist" school， and indeed we have already had occasion to mention it in 
this role. 

Let us examine all the facts about the society whose name thus came to 
Iight. This is not hard to do since the above-mentioned 1썽lemellt is the only 
document that mentions SUGR by name， and there are only a couple of others 
that refer to it in any way. Given such a paucity of facts， the inevitable result 
has been a plethora of free-form fantasizing. 

1 .  LOCUS 2 :  THE S UCR ST A TUTES 
A N D  THE SIGNERS 

The document was found in seven copies， al1 on the same thin， smooth 
paper. They are evidently fair copies written dowlI in the same hand， which is 
thought to be WiIlich’s. Slight differences among the seven copies do not 
go beyond normal slips. Signatures were all written by the signers 
themselves. 1 

The heading is the society’s name alone; the term “Statutes" (R강glement) 
which may be found as the title is actual1y derived fI‘om the text itself. The text 
is in French; no English version was found. Here it is. 

184 
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{ Lo c u s  2 J  
INTERNATIONAL SOCI ETY O F  

REVOLUTIONARY C O M M U N I STS 

Art. 1 .- The a im of  the association is the downfalI of  alI the privileged 
classes， to subject these dasses to the dictatorship ofthe  proletarians， 
maintaining the revolution in permanence lIntil the realization of  
commlln ism，  which is [or hasj  to be the  last form for constitllting the 
hllman f섬mily. 

Art. 2.- To contribllte to the realization of this aim， the association 
will form ties of solidarity among all sections of the re、이lItionalγ 
communist party， bringing abollt the disappearance of nationaliiy 
d ivisions in accordance with the principle of republican fraternity. 

Art. 3. -The fOll nding committee o f the association is constitllted as 
the central committee; wherever there is a need for the accomplishment 
of the “'ork， it will establish committees which will correspond with the 
central committee. 

Art. 4. -T h e  number o f members o fthe association is lInIimited， but 
110 member can be a dmitted u nless he has gotten a unanimous vote. In 
no case can the election take place by secret ballot. 

Art. 5. -AII the members of the  association are bound by oath to 
keep the first articIe o f the present statutes absolutely in the same terms. 
A modification that can have the consequence of weakening the Î nfen­
tions expressed in Article 1 releases the members o f the  association from 
their agreement. 

Art. 6. -AIl the decisions of the society are taken by a two-thirds 
majority o f  those voting. 

Adam J. Vidil Ch. Marx 
Auguste WiiIich F. Engels G.Julian Hamey2 

The  folIowing details may be noted about this text. 
( 1 )  Nαme ofthe society. The name can be， and has been， el1glished as “World 

Society . • • " o r  “Ul1iversal Society • • .  ，'’ but these renderings may give， 
s ometÎmes intentionaIly， an impressioll of grandiloquence which was no 
necessary part of the original. U1Ziversel was in common use in French to mean 
‘worldwide’ with no undue flomish. For example， the title ofLedru-Rollin’s 
émigré mon th ly was Le Proscrit; JOllmal de la Rψublique Universelle， but there 
was no implication that the republic would reach beyond the solar system.* 

(2) Locus 2. T h e  first article looked to “ la dictafure des prolétaires"---'“tile 
dictatorship of the proletarians， " not the ‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat' . In 
hindsight (which is a great educational fOl'ce) there is a distinct difference 

* Gustav Mayer’s prestigious biography of Eng 
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in troduced by this formulation， for i t  de-emphasizes precisely that aspect so 
heavily stressed in  The Class Struggl，ε's În Francι" viz.， the class dictatorship. 
、Vhen we d iscuss 、，vho m ay have 、，vritten this draft， 1 will argue that this 
formulation poi n ts away from Marx himself. 

Since aHention is inevitably focused on the document’s use of the term in  
q u est ion，  it i s  unfortunatc tl1at o n e  of the  early reprints o f  the  document 
embod ied  an erroncous text， prcciscly at this point; this source has been 
widely q uoted from， and the mistake is still gOÎng  strong to this day. The 
French Commun ist Party’s theoretical organ Cahiers du Bolclrévismι p u blished 
the tcxt in  1 933 with two crrors.

4 
In  Articlc 1， it erroneously replaced “dictature 

d es prolétaires " 떠th thc nonnal form， “dictature du prolétairiat "  (dictatorship 
of the prolctariat) ;  and among the signatu res， “J. Vidi l" became “ G. Vidal." 

(3) Tralls!aûol1. Thc j!lfECW English translation i s  seriously defective in 
b lurring the fact that Artiele 1 contains thc phrase “ the rcvolution in 
pcrmancnce." I ts version rcads: “ kecping the revolution in  continual progress 

. " (which is not cvcn a good paraphrase). 
(4) Signatures. For 、、'hat i t  is worth， we point o u t， in passing， that the 

s iglla tu res， Jikc the tcxt， arc givcn in French form， in the Cllse o f both “Ch. lfor 
C h a rlcs) Marx" a n d  “Augustc Wil l ich.'’ The  Ncw M cga text prints all thc 
s ignatures in :1 s ingle  Iinc; we havc， above， followed the samc order but În two 
l i nes. 

、Nh o 、vcrc thc signatorics'? Of  thc six signers， the three Germans-Marx， 
Engcls， 、ViIlich-wcrc rccognized Icadcrs of thc Communist Lcaguc. Schappcr’s 
n !l l1lc was m issing; whiIe it 、vil l be j u stly a rgucd that the inelusion o f  fou r  
Gcrmans would be  u nba lancing， why 、ì\lillich rather than Schapper'! 、lí/c will
come hacÌ< to this q uestion. 

Thc lonc Englishmnn， Harncy， i s  usually called， in  this cOl1l1ccHon， the 
reprcscntative of  thc Icft-wing Chm.tists. T h is he was， indccd; but was he 
rqJ1강'sentÎl1g thc Ief‘ 、，\'ing of  thc Chal.tist movcment llS such， a n d  i f  so  i n  what 
capacity'? Therc was no organized left 、、! ing for him to rcpresent. But H arney 
was also thc inÎ‘ iator a n d  lcader of the }i'ratemal Dcmocrats， HscU nn Îl1tcr‘ 
nat ional  socicty i n  principlc though i ts membership 、vas largely British. It can 
bc  a rgucd tlu‘t the I，'raternal Democl 
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Adam and Vidil were Blanquists in  the proper narrow sense， that is， they 
were followers of Blanqui himself. They were not  prominent figures either in  
their own right or as Blanquis t  leaders (but  then， neither was  any other person 
in the émigré group). 

Adam is such a shadowy personage that his name is n ot known; “Adam" 
may have been his given name， h is surname， or neither， a f1omdeguerre. He has 
been described as a ‘w‘vor꺼k‘e히r-κ.-c‘ 
leather blocker) or  a ‘wood‘wor‘k‘e야r (camberer이). He had heell a member of  
revolutionary secret societies under the July  monarchy of  Louis Philippe. In  
February 1 848 he was  on the  staff ofthe communistic journal La Fratemité; in  
June he ran in  the  election as a socialist candidate. There is n o  trace of  h im 
aftcr 1856. 

J u les Vidil  (not to bc confused with François Vida l ，  a more promincnt 
person but no  Blanquist) had originalIy heen a captain of h ussars in the 
French army. (Engels dcscribed him in a letter as an  ex-captain of  dragoons， 
perhaps meaning the samc.6) Dommanget， studying Vidil’s letters to Blanqui， 
judged that 

he retained the encrgy and Înflexibility of the professional militarγ mall. 
Trusting above all in the use of force， he alTected disdain for phrase­
making. His  objective， 011 the morrow of a revolution， was to hurl the 
proletariat into a “second June  24" [outbreak of  the 1848 June in­
s urrectionJ  and，  in  case the working c1ass gave no  proof ofradicalism， to 
force it  into [an insurrection) by bayonet thrusts. His temper없nent led 
him to see the social question as above all a question of character and to 
consider the men of the Mountain fsocial-democl'acyJ as “good-for­
nothin gs ，" to use his favorite expression. ' 

Adam and Vidil were active in the Blanquist fraction within SPDS， though we 
do not  know ifthey held any leading post. (But then we d on’t  know ifthere was 
any post to be held.) Samu아 Bemstcin has referred to these men， i n  connection 
with SUCR， as “two agellts of ßlanqui;’8 but this is a deplorabie example 01 
putt ing the “fix" o n  history. CaUing them “agents" of Blanqui gives the 
impression of  a c10se link between Blanql.li and SUCR， and therefore， in 
another step， between Blanqu i  and Marx; but Blanqu i  had l10thing to do with 
SUCR and (as we wiU see) may not even have known of it. 

O n  the other hand， to describe Adam and Vidil as “ B1anquists" În 
the  London emigration is doubtless j ustified; but what it  meant to lead 
Blanquisís must  be examined by looldng more c10sεIy Blanquist scene. 
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2.  T H E  BLANQUIST REFUGEES 
A N D  THE “ALLIANCE" 

In 1 850 London was a center for French and German émigrés who had ned 
after the defeat o fthe revolution. Switzerland 、vas another gathering place for 
émigrés who were still oriented toward promoting revolution in the homeland; 
America received German emigrants who had largely given up this personaI 
perspective-a fact to be kept in mind in considering what happened to the 
American movemel1t. In London the dilTerellt revolutionary currellts still 
existed and still fought， mostly among themselves; emigratioll produces Ilew 
reasolls for old hostilities， and lines of  friendship and cooperation u lldergo 
shifts and strains. 

Blanqui was in prison-again， or  as usual-and tried to keep in touch with 
alTairs by correspondence. There was no Blanquist orgal1ization functioning 
in Fl'ance. The London Blanquists 、‘'ere not 깅 branch-in-exile of a movement; 
they were the movement， 0 1' what there was of it. It wasn’t much: a small 
n u mber of disparate individuals. Arthur Rosenberg has accurately explained 
o lle aspect: 

The socialistic French workers no longer wanted to have anything to do 
with Ledru-Rollin and his friends. On the other hand the imprisoned 
Blanqui exercised a great moral authority over the French workers. 
They had subsequently l'ecognÎzed that i ll 1 848 he had beell the only 
one who had opposed the prevailing ilIusions and who had warned the 
workers. At that time there was indeed no actually t10u rishing Blanquist 
o rganization either in France 0 1' in England， but  the great name of  
Blanqui had its effect and was a symbol for the fighting French proletariat 
Consequently the French socialist exiles who wanted to differentiate 
themselves from the bourgeois democrats usually called themselves 
Blallqu ist.' 

Rosenberg’s reference to “no nctually l10urishing Blanquist organizntion" 
n eeds tightening. There was 110 Blal/quist organization as suclz ;n London. The 
organization we mentioned above， the SPDS， W3S 1101 established as a B1anquist 
group but as a refugee organÎzation ;  it became “B1allquist" o llly insofar as it 
was controlled by the Blanquists within it， who were the activists. 

This distillction-between a Blanquist pariy organization and a Blanqllist­
controlled organization 01' more general character-Îs one that unfortunately 
tends to dim out  in the eyes of historÌans who have Iittle appreciation for th 
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zation， in  particular when the organization as established had an objective 
reason fo1' existence apa1't f1'om political struggles. The simplest case is a trade 
u nion， which may be dominated by a given tendency but  has to be dealt with 
as an “economic" o1'ganization. This consideration appHed to refugee organi­
zations， even thongh they Ilotoriously tended to split up along political lines， 
as misguided zealots sought to politicalize them. 

T h e  Ilotion that SUCR was some sort of united f1'ont of organizations comes 
up against the problem that there was 110 Blanquist political organization on 
the s cene， any more than there was a “ left εha1'tist" oq，;anization to be 
“represented" by H arney. 

There is another problem with the common marxological picture of SUCR 
as “Marx’s alliance with the Blanquists." Tlzis Blanquist handful was itself split 
two or thl'ee ’‘Jays during 185α 

O u r  information on this vital aspect comes from Norman Plotkin’s “Les 
Alliances des Blanquistes dans la Proscrition，" which is stiU the chief attempt 
to work out some fac� from a study ofthe Blanqui papers， in par쉰cular， letters 
written to the Old Man from his London friends. “From the beginning of 
1 850，" Plotldn writes， Blanqui’s fliend Flotte (whom we have already met10) 
“ understood that the various elements united by their common exile could 110t 
constitute a solid pa따; in this， it is evident， Flotle shared Blal1qui’S opil1ions. 

. Writing in  a Ietter to BlanquÎ În Februalγ 1850 on the refugee circles， he 
foresaw the r u p t u re . . .  " 

Flotíe himself (acccording to Plotkin) wanted to abandon the central 
characteristic of Blanquism， its conspiratorial organization:  “No secret 
societies now， no conciliabules. We are going to govern. U is necessalγ to d l'OP 
the habits of struggle and take on those of calm and forcefulness." Flotte， 
evidently， wanted to drop more than conspiratorial forms; and this trend was 
doubtless an element of tension. 

ln the same letter FloHe reported on the degree to which the Blanquists 
dominated the leading committee of the refugee society， the SPDS. But by 
July the split had taken place. Plotkin， tryÎng to folIow events through the 
Blanqui correspondence， reports the highlights， none too clearly perforce. 
Some of the Blanquists (Caza、rant and Dupont are mentioned) went over to a 
new refugee society founded together w ith Louis Blanc and Caussidière， 
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Barthélemy’s idea was to use this society’s members to enter into the SPDS 
and take it over; this in turn raised a fight inside BaI'thélemy’s own group. 

O n e  of the difficulties here is that Dommanget portrays this Barthélemy as 
a noisome scoundrcl; “diabolical character，" “ bruíal ferocious iyrant，" 
slanderer， centcr 01' constant disturbance--thcse are somc of his characteri­
zations.l I  80 it is with somc hcsitancy wc rcport that， according to Batihélemy 
(whosc Ictters to ß!anqui were naturally self-scrving)， “ Th e  ideas ofthe (paris 
B1anquistl  central society are little rcgarded he1'e，" bcing held by only six 01' 
seven (Vidil included). 

B1anqui sought confirmation from othcr London émigrés. Vidil， writing 
J uly 1 9， confirmcd the split and the hostility of the two camps， but was 
optimistic. The  SPDS， he said， is “essentially communist，" and “ its most 
energetic section" is B1anquist. Howevcr， he indicated thcrc was a third party 
to thc split: “ a small party， placcd bctwccn us and thc Mountain . 
commu nist， but still b o u rgeois . . .  " H e  gavc four namcs as thc membership of 
this “party，" including PardigoIl (whom wc 까'i1l m ect).12 

AII of this splitting up， already forcshadowed in Februalγ， apparently took 
place in Junc  :md J u ly. IfMarx was “allicd" with “thc Blanquists" at this 
time， what “Blanquists" are mcant， and what docs an “alliance" mean undcr 
thc èircumstallces? 

1 rcgret burdening readers with the sonγ goings-on oftcnth-rate conspirators 
in cxile; but 1 must rcmind that， according to thc “Marx-Blanql빠" myth， 
thcsc are the people-thcse muddlehcadcd， pygmy-size factionalism-who 
were supposcd to havc won Marx ovcr to their mur안 vicws . • .  l f  this myth 
madc any scnsc wc would havc to ask: who among thesc pcoplc is supposcd to 
havc influcnccd Marx? Both in Marx’s and thcir corrcspondcnce， thcre is I10 
indication of a nythillg but thc most distant rclations. With one  exccption: a 
poct， Louis Ménard， whosc poem on  thc J u n c  days was in fact printed in  
Marx’s magazinc，13 did frcqucllt Marx’s εirclc; but-alas for thc  myth­
Ménard was inactivc in thc Blanquist m ilicu.1 4 1 have no doubt that Marx 
was working 011 Ménard to dc-BlanquifY him， and that the poct had no  
a mbition to  de-Marxify Marx. (Evcn myths should bc  distinguishcd from 
f!\ntasics.) 

In Part n and Spccial Notc B， commcl1ts havc bccn madc on thc marxo 
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SUCR， we have to return to the stal1dpoint already emphasized i n  Chapter 
9 .15 Every organ izational structure with which Marx experimented， from his 
Brussels d ays 0 11 ，  was aimed at establishing an intematiollalframeworkfor the 
coexistence of differcnt political tendellcies. 

What changed in the course of time was the scope of 산le frameworlι The 
first cxperimcnt， the Communis t  Corresponding Committee， established 

16 “communÎst" views as the scope， but， a s  we have explained，<U this appellation 
was a very 、vide and flexible one. The Communist League， developing out  of  
roots in  German emigre sectism， W�lS turned toward international membership 
and  alI-inclusiveness within the “ communist" area. During the revolution， in  
Cologne， the  “CommunÌst " “.amework was  operationally shelved， if not  
abandoned， fm. the  more flexible boundaries of  the  NRZ “party." The 
“ εo m m unist" frame was  resumed in  London in  1 849， and was  operating 
again when the S UCR episode came up. 、Vhen the Communist League came 
to an end in 1852， Marx was going to insist  with great emphasis on cutting all 
o rganizational connections， waiting for the opportunity to buiId not a 
commu n is t  sect， even a broad one， but a c1ass m ovement， a n  opportunity 
which he seized in  1864 to build the Internatiom냥. 

To be sure， in 1 850， where we are situated now， Marx still viewed thc 
“communist " boundary as the necessary frame for the inclusive internation없 
movemcnt to be founded. ßut  even 80， it will be usefu I  10 keep an eye on the 
type of organization that the Internationa‘ was going to be. First of all， it is the 
intematiollal c!taracter ofthe project that n eeds cmphasis. 

H cannot  be overstressed that În 1864 the Intemational was fou nded as a 
virtual three-nationality u nited front， just Iike SUCR: an English contingent 
(certain trade u nions p l'imarily)， a French contingent， and a coup!e o f  
Germans. * In  1 864 the French contingent was Proudhonist t o  a d ominating 
extent， j us t  as  in  1850 it was Blanquist. I t  goes without  saying that to caU the 
l nternational a “Marx-Proudhonist a ll iance" would be a sad example of 
galloping sciolism;  the case is jus t  as sad when SUCR is  called a “Marx­
Blanquist alliance." 

The three-nationality alliance around SUCR could only have been vie까ed 
by Marx as a starting point， jus t  as in 1864. The Communist League tried 
to gai n  contact with other n ationaiity grouI>S 01' representati 

* In the leading committee set up by the founding meeting ill St. Martin’s Hall， the 
only other natiouality represented was Italiau. The committee included two Mazzinists; 
but they played 110 positive role and drop용ed out entirely in a lew months， leaving 
nothing behiud. The development of au Italian section owed nothillg to them. 
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• Swiss migratioll. There was a gl'OUp of German Jmigrls in Switzerland， 
with its Central Committee in Zurich， called the Revolutionfire Zentralisadol1 
(Revolutionary Ceniralization). Headed by a lawyer and parliamentarian 
named Tzschirner， with little 01' no working-class membership and in­
determinate politics， it proposed amalgamation to the CL， which refused. The 
R Z  a lso  proposed a sort ofunited front in which the CL would preoccupy itself 
with the workers and the RZ with the rest of the  universe; but this modest 
proposal was also turned down， after discussions with the RZ’S reprcsentative 
in London， Tcchow. Thc group disintcgl.atcd by thc cnd of 1 850 lIS Switzcrlllnd 

17 expellcd thc refugecs. 
• Hultgarialls. About May， Marx camc into contllct with Hungarian leftist 

emigres whom he might welI have considcred su itable for an international 
revolutionary organization. The June  Address reported contacts with “the 
resolutcly rcvolutionary parties among thc Frcnch， English and Hungarians，" 
said H ungarians describcd as “ the most progressivc p:u.ty of the Hungarian 
refugees，" important bccause it  has “ a  number of excellent militalγ Icaders 

1 8  whose scrvices would be availablc to thc  Lcaguc in a ，.c、'olution." '" This 
optimistic rcport may havc had in mind J&nos (01' Johann) Bangya and Istvan 
(01' Stcfan) Tiirr， whom Marx mentioned in his Herr Vogt. 19  (Bangya later 
turned Ol1t to be a police spy) . 

• Belgiaus. The Addrcss’s refcrence to the Brussels situation indicated that 
the Belgian govemment had successflJlIy purgcd thc country of Imigrc’ 
rcvolutionaries for thc nonce at least. It systematically harasscd Frcl1ch and 
Gcrman refugccs of ‘48-49 who wantcd to settle in Brussels， 80 as to spced 
thcm on thcir way to London.20 

• Poles. It is rathcr surprising that the Jul1 c  Addrcss said nothing about 
contact with Polish cmigrc groups， which must have cxisted on thc London 
sccnc. 

It was not an  encouraging s ituation， to be sure， but that is not thc point. 
Thc  point is that thcsc wcre the conditions which had to bc reckoned with in 
thc lul l  of rcvolution; �lIId one of thc conditions was the fact that the indicatcd 
French contingcnt was ßIanquist-dominated. 

And so you had to deal witl; Adam and Vidil and the Iikc. SUCR 、vas not 
planned (one must conclude) because Marx wanted a “ßIanquist alliance." 
The  ßIanquist conncction came along with the cond 
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3. WHY T H E  SUCR PROJECT COLLAPSED 

O n e  o f Marx’s and Engels' main activities in the postrevolutionary period 
was  I'efugee-aid  work; and  the German refugee-aid societies had to cooperate 
with the French， H ungarian， and others. This  was an immediate mode of  
i n ternationa l  colIaboration in  the  London emigration. There were good 
rela tions with the French SPDS at the beginning of the year. 

For examp le， in January， when the Marx grou p  was planning to send 
Conrad  S이lra m m  on a fund-raising trip to America， both the Chartists and 
the rrench refugee group  were i nvolved in  the project too; Schramm was 
charged with missions to be  performed on their beha[f as well  as on behalf of  
the CL.21 

O n  February 25， the SPDS sponsored al1 international banquet to celebrate 
the anniversary of the February Revolution. “Everybody" was thel'e; 
attendance at the Bayswater Tavel'll was variously estimated at 200-400; the 
g uests included several European nationalities， pmiicularIy Poles， Hungarians， 
a n d  Spania rds， besides the French， English， and Germans. Marx， Engels， and 
Ferdinand (“Red") Wolff attended a s  representatives of  the London GWEA 
a n d  the Communist  League. (They were tlie only ex-editors o f the  Cologne 
NRZ in  London at  that time.) Toasts were o1Iered by EngeIs imd Wolff (Marx 
rarely gave a p ublic talk). Engels' toast was to “The insurrection of June  
1 848!" after a short talk that  elicited 치mmense appla use" (according to  a 
n ewspaper report). Wolff’'s was to“The Revolution sallS phrase!"Z2 

T h e  French SPDS representatives who ran the banquet were Adam， 
Barthélemy， Pardigon， and  Vidil ，23 whom we have already met a s  B1anquist 
a ctivists in the group. (On e  wonders if  they were the only activists.) 

O n  Aprii 5， the Fraíernal Democl'ats sponsOI'ed a “social supper" to 
celebrate Robespiene’s birthday (wh ich actually feU o n  the next d ay). Harney 
p l'esided over the assemb ly of nearly seven ty， a n d  toasted the memorγ of 
Robespierre， seconded by Brontel're 。’Brien (who defended Marat and 
Saint-Just in  particular) and G. W. M. Reynolds (wl1o explained the Reign of  
Terror). In  generaI， the  Chartist left-wingers tended to be rabidly pro-Jacobin， 
p robably in I'eaction to the tendency o f English p ublic opinion to view the 
Jacobins  as bogeymen. 

T h e  German Communists of Marx’s circle had two speakel's in the series of 
toasts， E ngels a n d  Conrad Schramm. Marx attended， nonspeaking as usuaJ. 
Though  two Frenchmen sang songs and  other Fl'en 
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out th:lt a party of Levclers had already existed at  the time o f the English 
，， 24* Revolutioll ." 

Sehramm’s speech is of first importance for our stOl'Y. Conrad (or Konrad) 
Schramm was then personally quite close to Marx and the Marx family. He 
was the business manager of the NRZ Revue， a n  invaluable aide. He  contributed 
articles to many German papers， and wrote articles for Harney’s left Chartist 
publications; later he became active on the island of Jersey as a correspondent 
for American papers.2S 씨lhen thc year 1 850 opcned， Schramm had taken part， 
with Marx， Engels， and 、NiIlich， in a New Years Eve alfair put on by the 
Fraternal Democrats.26 Now， at the Fraternal Democrats affair on April 5， he  
chose to  tall‘ about-the dictatorship of the  proletariat. 

、Nhat we !mow about Schr없nm’s talk comes from a Gennan newspaper 
report written by a CL member: 

C. Schramm spoke on the necess‘ty of  the dictatof�hip of the workers 
over all other classes of society until  the complete destruction and 
elimination of  the relations conditioning the same. He ended with a 
cheer fol' Aug. Blanqui， the m ost progressive representative of the 
French proletariat.ι7 

According to a briefer I'eport in Harney’s magazine， Schramm eulogized 
Marat， and his  concIuding toast was to “Citizen Blanqui and the extincnon of 
classes! ，，28 

H was doubtless not accidental that Schramm covered both Bla따n띠qu비lÎ and 
the ‘“‘dic따t않ators징shi…P of the 、work‘e히rι.�γ‘ 
t야he S UC R  formulation “dictature des prolétaires"). If the cllstomarγ dating 
of the  S UC R  agreement， mid-April， is aCCllrate， then it  must have becn under 
d iscussion at the time this “social supper" was hcld. Indeed， 1 do not know of 
any hard reason why the SUCR agrccment should not bc datcd in the first 
weck o!‘ April. 

Noth ing  is knowll about the a‘:tual signing of the S UCR agreement， other 
than what can be derived from the document itself. That it was signed some 
time in April is indicated by a leíter wdttcn in December by one ofMarx’s and 
Engels' associates， Piepcr， which we will have occllsion to quote later.29 

Since we know so Iittle about the affair， we can hardly cxpect . 0 have firm 
answers to the question: why was SUCR abrogatcd so quickly? Explanations 
ofhow thc S UCR projcct ended are as speculativc as theories about how it 
began. However， let us set down some facis t 
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A point  of tensÍon between the CL and  the SPDS B1anquists arose before a 
month was up .  People who a re used to thinking of Blanquists simply a s  
ultraleftasts 01' “wild men"  m ay be  surprised to find  that the  cause of this 
tension， from Marx’s s tandpoint， was their rightwinging opportunism.30 011 
May 6， Marx and Engels wrote a letter to Pardigon， cIearly addressing him as 
a representative of the SPDS. Following is the letter， from the dra앙 written in 
Engels' hand:  

My dear Pardigon， 
、，ve have learned this very moment that your society has the iníention 
of submitting your program to the German society 011 Greek Street and 
asking it if i t  does or  does not it its support. 

We do not  believe this， after our conversation of Saturday; but  
01' you r  society denounced an or  any batch ofindividuals 
whatever， to us as being nothing b u t  a bad Iot， we would velγ 
show them the door， without asking if they ‘vere willing to support our 
program. 

、Ve have denounced the leaders o fthis society to you as charlatans 
and  swindlers. Swindlers and charIatans sign 
weIl have signed our manifesto if we had wanted to 
reiterated proposals of union and  concord. 

You u nderstand that if a similar proposal were adopted your 
society， our honor would impeI u s  to immediately break offany con-
nection with the members of  Rathb [ol1e] Place. 

Greetings and 
F. 
Ch .  Marx31 

T h e  first thing to be  said about this lettcr is that there is no  direct reference 
to S U C R  in it. The reference to “'your program" c:mnot mean the SUCR 
statutes;  it m ust  mean the program ofSPDS itself， ju s t  as the reference to “our 
m anifesto" must  mcan the CL’s. (1 t doubtIess means thc C01mmmist Mall째，to， 
though no one  “signed" thaí the act of  “signing" m ust  be meant 
metaphoricaHy.) 

What  then were Marx :md En엉els objectÎllg to'? were warning that the 
relations between the CL and SPDS wou ld be harmed， hence perhaps broken， 
if SPDS cozied up politicaUy to the εL’s rif!ht-wiu!! enemies in the Germ:m 
emigratiol1. 

T h e  “ German socicty 011 Greek Street’‘ was the German Democratic 
Association formed in November 1849 by one Kalle때erg. It  was joined 
some right-wing elements excluded from such as Louis (or Ludwig) 
Bauer. D r. Bauer， Friedrich Bobzin and 갑ustav Struve then formed their own 
refugee‘aid committee， rivaling the o l1 e  estabHshed by Marx’s friends in 
G까'EA， in order to channel aid to refug 
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T h e  preceding D ecember Engels had told a friend what he  thought of these 
people: 

Struve and Heinzen are intriguing with all and sundry against the 
、!Vorker’s Society IG、!VEA) and ourselves， but without success. They， 
together with some 、，vailers of moderate persuasion who have been 
thrown out  of our society， form a select c1ub at which Heil!?en airs his 

32 grievances abouí the noxious doctrines of the communists. 

T h e  analogous  grouping in the French emigration was the Société 
Démocratique Française run by Ledru-Rollin and ß1anc; and although the 
reference to “Rathbone Place" has not been identified， my guess Îs that it was 
the address of this French society. 

The  warning to Pardigon， then， can be spelled o u t  as follows: You people of 
SPDS， wlzo wallt 10 be our allies ill a revolutiollary struggle， should not seek 10 allJ’ 
yourselves-굉ver Ollr heads， not 10 ψeak ofbehind our backs-with tlze ellemies of 
revolution Íll tl1e German emigratioll;just as we would 1l0t seek all alliance with the 
antirevolutiol1ary right willg ofthe French emigratiofl， as identified by yOIl. 

T h e  implied threat， we suppose， is this: Ifthisgoes oll， the SUCRpr，에ect wi/l 
become IIllviable. O n e  of the dark references in  the letter is to the cOllversation 
(entretien) on Saturday， May 1 ;  sÎnce nothing is known about it， one is free to 
speculate that it involve<l a discussion of SllCR’s future， and apparently 、vent
satisfactorily. 

We must m ention here， looking ahead down the historical road， that the 
trend which the letter to Pardigon tried to nip was characteristic of the 
ambiguous  politics ofthe so-called ultralcftists. After the end ofSllCR and thc 
split in the CL， the apparently ultraleft Willich-Schapper group that broke 
with Marx allied itself wit/J people Iike Adam and Vidil t(}-make a bloc 
precisely with the Hcinzen-type right democrats of the grandiloquently named 
“Central Committee of the European Democracy." We will return to this 
pattern， but we mention this now to conlìrm the fact that there was a 
deep-seated cause for poiitical tension showing itself carly. 

ExacUy how this tellsion developed after May 6 is qu ite unlmown， and the 
dctails can be fil1ed in only by guesswork (01' fantasizing). Wc have to 
mention， of course， that the book rc、'Îew about the conspiratorial secret 

33 societies�� appeared in the fomih number of the NRZ Rel'ue on May 19 or 20， 
and n 
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Marx group.  To be  sure， we do  not  know how this tied in  with the  various 
spl its among the Blanquists thcmselves; but no matter. 

T h e  CL split was itself conditioned by Marx’s reorientation， in late summcr， 
away from expecting an immediate outburst of the revolutionalγ volcano on 
the Continent. H is cstimation that thc revolutionary situation was over for the 
period changed nothing in his political thinking， but i t  naturally demanded a 
change of current tactics， with emphasis on long-term propaganda and 
education. Jus t  as this readjustment alienated the Willich-Schapper group， so 
too i t  no  doubt displeascd the Blanqu ist types who were I ining up  with 
Willich-Schapper. O n e  trouble with this line of thought-which has even 
been s uggested onesidedly as the cause ofSUGR’s breakdown-is that in early 
October， thrce weeks after the CL split-it was the Blanquists who pressed 
Marx to take steps to d evelop S UCR. 

Here is the letter they sent to “Citizens Marx and Engels" on October 7: 

We h ave the honor to inform you that we m ust have a meeting in  the 
course  of this week in order to take up affairs of the association we have 
formed. χ:Ve Itave already informcd Citizen 、:vmich. We await your  
letting u s  Imow the p lace  and the  day you choose， these hvo points 
being of no importance for us .  

찌1 e h ave the  honor to  greet you. 

T h e  folIowing comments on this letter are in  order. 

Barthélemy 
Adam 
J .  Vidi l34 

( 1 )  There can be no doubt that “tl‘e association we have formed" was 
SUCR， even though i t  was not named. 

(2) 까Then the three signers wrote that they had “already informed Citizen 
Wil l ich，  " it might be more accurate to s uppose they meant: “We have cooked 
this démarche u p  with WiIlich." 

(3) It  appears that Barthélemy had taken over at the Blanquist end. 
Alth ough he  was not a signato‘γ to the a greement， he  now signed first， as i f in  
charge. 

(4) T h e  tone of the letter i s  obvious ly stiff， though “correct，" like a note 
from a second arranging for a d uel-“Name the time and  p lace， Messieurs !'"  
Perhaps the three regarded it as a mere formaIity， 01' (my own supposiíion) 
were prepared to make demands that would blow the agreement up.  

Marx and Engels， however， were in  n o  mood to fence with these people. On 
。ctober 9，  they sent back the  following game-ending reply ( in  English): 

Messrs Adam，  Barthélemy and Vidil 
Gentlemen，  

We h ave the  honour of  informing you thaí we h ave， long since， 
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considered the association you speak of as dissolved by fact. The only 
thing remaining to be done would be the destruction of the fundamental 
contract Perhaps Mr Adam or Mr Vidil wiU have the kindness to call， 
on Sunday next October 13th at  noon， on Mr Engels at Nr 6， Macclesfield 
street 80ho， in order to wÍtness the burning of the same. 

We have the honor to be， Gentlemen， 
Your most obedient servants， 
Engels， Marx， Harney's 

The copies of the “fundamental contract" were in fact not burned， but 
retained in  Marx’s archives. If  the Blanquists had their own copies of  the 
agreement， also unburnt， these have not shown up. 

An interesting fact that does oot appear in  the above text of the letter 
Îndicates the state of hostiHties. Not only did the Marx-Engels-Harney letter 
address the ßlanquists as “Messrs" and “Gentlemen，" but the mannscript 
(Engels’ draft) shows that in both cases the appellation “Citizens" (equivalent 
of modern “Comrades") was crossed O l1 t  and replaced?6 The message was: 
You people are 110 comrades of 01μ's. 

Two words În the letter 앙re especially important: “long since." Marx and 
Engcls had， tlley say， considered 8UCR as dissolved defacto long ago . • • How 
long ago? The answer is purely speculative， but the two words speal{ against 
the idea， whích has bcen suggested， that the brcak was due to the September 
15 split in thc CL. That was not “!ong since." Thc break must have matured 
carlier， betwcen May and Septcmber， without coming to a formal explosion. 
lt is qu i te p ossible to agrcc that thc Septcmber 15 split madc thc final brcakup 
ofS UCR incvitahlc. But a more accuratc fonnulation may bc this: durin.g that 
s u rnmer‘ thc 혀evclopmcnt of Marx’s political thinking 3nd of the Blanquists’ 
political oppOl뻐nism， moving away from each other， m ade incvitable botlt the 
S UC R  brcalmp and thc CL 

ln summary， 、vhy did the S UC R  projcct founder? Let us hazard a guess 
(propcrly 50 l abeled). r년y best gucss would go b3Ck to the letter to Pardigon as 
thc main clue‘ From Marx’s standpoint; the putative revolutionary aUies on 
thc J"rcnch sidc wcrc showing that they “’erc not firm rcvolutionaries but 
unccrtaÎn opportunists， rcady to aUy thcmselvεs with the velγ political elemcnts 
whom Marx had pointed to as the encmy-in the March “Address to the 
Communist League." 

ln  order to appreciate this motive， one must be free of the illusion already 
mentiollcd， namely， that the views expressed in the March Address reflected 
Willich 상 politics. 1 have elsεwhere sbown that there is documcntary evidence 
to contravene this idea.37 Now find that the SUCR episode and  its ending 
can be understood only ifwe rcalize how far the 、Villich-Schapper politics 
veercd from the line of the March Address; indeed， how essentially opportunistic 
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was the apparently ultraleftist notion that a revolution had to be “made" to 
order no m attcr what. This 'was why bitter a nticom m unists Iike Heillzen alld 
Kinkel rcmained conspiratoriaI putschists in the 1 850s， at least ill theolγ， 
though they were q uite illcapable of bringillg it otI-and why WiIlich-Schappcr 
flankcd by Adam alld Vidil joincd with thcsc a nticommullists rather than 
with Marx. 

This interpenetratioll of  u ltraleftism and opportunism， though Ilotorious 
a n d  often crystal-c1ear illside the revolutionary movement， is one of the most 
difficult concepts for outside historialls to grasp， despite its simplicity. But 
this， in  so many words， was how Marx explained the CL split， at  the velγ 
Septembcr 15 scssion whcre thc mattcr was thrashed Oll t. Marx explained 
that the WilIich-Schapper line was not 3n u ltraleft mistake bllt a reflcction of 
“pctty-bourgeois" politics (his llsuaI  designation for socialist rcformism)， a 
position that “could at bcst be dcscribcd as social-democratic.，，38 This， Marx’s 
own intcrpretation of thc sitllation， is thc vcry opposite of thc view cmbodicd 
in thc marxological myth. It is a!so thc intcrprctation that bcst explains why 
S U CR had no chance of gettÏng off the ground. 

4. T H E  TROUBLE WITH NICOLAlEVSKY’S 
FABULATlON 

、，Vhat sort of organization was SUCR supposed to be? 
To repeat: there is no information 011 this exccpt the SUCR statutes 

thcmselves. Yet l1umcrous wrÏters have statcd very confidently exactly what 
thc typc of“ b"""u"auvu was. AI1 ofthese statements are bascd， with or  without 
credit， 0 0  Nicolaievsky’s biography of Man. 

Nicolaievsky (as we have had occasion to point out more than once3� was 
not a man to be intimidatcd by lack of facts. With nothing but the statements 
in thc S UC R  statutes to guide him， he was able to state with magistcrial 
certainty what n o  OI1C else knew: 

1t was  neccssary to create a n  associa tion of secret societies for sÌmuI­
tancous action in the revolution which might brcak 9Ut any day. (Sol 

. a l1 intcrnational militant aHiance 'was f�rmed in April.40 

He expounds  the strllcturc": 

The rank a n d  file of the secret soCÌeties did not themselves become 
members of this sccret society， which W:lS resíricted to their leaders. 
T h u s  it was a secret society of highcr degrce. An essential feature ofthis 
organization was that it should not come into the open.41 

Nicolaievsky thcn refers to the Jun e  “Address to the Communist League，" 
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expatiates on  the Blanquist pattern of conspiratorialism， and asserts that 
Marx accepted all this and brought his associates “to join a Blanquist 
group"-a fantasy which is discussed in Special Note ß.42 Nicolaievsky 
concludes， on the “organizational structure": 

H should be observed， however， that the rules of the super-secret 
society assured the existence of the Communist League and-a highly 
impo."tant consideration in Marx’s eyes-preserved it from the danger 

43 of being outvoted by the other organizations. 

This description of the organization is mostly sheer invention， at bcst 
specu lation. 

(1)  SUCR， asserts Nicolaievsky， was “an association of secret societies." 
T h e  lirst thing this implies is that the six founders signed as representatives of 
their organizations only: the Germans for the CL， Harney for the left-wing 
Chartists， Adam :md Vidil for “the Blanquists" 01'， more knowledgeably， for 
the SPDS. This  assumes that thesc individuals were able to， and did in fact， 
cOI1l111it their organizations. Ifthis 、，verc true， it is remarkable tl1at the committed 
organizations 、，verc not cvcn mentioned. The names of the signcrs were not 
cvcn accompanied by an organizational idcntìlication. 

lf the commitmcnt hypothcsis 、vere accepted， it would mcan that thc 
orga n izations thcmselves had previously d iscussed and approved the p lan. 
There is not the slightest evidcnce that this was so， nor tracc of any attempt to 
bring it up-in any onc of thc three political circles concerned. 

(2) Nicolaievsky’s most imaginative contribution is his unexamincd 
assumption that SUCR was an organizatioll oforganizatiol1s-some SOI"t of 
federatioll 01' coalition of organized groups as such. Even as speculation， this 
notion has no basis whatever Ín the SUCR statutcs. 

Ifwe go back and rcad the six articles (page 185)， wc find that there is 110 
provision for， 01' refcrcncc to， any sort of organizational aflìliation to SUCR; 
the only mcmbership cnvisaged in thc statutes is individual mcmbership. The 
refcrcncc (Article 2) to forming “ties of  solidarity among aU sections of  the 
rcvolutionary communist party" is immediately interprcted in the rcst 01' the 
same scntcncc as linking dilIercnt l1atÌonalities. To be sure， the founders 
naturally cxpect<!d thc membership to come from a variety of organized 
tendencics， thcreby forming “ties of solidarity" acr 
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like others， says that Harney was “representing the Chartists." Buí  it is 
i mpossible to believe that a nyone expected to ask “ the Chal'tists" to affiliaíe to 
SUCR. If， more accurately， Harney is taken as a l'epresentative of leftChartists， 
what  organization of that tendency was there to be atfiliated? 、;Vhat l'emains i s  
the not ion  that the affiliation of the Fraternal Democrats was  in  question; 
but (1) no one has evel' suggested this; (2) the FD was never mentioned in 
such  context; and (3) for Harney to have tried to get the FD to vote aifüiation 
to SUCR would h ave wrecked the organization in a trice， and to imagine he 
i n tended to try i s  to assume he was a fool. 

To believe that S 낀CR could be a coalition of organizations， without a word 
being said ill the statutes by way o f  provision for this structure， is to be 
ignorant of  organizational realities. D id atfiliated organizations have a vote? 
O n ly one  vote each regardless of size? What was the relationship between 
affiliated organizations and indi찌dual members? Was SUCR open to individual 
m embers who were not members of other organizations， and i f so  . . .  The 
q u est ions can  be multiplied by a nyone who has ever tried to write bylaws for a 
school association. 

No: the SUCR statutes， on  the face of them， were written for an individual­
membership organization of  some kind. 

(3) T h e  n ext prominent element in Nicolaievsky’s story-line i s  secrecy. After 
fou r  uses of the word ‘secret’ i n  h is  description， he wound u p  with the 
climactic assertion that SUCR was a “super-secret society." That i s  the 
thil'teenth bong o f the c1ock. As i fmultiplying assertions to make up for the 
lack of facts， he then wrote down that “An essential feattire of  this organization 
was that i t  should not  come o u t  inío the open." 

This  is fiction: falsifiction. There is not a word in the statutes about 
secrecy. Nicolaievsky’s fabrication was devised to give a faint blush of 
verisimilitude to his inventions about Marx’s Blanquism， as aforementioned. 

Of cou rse， for Marx， as for everyone， the question of secrecy was a pl'actical 
mattel': this is what d istinguished his  attitude from conspiratorialism. In  
England the CL functioned as a n  open ，  legal， nonsecret organization ;  i n  
Germany its branches and members h a d  t o  practice secl'ecy， or  else practice i n  
prison. T h e  Blanquist  SPDS was n o t  a secret society-in London. Harney 
belonged to no secret ol'ganization whatever. The idea ofSUCR 
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basic o rganizational q uestion o f  bnmch a n d  lower-echelon strl.lcture， en-

c o u n tered in  any sct of  known to the that the central 
c o m mittee estab!ishcd corrιspomling committecs， in localitics. Thc 

very cxistence o f  locai organizations a-aises a n u mber of  strl.lctural q u estions， 
l1ol1e o f  which is mentioned in the statutes. 

Instead，  thc statutcs show concern fo1' sl.Ich I.Hlusual dctails as u nanÌmous 

admission of membcrs a n d  tvvo-thirds 011 everything (l1ot merely 011 

resolutiol1S， as Nicolaievsky says). We wiU come bad‘ to this anomaiy; but the 

general commel1t c:m be made-→cOlltrmγ to the o f the Nicolaievskian 

description of‘SUCR-that this is  {H’ely mif;lIished ol'gallÌzationaljolllldatiofl. The 
statutes do ilo t  yet provide for a tìnisne성 or!!anization:  thev are like a memo to 

i nitiaíe talks 011 the 

(5) To tie up a loose us melltioll 

Nicolaievsky’s fictional  assertiol1s. 

“thc nmk alld filc of‘ the secret soCÎeties . .  " :md in 
to be a m a n  Hke Adam 01' Vidil. B u t  he 、vent beyond 

this: this nmk a n d  said Nicolaicvsky， “did not themsclves becomc members 

of this secrct society which was rcstrÎcted to their Icadcl영 " This 

falsifiction is concocted out of  thin air. 

The 、vide ‘mcritical of Nicolllieγ ’s fllbulatioll in the litcrature 

of is o n e  of the saddest commentarics on a sorry scene. Some 

(a) It was soon followed Arthur __ ... " ... ，.，’s descriotion o f SUCR 

as a “ 'DachorganÎsation’ofthe national secret 
(l it.， 1'oof o rga씨 01' “umbrella 
“oi"ganization that 
N icolaievsky did say what 

the documents aHowed for such an 
it. A n  otherwise valuable work 

working-c1ass organization 

“thc leadcrs of thc various associatiol1s， Ilot their members，" and that it 

was “ sccret." documentation not evell a note crediting 

Nicolaievsky.)46 (c) Richard more careful repeated 

the s a me two tl‘cm to Nicolaievsky and 
47 T h is is thc sort of eff<..'Ct that esfablishes a n  Învention 

fact a COll catenation of footnotcs. 

A m o n g  the many oddities of the SUCR episode is the fact that there is not a 

s i n gle m cn tion  of this organization by Ilame， and very few mentions of the 

episode in :lny fashion 01' fo 
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in the middle of the period of SUεR’s 
[Circular] to the εomm unist League" the March Address， was 
a n  organizational  accou nting: “to  0 11 the state ofthe League. ’43 

O n e  of its chief concerns was to report o n  contacts wi성 other groups :md 
tendencies. It  tells the members inter alia about the Revolutionäre Zcntral isation 
gro u p  in Switzcrl:md at $ome as already mentione싫 49 

But t!tere is 110 mentiofl ofthe ιxistence ofSUCR， let alone a 갱70rt on it， in the June 

Address. 

It i잉 typical of thc  situation that  the statement is 
frequ ently set d c까，V ll .  The cOl1tradictioll will lead u s  to the hcart of  
the matter. Nicol씨 ’s statement is ，  i n  this casc， he refers 
only to “what appears to be an allu혀011 to i t  
rcport， not  givcn under the rub뼈c of “훤rancc" 01" 
world， but  u nder 야lC hcad 01‘ activitics of the εentral Committec i n  
U n d e r  the rubric “ the third a n d  fourth paragra압 sandwiched 
betweel1 other on rela단ons with the :lnd the 
Chartists. But Înstead of  reporting some sort of  agreement with these 
01' evcn the cstablishment of a world on!l.mization‘ Addl'ess went a s  
follows. 

whose hcad is 
Blanquis t  secret societies are În 
connection， w i th the 
wl1 0 m  they have tumed ove‘. 
French revolution. 

T h e  heads of the εhar칩st are likewise i n  reg 
cIose cOl1tact with the ‘es of the Centr:d ü샤ImlÏttee. 페eir 
j o u rnals  are at our disposaI. T값e break between 
ir띠n띠d ependel떼1t 、wγork‘e없r상 and the section led 0’εonl1or which is  
more inclined to conciliation was hastcned 
ofthe League.51 

H this  is taken as an “aUusion" to  o n e  has to fabdcate a 용 about 
why the mere existence of that could not be communicated to  the 
membership in a confidential internal report. To teU of  “ 
forces" a n d  “official contact，" etc. is a far cry from the establishment 
of thc world organization that is to lead the next revolution. What was 
reported here about both the London Blanquists and ’s Chartists is  
w h a t  could have been written back i n  Febl.ualγ， hefore SUCR was a gleam i n  
i t s  founders' eyes. 

I f the ve‘γ existence of SUCR cou떠 not b e  comml.l nicated， how could the 
policy be approvcd? I t  would b e  neeessarγ to fabricate the fable that the CL， 
the Fraternal Democrats and the ‘list group were all simpiy bureaucratic 



204 PartIV: ‘'Dictatorship ofthe ProletarÎa( ’ În M arx {[JU! El1gels 

dictatorships， like (say) the Dcmocratic Party’s National Committce o r  the 
AFL-CIO’s cxccutive board. SUCR must have becn 50 “supcr-secrct" as to 
destroy the wh이e democratic character of the CL and aIl the othcr groups­
a n d  at  thc samc timc 80 unimportan t  that nowherc clsc was i t  takcn noticc of. 
This  would make great m atcrial for o n e  of Robert Payne’s novels， Iikc the one 
entitled Marx; b u t  if  this  sort of historical m cthodology were generalized， the 
history of society would b e  a sham bies. 

Not only is nothing like SUCR mentioned in connection with thc B1anquists， 
but， besides， therc is not a hint that anything exists involving both the Blanquists 
a n d  the Jeft Chartists， who are reported on as separately as any other two 
items. Two minor bits o f  news about Chartist relations are prescnted-but 
not the b ig n ews that the rcvolutionary in5trument for the next upheavaI has 
bcen created! Either the explanation is velγ strange 0 1'  i t  is very simpl앙-and I 
am going to suggest a s imple one.  

First， a subsidiary question that has been raised with grcat conccrn， which 
will lead us to a n other example o f th e  oddity that su rrounds the accepted view 
of SUCR. What were the “important tasks preparatorγ to the next French 
revolu tion" that were turned over to CL representatives by the B1anquist 
group?* 

The main proposal for an answer to this question comes from the afore­
m entioned article by Norman Plotkin， i mportant not only because of its 
valuable research content but also because it has been so widely cited for 
many years. After writing about the alleged formation of SUCR as an inter­
national revolu tionary alliance， Plotkin asserts that “Blanqui was informed of 
this alliance [SUCR] by Barthélemy in h is letter of July 4， 1850." Very 
i nteresting， if truc! The trouble is that Plotkin then citcs the leHer to Blanqui 
(which is also found in Dommanget， more fully←-and there is 1I0t the least melltioll 
ofSUCR În it. Moreovel'， Plotkin repeats this singular performance: h e  asserts 
that a letter to Blanqui on July 19 by Vidil “sent Blanqui the same information." 
He cites Vidil’s leHer (as does Dommanget)-a nd， again， there is 1101 a JVord;1I it 
tlbout SUCR. 

Since this may be hard to believe， 1 hereby put both letters i n  evidence， 
especially s ince they give useful information， if not abouí SUCR. First， 
Barthélemy’s leHer: 

We h ave b egun， together with the German communists， to draw u p  a 
revolutionary Ma 

* Bcrtram 、，Volfc’s Marxis1I/ turns this passagc on its hcad and intcrprcts it to mcan 
that Marx “was using Blanquist conspirators as cmissarics to thc branchcs or thc 
Communist Lcaguc."52This is simply a bloopcr， but， for what it is worth， it is discusscd 
in Spccial Notc B.53This Spccial Notc a lso takcs up Nicolaicvsky’s rcspon앙 to thc samc 
passagc， irrclcvant at this juncture. 
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that  the People wiU have to take immediately afte1' the 1'evolution in  
order to  ensure i t s  resuIts and  avoid a repetition of  what  happened in 
Februa ry. Our intention is to make this Manual into a litde bool{ that 
we will distribute among the workers 80 that everyone knows what l1e 
has to do  to ensure the victory of the People. We will also print this 
Manua l  in the form of proclamations to be posted up in the streets of  
Paris. Let  us know ifwe can get  our  manuscript to you without  any 
p roblem about  it 50 tl1at you can the  finishing touche5 on  it. When 
you read it you wiU see what our  intentions are， and  1 do not doubt for 
my part tl1at you will approve them. 

It is difficuIt to confuse the collaboration o f  a few people on  a “ little book" wÎth 
the establishment of  a world organization .  And here is VidU’5 letter: 

ßarthélemy promises you to send you a bit ofwork we l1ave done 
here; you will get it a t  the first opportunity. This work contains what the 
People must  demand on  the morrow o f  a 1'evolution.54 

VidiI continues with his description of the “ little m a n ual ，" and winds up:  
“ This book will displease our Montagnards， who call u s  men of disorder"­
a n d  that’s al l .  

The  astonishing thing about these letters is precisely the opposite ofPlotkin’s 
empty claim: if SUCR was really in existence， how can one possibly explain 
the faiIure of both Barthelemy and Vidil (both involved with SUεR， we 
know) to mention this important international demarche to Blanqui? In all of 
the correspondence to Blanqui， there is no othe1' leíter that Plotkin finds  to 
mention in  this connection .  

'Ve h ave， then， the  French counte1'part of the puzzle: an  organization of  
“ un iversal" importance is formed， alIegedly， bu t  the CL ignores it  in Hs  June 
report a n d  the Blanqust leaders refrain from mentioning it to Blanqui. That  
leaves Harney， who is the c1earest case  of 상1: every month his  magazine， 
which contains work by the German and  French signatories， fails to 1'eport a 
world-shaking revolutionary formation， while it tells its reade1's about tavern 
affairs! 

T h e  accepted-or Nicolaievskian-venion of the SUεR story makes no 
sense. 

As  fo1' the joint work on a “revolutionary Manual" between some Blanquists 
a n d  “German communists，" let u s  leave it on a hook fo1' the moment. 
It may 01' may not be the “ tasks" mentioned 뼈 the Jun e  Address， 
b u t  there is no other information. 

No cOl1 nectÏon can be established 
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u sua!，  he finds a silver lining: “at  any rate，" h e  adds with what appears to be  a 
s traight f:성ce， Blanqui “di여 110t disavow it， " nor brcak rel갱tions with the 
London involved!S5 This  would have been difficult to do if h e  did 
110t evcn know thllt SUCR existed--as appears probablc from Dommanget’s 
own account. 111 any case， there 、vas no rCllSOIl for him to “disavow" it. 

5. τ H E  S IMPLE S OLUTI ON 

1 suggest a solution to the  mysteries surrounding S UCR-a solution so 
s imple that it 、γilI not appeal to the fable fabricatOl찌 but that is at  least 
compatible with al! the known facts: 

The orgallÎZatioll llamed SUCR never really camι Înto e.:âstence at all. What happencd 
in April was a preliminary agrcement to undertake the working out  of such an 
o rganizational  project; but that was as  far as  it  ‘vent. 

H cre is an alleged “international al liailCc o f  struggle"S6’ that is never again 
mentioned În either Marx’S 01' Engels’ correspondence， at  this time or later; 
never m entioned in any of their 、vritings current 0 1' subsequent， including 
E n gels' later articles on CL h istOlγ etc.; never mentioned Ín the 
a l"chives 01' Blan애ui 01" the London never mentioned in  the 
contemporaneous E llglish， or  German press; never mentioned in  any 
reminiscences 01" memoirs by  contemporaries . . .  \Vhat  accoun ts for all these 
negatives? 

More than that: even aside 1'rom the Marx-Engels correspondence and 
the Blanqui  papers， 、맺 now have ill publicatioll a considerable n umber of 
letters of the period， written and to members o f the Communist League， 
sent  from and to London and the Continent. In (say) April-May 1850 the 
news of the fonnatioll 01' S UCR to Icad thc world revolution should have been 
m omentous，  in the eyes of all these corn�spondents. Yet what do we find? For 
these two months， one  group of letters has appeared ill New Mega， another in  
a C L  document  collection.57 Yet not  a lctter mentions the name of  
SUCR;  and exact!y one letter refers to the episode in  any form. Judging by  a 
statement in the editorial a pparatus of New Mega， there are altogether only 
two letters kl10wn to the I nstitute of Marxism-Leninism that at any time 
mentioned the S UCR episode even indirectly!5S 

These two leHers deserve a close look. 
First ietteκ D u ring April-May， Conrad Schramm， one of Marx’s closest 

associates in London， was corresponding with Karl Bruhn (01' von Bruhn)， 
w h o  was then in the Hamburg area. We do h o t  have Sc‘lramm’s letters， but  a 
reply by Brulm on M ay 2 shows that Schram m  must have told him about the 



12. The SUCR Episode 207 

signing of the SUεR accord. In  a longish letter Bruhn devote이 onc sentencc to 
his  favorable reaction: “YOUI' informatiol1 the agreement 
[ VerstiindigulIgl with the French is VeIγ tidings. "59 

That’s  al l. The word VPl'<:Ul'Hm앙ung means a coming to an  ::m 
arrangement. It does not sound as if he had learned that the ()f 
the world revolution had becll assumed a hew society. 

Second letter. Writing from Middlesex on December 1 6， aftcl' SUCR was all 
over， il1 a rather gossipy 80rt of leiter， Wilhelm Pieper told Engels: 

The Messrs. 
in which they have taken up  the 011 last April between you 
and the French but in such a siHy 3nd defective fashion that it 
does 110 harl1l1•60 

Which manifesto is meant is u nclear， doubtless one  01' another ofthe manifestos 
signed by the WiIlich-Schapper group  (which still caUed itselfεommunist  
League) together with their ersÍ\γhiIe SUCR partners of  the Blanquist group  
(Adam， Vidil， Barthélemy， ct  al.) togcthcr with the  German Democratic 
Association  moderates and other emÎ1!res. If it  was the manifesto ofNovember b 
16， it was the o n e  that Marx considcred “cha mpion drivcl." Its text can be  
read in Marx’s IeUcr to ofDeccmber 2.61 Here there is nothing that 
corresponds to “the points agreed on last April，" certainly not to the point o n  
“ la dictature d e s  prolétaires." 

1 would spotlight one  phrasc in the Pieper letter j us t  quoted : he does not 
refer to an organization， 01' the progl-am of an organization-only to “ points 
agreed o n."  If we take this a t  face value， we can condude: what happened in  
April was rnerely the  preliminary of  o n  a number o f  “points" 
which an  alliance might be based on. The next steps would discussion 
of many o ther points before tne establishment ofa  re값 could 
become a reality. For the reasons previously disclIssed， these 
discussiol1s-such as the May 1 cntretie씨， perhaps--did oot achieve any definite 
results before political teosÎons the whoie 

This  hypo th esis Îs compellil1g bccause i t  squal'es with the hγo big kno까’n 
싫cts: the cxistence of the sneets of  paper headed with a name that never w찌S 
seen again， and thc n onexistence of  any mentiol1s of SUCR in so many 
where tney would be expectcd. ’1'11 e means that 110 organization 
like SUCR ever operated in fact; it was an idea th�lt  got to frrst base‘ and died 
there. 

There can be Iittle doubt that the main problem was the poHtica! differences 
between Marx’s circle and the Blan예uists. I n  this sense， it is acc‘lI'ate to say 
that the problem was Marx-BIanqu ist  agreemellt， though if such a n  agreement 
had been achieved the I'csult would have been much more tl1al1 a “Marx­
Blanquis t  aHiance，" as we  have a rgued. naturaHy referred to “the 
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llo ints agrecd 0 11 "  as  being between “ you and the French society." O n  one  of  
the  four copies o f the SUCR document he ld  in  Moscow， there is a note by 
E ngels 011  the verso: “ Document on the affaire with the B1anquists and 

， 62 H arney.’ O f  course， therc is no telling how long aftcr 1850 this n otc wns 
writtcll. 

\Vc may remnrk， a 180， that the odd phrasc “fundamcníal contract"-lIsed 
for the  agreement in thc Marx-Engels-Harncy lettcr of October 9， dra ftcd by 
Engels-ma y  now be  more u nderstandable. Engels， a good busincssman， 
knew that  a “ eo ntract" on ly i nitiated a project. 

lf S UCR n cvcr actually came i n to existence as a rcal organization， somc of  
thc  apprcciations of  i t s  significancc that  havc bccn published rcquirc somc 
sccond thoughts. I'lotkin， whosc contribudon was to study thc contcnts of  the 
B1anqui  p a pcrs， whcrc hc found llothillg 011 S UCR， ncvcrtheless I'ound it 
possible to write the highly 이uotable opinion that SUCR “ achieved the unity 
of the Europcan parties of the left aftcl' the revolution o f  1848" and “marked 
the  lirst step toward a durable intcrna tional  revolutionarγ organizatioll. "63 

This  is s imple puffelγ. David McLcUan cchocd this homagc with the statemcnt 
that S U C R  “ achicve ld )  a tempol"31γ unificatioll of the Europeall left 、γing
aftcr 1 848 a n d  as such was a forcrHllncr of the First Intcrnational."6-l For a 
n O l1existcnt organization that 110 one  cvcr heard of， this is good goillg. For 
pcople who  think that history rccords 、，vhat happel1cd， it is disconcerting. 

、Ve can now pose the last qucstion， which brings us bacl‘ to the “dictatorship 
of the proletarians":  who actually wrotc thcsc words-and thc rcst of the 
S U C R  document? 

Let us  stipulatc a t  the outset， a t  thc I-isk of  rcpcating ourselvcs， that therc is 
110 information on this. But informed spcculation is possiblc; thcre is a 
hypothcsis “!orth mcntioning. 

Ernst Schraeplεr， fo!lowcd by Richanl N. raised the qucstion in 
a nother form: whosc was the “ initiativc" for the planncd alliancc? Who was 
“thc p rimc m ovcr in bringing thc grüup togcthcr"? Marx 01' Hamcy， Schraeplcr 
thought; H u n t’s candidate was Harney“'--certainly reasonablc spcculations. 
As  wc h ave mentioned， Harney showed consistcnt intercst in intcrnanonal 
orpnization，  cvidenced by thc li'ratcrnal Democrats. As for Marx， wc h ave 
mentioned that all of his organizationa l  initilltives ‘，vere in  thc dircction of  
int  

* The p r i m e  example of this misapprehension is t h e  commonly repeated claim that 
Flora Tristan pioneered the idea of international workers’ organÎzation， a claim based 
on a footnoíe În her Unio1/ Ouvrière. This belicf has no factual basis. The Saint-Simollians 
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international  organization-at least across French， English， German， 2nd 
other European boundaries-arose virtuaUy simultaneously with the socialist 
movement itseif. Not  only can we cite almost a ny of the flrst socialist currents， 
b u t  we must  remember that there was an active and  continuous migration 
across national borders by hundreds ofthousands of artisanal workers， among 
whom indeed the first German revolutionalγ groups struck root (e.g.， 찌'eitling’s 
tendency). The  entire membership of the Communist League was international­
oriented by their VClγ conditions of existence; London B1allquists ‘vere llatiol1lal 
tra nsplants，  forced to be cosmopolitan if not  truly internationalist. The matcrial 
basis for early socialist internatÌ&.1alism involved other factors too. 

T h e  problem， thcn， is not to account  for the idea of a “ullÍversal" 
revolutionary society， which needs n o  accounting for. The question is more 
specific-alld more difficult: who might have been the practical initiator of 
this particular episode? 

T h e  fad that the SUεR agrcemellts 、，vere found to be  written in WiHich’s 
hand  has  been a sort of “do uble blufP'by histmγ: it was easy to point out  that 
this fact proves nothing about authorship， for WiIlich might s imply have been 
the o n e  to write out  fair copies of an agreed-on text. Perfectly true; but  
n umber of  other indications， taken together， keep p ointing the finger at  
얘rillich. There is  n o  single piece of evidence that stands out  as  decisivc， but 
would adduce three signposts. 

(1 )  The  indications are that WilIich was thc tr“it d’uniOll， 01' go-between， in 
CL-Blallquist  relations in a personal sense. A noninteIlectual， elbow-crooking 
bar-coinpaIlÌon， hearty-man-to-man ty’Ile with a mall-of-actioll background 
a lld  reputation， 찌얘Hich was personal‘y congenial to the French Blanquist  
elements. l f  we look back to Dommanget’s portrayal o f  Vidil， a n  ex-miIitary 
man like WiHich in career and 66 we wiU find Wi‘lich’s French 
counterpart; and there is 110 doubt that the two were personaHy friendly. As 
for Barthélemy: he and 꽤liUicn were even “confid::mts" (accordil1g to Willich 
h imseU); they acted as seconds for each other in duels fought in 1850; when 
Willich Îllfamously forced a duel on  Conrad Wiilich was !1anked by 
Baríhélemy and Vidil. 67 These facts to Barthélemy t 

were out international 
for exampl←냉efore T더stlUl 
orgallization; Buonan-o디 was an 
“l.miversal") pers뼈해ve was commonplace 
nationalism had to be pioneered by someone is 
movement bv national chauvinism. 

(if not 
such iníer­

the later defmmation of the 
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There is no  such evidence o fpersonal doseness to the on  the part 
o f  Karl Schapper， 、ìVillich’s factionaI would suggest that this 
indicaíes the reason Willich， not Schapper， was the signer of the SUCR 
agreement， despite the fact tl1at Schapper was the CL leader 、νith by far the 
longest standing and WiIlich 、vas a comparative Johnny-come-lately. This 
anomalous fact would require no explanatîoll if 씨'illich 、，vas in fact the 
initiator and Iinchpin of the project. 

(2) In terms of personal i"elations， aU of these considerations point to 
Willich as the man most likely to have been the “ prime mover" in the affair. 
T h e  easiest question o f  all is why 、ìViIlich himself 、vould have been specially 
eager to see the formation of a supranational bloc， swaIlowing up the German 
group where Marx’s politics dominated. 

I t  is a c1assic calculation :  În  a coalition or  bloc of this 50rt， it is the trait 

tl’unÎon-the person who constitutes the bridg용-that holds the balance. 
Instead of being a newcomer to the CL with personal popularity but little 
p olitical weight， with unity 、ìVillich would have become the one man who 
could have a special relatiollship to both the Marxist and the Blanquist 
camps， the i ndispensable linchpin. (From 씨'illich’s standpoint， it follows， the 
b asic deal was betweεn the εL and the French， with Harney an added 
starter.) 

(3) The most elusive consideration is the text o f the SUCR statutes-the 
matter of style and formulation. The extant text was no doubt the outcome o f  
some p reliminary d iscussion， b u t  m ay n o t  have been regarded as fina←-only 
as a basis for further negotiation; the text we have may therefore not be， in all 
respects， the text originally d;'afted by the “ prime mover. " Taking all the 
uncertaintiεs into cOl1sideration， 1 feel that the “ does not point to 
either Marx or Engels “s the actual a uthor， candidate would b c  WiIlieh. 

Such an impression is nature impossible to prove but  1 can point. 1 have 
a lready pOÎnted to the difference introduced by chlluging ‘pròletariat’ to 
‘prolet:lrians’.69 On a different level 1 would point to s uch formulations as 
those about the “human family" and “ repllblical1 fratcrnity." One is  γeminded 
that Marx himseUïatel' (1852) commented on 새liIlich’s characteristic style: 
eiting :l commll nication signed “ The Revolutionalγ Comm흉tee，" M 
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E n gels' p ractices before a n d  after this episode. τhere ìs 00 hard-and-f:강st 
reason why Marx might have held o u t  against these elements， at  least to start 
the entrelÍen off， b u t  1 d o  110t see Marx going about  i t  this way o n  his own. * 

On the o ther hand， it is precisely the În these statutes 
tha t  remind o n e  of Înexperiel1ced Î n  the 
troUing out their favorite hobbyhorses. 

Finally， 1 would urge the view that the signatures aUached to the six 
statutes  should not necessarily be Ínterpreted i n  the same way as signatures 
aHached to a finished p u b lic  docum en t. This  document was neither 
nor fin ished， a n d  we s i m p ly do not know w h a t  the signatures were supposed to 
signify. Perhaps they mereIy repl"esented an interim agreement， e.g.， to use 
the draft as a basis for further discussion. 

6. 0 U R  εENTRAL THESIS 

I f in fact Willich did draft the six statu tes， there is  n o  mystery abol.lt he 
inclurlcd the phrases “ dictatorship of the  prolctarians " and “revolution in 
permanence" i n  the sacrosanct Article 1. T h es e  phrases， 01'  something Iike 
them， had j ust prominently appea rcd i n  M a rx’s writings， the former in his 
m agazi n e  a n d  the laHer in a n  official CL documen t. And they sOI.mded vexγ 
r-r-revolutionary to him a n d  to his  s imilars among the Blanquists. So much 80 
t h a t  after reverently writing them i n to Al"ticle l-with a l i ttle distortion since 
he did not rcally understand them-he enshrined thcm in Article 5 as invioJable. 

T h e  attractive appeai o f  these terms to BIí‘nQuist tVDes w h o  did 110t 
u nderstan d  their content suggests my 

-k JIl notes added to the 1973 edition of Nicolaievsl{y’s biography， therc is an 
exceedingly confused remark 011 the q u estion o f  a uthorship:  

lt  has becn suggested that thcy [the SUCR statutes) were wl"Ítten by Willich 
(M E W)， but i t  is no less probable that Man had a hand in them; note the 
phrase “pcrmal!!!nt revol u tion;’ which a ppea!"s in a d iffcre따 context in 생g 

jewish QtÎestioll. 71 

( 1)  What MEW reports is not that Willich drafted， 01' authored， the statutes、 but 
mcrely that thc eopics were written down by his hand. (2) 갱‘o eounterpose the 
observation that “Marx had a hand in them" is mllddling， since it  is qllite certain that 
Marx “had a h and" insofa r  as he signed the statlltes. (3) The reference to “permanent 
revoillt ion" (which does 1101 appcar in the statutes in this form) as somcthing in 얘arx’s 
essay “ 0 11 the Jewish QlIestion" is an irrelevancy in view of the (act that Man: had jllst 
promincntly lISCÒ that tcrm twice .În 1850.71 Thjs congcries of confusions is  typic:l1 o f  
trcatmcnts of SUCH when they go bcyond copying from Nicolaicvsky. 
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circumstances， Marx occasionally employed the l1ew term ‘dictatorship of the 
proletariat’. 1 explained it as follows in my 1 962 essay: 

We can 1l0W suggest why thc term ‘dictatorship of thc prolctariat’ 
makes its appearance 서 ComteclÌOIl with the Blanquists but not hy the 
B1anq‘JÏsts. Ordinarily Marx’s expression for this idea would be， as it 
was in the C011l1l111llÎst lV/anifesto， such a term as ‘political power of the 
working class’ 01' ‘rule of the proletariat.’ When， however， it is a 
question of counterposing this c1ass concept to the B1anquist-type 
d ictatorship， it is d ressed in the formula ‘c1ass dictatorship.’ Class 
d ictatorship is then counterposed to B1anquist dictatorship， to make 
the contrast. 

In “united fronts" with the Blanq uists， it was only slIch a formlllation 
that could be acceptable to Marx . . . .  The united frol1t， thel1， was based 
011 a formlllation which preserved the c1ass character that was basic for 
Marx， while at the same time making the Blanquists happy， no dOllbt， 
with its revollltionary flaγor.73 

the years since this hypothesis was published， 1 have seen no reason to 
doubt  that i t  was the operative motive. 1 would add only that the motivc 
applied not only to Blanquists outside of the Communist League but also to 
the sort of  e!emcl1ts inside the Leaglle wtlo needed the same approach. We 
have seen that the accepted a conception of d ictatorship as a 
necessary part of a revolutioHíIl'y program; and after 1 850 we will find that 
Will ich (as a Ieader of the 써li11 ich-Schapper league) was prolific in concocting 
schemes for d ictatorship. The probJem was how to educate them to a Ilew 
cOllceptioll about ‘dictatorship’. 

The  reader m ust forget about the modern aura that makes ‘dictatorship’ a 
word for uS;  this aura did 110t yet exist. How do yOIl COllllteract the 

notiol1 of dictatorship thø.t 、vas so common precisely 
a mong the people who wanted to be good revolutionists? You tell them: Yes， 

값ctatol'ship-that means rule-we ’jJüntthε rule ofthe pl'oletariat; but that does 1I0t lIIel/1l 

the rule of a man or a cliqllc or a ballll or a pal'fJ’-the ‘'l'lIle ofthe pl'Oletariat’ mellllS the rule 

ofa class. Class rule mcans class dictatorsh ip. 
T h u s  the tcrm came from Marx’s pen ill 1 850---as much an instrllmcllt in 

the “re-edllcatioll" of the Blallquist a lld Jacobill-revolutionary currents in 
and O llt of the CL as was Marx’s anti-εol1spiratorialist book rev 
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claim which the reader will be able to put to the test as we go along. Namely: 
For Marx andEngels，jrom begimzillgtoend ojtheir careers alld without any e.r:ception， 
‘'dictatorslzip of tlze proletariat’meaflt 1Zotlzing more and notlzing less than ‘'rltle ofthe 
proletariat'， tlze ‘conq uest oj political power껴v the working class， tlze estabIishment of a 
workers' state in the first postrevolutionary period. 

Notlzing more: W hatevcl' Marx believed would b e， or might be， characteristic 
o f  the postl'evolutional'y pel'iod， it was not tlzis term that dealt with such 
p roblems of a wOl'kel's’ state. ‘Dictatorship of the p l'oletal'iat’ did not I'efer to 
p articular characteristics， methods， 01' institutions of proletmian nde--it 
meant the proletarian rule itself， and nothing more. Contrary to a frequent 
assertion， Marx had a good deal to say about the problems of a workers’ state， 
but it  was not this term that said it. 깐lOse problems， and Marx’s views on 
them，  h ave to  be studied， of course， but  there is no short cut  to them via this 
terminology. 

Nothing less: The ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ did not merely mean 
p roletarian “ascendancy" in some sense short of the definitive conquest of 
state power by the proletariat. I n  this  sense the term is inextricably linkcd to 
Marx’s basic thcOlγ of social revolution as against notions of graduul socialistic 
permea tion of capitalist society without a transformation of the stute power. 

T h e  chapters to folIow will present proof after proof of this thesis， while at 
the same time we will find no  evidence to gainsay it: this is the cIaim to be 
tested in  the light o f thc facts. 



Wh ile the  reference to pro!etarian dictatorship ill the  SUCR statutes was 

u n lmown to most contemporaries， the lod in Marx’s Class Stmggles ill Frallce 

had reverberations. B u t  not  because the term itself excited spccial peliurba­

tioll. At thc the o f ‘ ’ with ‘rule o f th c  prolctariat’ 

was commonly acceptcd. 

1 .  “PRO LETARIAN ASCENDANεV" 

T h i s  as  w c  h avc 、VílS in  the first p l a c e  acceptcd Marx and 

themsclves. Let us begin with a iI1ustration of this fact. 

1‘h e  mαnth o f  March 1 850 5aw the o f  the first two passages 

o f t h e  nrolctariat’， in  the lirst installmcnís 

a n d  also witncsscd thc 

among the Leaguc 

of a notablc a rticlc by 

of political power 

about in England 

n ow we a re coneerned with what ‘dictatorship (01" 

meant to Marx in 1850; a n d  while it is not  to  

， cite his  coeval writings are ccrtainly indicative. 

ln an a rticle on “The Tcn Hou rs’  Qu cstion "  for ‘s Del110cratic Reviefv， 

was i n tcnt  on arguing， with a vicw to back、vard Englishmcll， 

t h a t  reforms werc not enough， u scfuI. The “working c1asses，" now the 

“fourth estate，" must bccomc thc first estatc; Iasting bcnefit wilI not bc  

confcrred 011 them by othel용-“'1ftζV mllst obtaÎn it themselves by conquering， first 01 

“l!， political pOlVer. " 

214 
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. • . wuler no circumstances hm깐hey any guol'olltee for bettering their social 
POSitiOIl unless by Uniνersal Sr따rage， which. would enable them to seat a 
Majority ofWorking Men in the House ofεommons.'  

This was ol1ly one of  a series of  statcments by both Marx and Engels， 
throughout thcir livcs， the possibility that În England workers’ 
political power be initiated through a parliamcntalγ majority. (But 
remembcr that， according to the marxological myth， at this time În 1850 Marx 
and were to be “ wild men with 
putschist p roc l iv i ties  . . .  ) 

Engels' article did not stop a t  the vision of  a parliamentary m째 He 
went on to very terms) that inexorable economic crises 
mean t that “a l'evo!utioll [wasJ made inevitable，" and this rev이ution，“μprooting 
society far tha n  1 793 and 1848 ever will Iead to the 
poliHcal and SOCilll asc“_.J，‘ "  .. -""� . ..... $" ‘ s “·샤샤( ‘ •• 。‘ �

The word 
No  doubt the 
was translating 
language. With this train 
dancy of the 
dictatorship of  the 
accumulation of eCO!lomÎC contradictions would mean that 

there is an end 10 mill-lord ascemfan딩’'. And whatnext? “UniversaI min and 
chaos，" say 상le free-traders. Socia! revolutiofl ascendanζ}’'， say 
’‘’e. 

He conduded with an  exhortation “to work out your own 
and at o llce for 
’‘’hich will enahle‘j!OU 

Th  u s  the last page of  the article 0‘fered the word ‘a앙 ’ six times. 
When this article appe:n‘e뼈 in the Democratic K""16''''_ 원 was a 

German ve‘'sion for the and i t  was in the issue  after the 
one  locus l c ‘  111 this German article there wa s  less attention to  
pressing the of rule--which had 
emphasized in the the o funiversal �"t1r�n，Yð 、vas，
anything， ou t  even more strongly: 

. universal fγanch ise in an England hvo-thirds of wnose inhabitants 
a re indll strial proletarians means the exclusive poHtical rule of the 
working class with al! the revollltionarγ changes in socia! conditions 
which are inseparable from i t.’ 

Instead of  the exhoríation that c10sed the English article， there was an 
unadorned s ta tement that the solution “ Iies in the proletarian revolutiolZ." 
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In neither article did the term ‘dictatorship of  the proletariat’ appear， 
though it might have. (This lack was “corrected" by an English translation 
which iIIusírates a clear and ever-present danger in κlarx studies: see Special 
N ote D， Scction 1.) 

2. OTTO LUNING AND THE NDZ 

At thc cnd of Chaptcr 12 wc a rgucd that thc tcrm ‘dictatorship of thc 
prolctariat ’ was intcndcd to hclp re-cducatc thc Jacobin-communist elcmcnts 
insidc and  outsidc of thc Communist Lcaguc. H this was so， it may also bc 
s up poscd that it elicitcd advcrsc rcactions from thc othcr side of thc political 
s pcctrum， from reform-socialistic clcmcnts to the right of thc Lcagllc. I f thc 
ß1anqllÎsts 01' WilIich typcs thollght it was gratifyingly “rcvolutionarγ’ in 
tOI1C， thc othcrs may havc fOllnd i t  corrcspondingly distllrbing to modcrlltc 
sou ls. 

l t  has  bccn asserted that the ccnsoriolls reaction to ‘dictatOl차lip of thc 
p roletariat’ was exempliiicd by thc cpisodc of thc NDZ exchange， in which wc 
will mect locus 3. Schraeplcr’s histOlγ of carly German working­
class organization statcs: 

. "  O tto  Lüning， who was now p ublishing thc Nelle Deutsche Zettllllg Î n  
Frankfurt am Main， protestcd against thc  concept ‘dictatorship of thc 
proletariat.H 

According to this， Lüning would have the honor of a world-historic “fn'st"­
the iirst attack on  the idea of thc d ictatorship of thc proletariat 01' a t  lcast on 
the term. B lIt thc claim is 110t trlle; thc cpisodc ilIl1strated a ‘lifferent pa ttern， 
equally important. 

O n c  of Marx’s earlicst foIlowcrs Ín Gcrmany， Joseph Weydcmcyer， had 
remained in thc country after the rcyolution instcad of cmigrating. We will 
introdllce h im in morc dctail in Chaptcr 15， wherc hc wiU play a prominent 
part; sufiicc to mention hcrc thllt hc had j oined thc Communist Lcagllc in  
1 847， was  activc in  thc  Rhincland， and，  after thc outbreaJ‘ of thc  rcvolution， 

j oincd forccs with Otto Lüning on a left-dcmocratic daily in Darmstadt， the 
Neue Delltsc/le Zeitllllg. 

、.'Veydcmeycr was Lüning’s brother-in-Iaw as wcll as his associatc e d i to r­
he had rccentIy (October 1847) married LOllise Lüning-‘but it was Lüning 
who  ran the daily. Weydemcyer， to bc Sllre， tried to inf1uence Lüning and 
the paper’s policy in thc direction of  Marx’s politics， with occasional successes 
in terms of opening the papcr to CL material. But Lüning was no commllnist， 
though he had bricf1y bcen a mcmber of the CL. 5 
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Heinrich OHo Lüning， born the same year as Engels， was a physician by 
profession， turned journalist in 상le mid- 1 840s. H e  published the Weserdal1lpjboot 
in 1 844-the same year that the pre-Mandst Engels told the English Owenites 
that D r. Lü ning was one of the leading socialist writers in Germany6-and 
then， in 1 845-48， the Westphδlische Dm시'Pjboot; finally the NDZ. The Neue 
Deutsche Zeitul1짜 subtitled “Organ ofth e  D emocracy" jus t  as the NRZ was in 
εologne， bcgan in Darmsíadt on J uly 1 ， 1 848， and staycd in  that city through 
the foHowing March. On AprH 1 ，1 84 9  it began p ubUshing in Franlâurt， thc 
seat of the National Assembly; and in Scptembcr thc papcr dubbcd itself 
“。rgan ofthc German National Assembly，" scting up an editorial commission 
offivc Lcft dcpu ties. T h c  following month it merged with Frankfurt’s Deutsche 
Reichszeitung， which Robeli Blum had founded， and took on its editor J. Georg 
G ünther in addition to . T h e NDZwas to come to an end in  
Deccmber 1850 as a rcsuκ of  the  o，"".'"，'n>>，">，.， ’s harassment of its editors. 
L ü ning latcr (1859) the Nationalverein after 1866， the National 
Liberals. He died in 1 868. 

Liining’s socialism was the scntimcntal 50rt that the Communist Man따sto 
had immortaUzed u nder the name o f  “Truc originally shaped by 
Moses Hess and bcst by Karl Grün’s writings. Above all， in a 
movemen t of  “ hards" and “ was a doughy “sofìι” 

M arx， Engels， and had had cause to know this charactcrÏstic 
whHe hc was still thc αlischeDall껴fboot in Bielefeld 

and Paderborn. who in thc cditorial was 
alrcady tIγing to win Lüning and the p aper over to εL politics/ and in the 
summer of 1846 went so 찌. as to pubUsh Marx’s and Engels' “εircular 
Against thcir critique of th c  CL-discrediting “ communism" being 
p reachcd by 씨 ’s in Amcrica.8 But  made Ìn thc 
text to soften it， addcd some meditations of  his OWI1， introduced it with a misty 
forcword， and  sanitizcd it with a that 
in p ubHshing the Circular the paper was 

Engels groaned over ’s in a letter to once more 
givin g  thc marxoIogists of how “ Întolerant" 없e and his fi‘iend wea'e of’ 
hopeless muddleheads 

A cavalier noble in mind and breast 
Is everywhere welcomed and 
T here’s many with wit  and a 
He’s  totally 
B u t  if he lacks force and fists in a 
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What then can protect him a bit? 
And if  he nas n o  behind at a1l， 
On what can this noble chap sit?lO 

A q uestion of fundaments and funðamentals， i n  Engels’ opinion: Lüning 
sccms to be n oticing that hc too has no “matcrial basis" on  which to seat his 

11 commullIsm. 
ln  the early part of  1847 Engcls workcd on a s upplement to thc German 

Jdeolof5J’ dcaling with “Truc Socialism"-unfinishcd al1d unpublished. It 
began with a scction dcvotcd to Lüning’s Westphälisclze Dampfboot， not omitting 
thc lincs from Gocthc， mostly conccrned with politico-litcrary bantcr. Thc 
Dampfboot’s “Truc Socialism" was m ainly a matter of shcdding “bitter tears 
over thc miscry ofsuffering h u m a n ity" . . .  It has a “soft n aturc" Iikc milky ricc 
p udding; i t  prefers “ merciful and loving rcviewcrs rather than . .  ， heartlcss， 
cold scvcrity of j udgm e n t. . . "  And s o  on . 12 

T h c  rice p udding should ccrh뼈nly bc kcpt ÌI1 mind 、.vhen we comc， latcr the 
sarne year， to Marx’s dealings with Lüning on a eontribution to the paper. 
With Weydemcycr’s support Marx tried to get Lüning to publish his critique 
of Gr갑m}3 Now a number of writer상� have publishcd the statemel1t that 
Lüning protested to Marx that his own vic、vs 、ve.'c “dose" to Marx’s; but now 
N ew Mcga has published the sourcc of this information， namely， Lüning’s 
letter to Marx of Ju ly 16， 1847， in conncction with the p iece on Grül1. It turns 
out  that LünÍng’s protestation-“1 believc that not only W[eydcmeyer}’s but 
a lso my own writings are not far from your standpoint"-was a prelude to 
demonstrating its own Înaccuracy. For， aftcr this vague claim of  agreement， 
Lüning procceded to his real business: upbraiding Marx at length for bcing 80 
“bittel' and a n tagonistic" În criticizing likc 2nd Grün. H c  
“approvcd" of‘ the criticism o f  Kliege’s “<>v" '''''''''，，'m. tomfoolclγ" but it should 
have bcen milder; hc agreed that Grün’s writing was “cmpty phraseology，" 
but  this  empty should not be “trcated so roughly" (nor in fllct 
revcalcd to be cmpty and $0 on.  15 

This lctter is thc proper preludc to the NDZ exdlange of 1850. A historical 
note must  be attachcd. Thcre i정 no logical reason why a person could ilot have 
rcally agrecd politic�.lIy with Marx’S 31ld at the same time really 
disapproved only of a too harsh tOIlC. Unqucstionably thcre is room to 
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based on disagreement with the content of Marx’s thought. Illdeed， the 
opposite has to be assumed till proved otherwise， for this is what history 3nd 
experience teaches. 

3. LUNING LIFTS A LANCE 

Whcn thc first thrce issucs of Marx’s London magazine NRZ Rel'ue came 
out În March and AprH， the contcnts werc dominated by Marx’s articlc series 
on Tlze Class Strμ'ggles ùz France. 씨1cydemeyer naturaIIy wallted to get publicity 
for the magazine in the NDZ by running a revicw of Marx’s publication. His 
inícntion was to write such a rcview himself， but Lüning informed him hewas 
going to do  thc job and in  fact had already started o n  it. But by June nothing 
had appeared. 16 

Meanwhile Marx was becoming impatiellt. Not only Marx but others Ín his 
circlc who knew Lüning had a low expectatiol1 of the 、VestphaIian. Ernst 
Drol1ke， who travcled on the ContÌnent for a commercial wrote Engcls În 
February and May， from Paris and Frankfurt respectivcly， that his  cxpcncnccs 
as a contributor to Lüning’s NDZ had bcen discol1raging: “that fat beer­
swiIIcr Lüning has bccomc the worst sort of bourgcois . . .  Weydemcyer， as you 
know yoursclf， is cl1tircly thc will-Icss wagc-worker in  his brothcr-in-Iaw’s 
shop." 1 7 Latcr hc rcferred to Lüning similariy as a Bierphilister.18 

On ‘J u n e  8 Marx complaÎncd to Wcydemeyer that “yOl1r paper scems to have 
joined the rcst to form a cOflspiratioll du silence in regard to our RCVUC.

，， 19 

Wcydemeyer rcp!ied by cxplaining thc circumstances already mcntiol1cd. 
Lüning’s plan to write a review was dragging 011 bccause h e  was waiting to 
reccivc the fourth ‘mmbcr of thc NRZ Rel'lIe (which， as a matter of fact， had 
come off th e  prcss about M ay 19). Bcsides， his personal rclations with thechicf 
cditor wcre on  a bad footing and so he could not press.20 

On hcaring that it was Lüning who planned to write the rcview， Marx scnt 
up a storm signal. lt was h is wifc Jcnny who actuaUy wrote to Weydemcyer 
about it (as she did whcn it was neccssary to takc over his correspondcncc now 
and then). Marx wants to tell you， wrote Jenny， 

that it wouId reaHy not be desirable for Lüning to do a criticism， a 
strong attack would do，  only 00  approbatioo. Also， my h usband has 
never expccted a profound criticism， but rathcr the simpJe thing such as 
aIl papers do for magazÎlles and broclmres， what yOl.lr paper does too 
when yOll want to publicize and propagatc writings� ln this case yOll 
give s uitable shol't cxtracts. This requires little work.21 

This request for an attack rather than approval is the most vivid way 
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Marx could express his opinion o f what might be expected from Lüning; and 
he  was not disappointed. Lüning wrote a four-part article on  the NRZ Revue， 
mainly on M a rx’s writing.22 After Marx had seen the íìrst two installments， he  
commented in a letter to Weydemeyer: “L[üning)’s criticism-I have seen 1 
aml 2-shows that he does not understand what he would like to criticÎZe. 
Perhaps 1 will give him some elucidations in our  Revue. ，，23 But only one issue of 
the NRZ Revue was published after this， and Marx did not include a commel1t 
on L üning. lnstead， he sent a comment to Lüning himself for publication in 
the NDZ. (It will be presented in the next section.) 

As we might expect， Dronl‘e was also disgusted by Liining’s criticism. 
Unl ike Engels， he was moved to think not of Goethe’s but of Heine’s verse: 

As fOl' Atta-Trol l  LÙlling and his article àlgainst Marx in the feuilIeton 
o fhis Scheissblatt [shitty s h eet] ， 1 would like to send an article right away 
from Geneva， in which it wm accompany the vcrsc “ManchmaJ. auch 
gestunken habend"* with proofs of his bourgeois venality and venal 
bourgeois-ness.24 

Final ly， to anticipate a let us  record the elIect of L üning’s anti-Marx 
a rticle on h is associate editor and brother-in-Iaw 씨!eydemcyer. About a week 
after the last and as the NDZ was Marx’s statement， 
he told Marx: 

1 had asked to have my name strickèn fi'om the list editors beginning 
J u ly 1 and thenceforth as a contributor， a which is 
in fact the o n ly one hold now. 야 did not wan‘ to accede to this; 
al1d  to get out  i s  undcr conditions a ‘leSDcrate business 
which wOll ld have to be thoul!ht over ma“y times.깅 
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4， ε US 3:  끼!lARX 

Otto L üning’s artide ’s C!ass Struggles in France is， 
or rather should 성 historic document in the of �‘nti-Marxism， which 
after all is of the history of Marxism. has becn for o lle  thing， 

never been anywhere I'eprinted 

싸 “Atta τ1'011，" H ei ne’s fahle about a performing bear， had bcen published in  book 
form only three ycars before this. 24 closes with an epitaph for this “primitive 
s ans-cu lotte of the forcst": bcar with a cause . . . bad dancer， but with strong 
o p i n ions…and (the line citcd) “Somctimes also‘gestrwkε11 • • •  " 
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or summarized. * Yet it has a right to be ca!led the first presentation of the 
Bernstein-revÎsionist viewpoint in print: Bernsteinian before Bernsteinism. 

Not that Lüning’s views 、vere innovative: on the contrary， his line of thought 
was run-of-the-mill “ petty-bourgeois socialism" (to use the classificatmγ 
system of the Commullist Mallifesto). I ts pioneering aspect was this: it was the 
first time (as f3l" as 1 know) that the aforesaid run-of-the-mill reformist ideas 
were cOllllterposed to Marx’s in a critique of Marx’s basic sociop이itical themγ 
of the c1ass síruggle. 

This is the task that Lüning undertook， in fact began 、vith. Like many 
others who have denounced Marx for being 하ntolerant" of disagreement­
said intoler찌lce being manifested by his otherwise unexplainable determina­
tion to defend his point of view-Lüning showed his benign tolerance by 
devotin g  the entire first instaIlment of his review to an attack 이1 Marx’s basic 
theory before telling his readers more than two words about what the writing 
under review was about. 

I n  the present volume we cannot digress to discuss lÜI1Îng’s views in 
general; bllt let lIS summarize his first part enougl1 to provide the context for 
the passage which， we wi1l find， eUcited Marx’s reply. 

After h igh praise of Marx’s style， Lüning set u p  the target to sl100t at: 

T h e  red thread tl1at wil1ds through Hen Marx’s whoie world and 
conception o fhistory is the cleavage ofpresent-day society into different 
classes， whose Ìl1terests at almost all poil1ts are 50 mutually contradictory 
that the triumph of one entaiIs the destruction of the other. The 
struggles of these c1asses are the motivating factors În the life of peoples 
a n d  states; they form the crux of all historical evel1ts. 

Such a class-struggle theory of history， therefo:re of politics， was anathema to 
Lüning， of course. He went 011 to explain that， for Marx， the bourgeoisie had 

triumphed ovcr the feurlaI aristocracy and mllst now yield to the proletariat. 
“The fllture belongs to this cIass，" according to Marx. He then represented 
Marx as belie、Ting that Ollψ the proletarian struggle against capital had 
significance: here his summary of Marx’s thollght went aWIγ， bllt it was his 
prelude to the key passage， which went as foUows: 

Any revolutionary movement of the p:resent day that itas a content 
different from this struggle of proletariat versus bourgeoisie is without 
significance; 

* It is cited here from photocopies kindly supplied me， in 1 960-61 ，  by the Institute of 
Marxism-Leninism of Moscow. 1 am grateful for this assistance， even though since this 
notable case of cooperation the Institute has steadfastly refused to acknowledge my 
letters， let alone answer them. 
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This is what Lüning is exerCÎsed about-but  which is it， “rule" or 
“dictatorship"? Let us continue  and see. 

There is a great deal of truth in thesc views ofMarx， he goes on to say: there 
are struggles between classes in histolγ (he next calls them “castcs of socicty，" 
spcaking in his own voicc); thcre are “harsh contradictions i n  social life"; thc 
“ knifc and forll' qucstioll" (brcad-and-buttcr question) cannot bc ignorcd; 
labor is thc “slavc" of capital; a1l this is a n  “unnatural statc of aflairs" and 
cannot last. AII of thcse conccssions naturally lead up to thc main indictmcnt 
ofMarx’s viewpoint: 

Thc  rcsult of the prcsent rcvolutionarγ movements will in the end be 
what Marx denotcs as “rule" ofthe working class. I t  is pl'obable that a 
d ictatorship instituted by thc re、'olutiomuγ party， predominantly 
through thc weight of the working class， wm dircct the tr:msition from 
thc old to the Ilew society， no  matter how a llgry the gods of  the 
Stirncrian Olympus in  thc ßerlin Abemlpost gct ovcr this limitation on 
pcrsonal  frecdom.26 

To interrupt for a comment: it is c\car that Lüning’s target is the “rulc" of the 
working class-hc stresscs that word himsclf. He conccdcs what his own 
social-dcmocratic ieadcrs h ave already made dcar-that the transition 
will cntail a “dictatorsh ip." It is important to notc that thc dictatorship he  
accψts is one instituted by  thc  lcading party， and thc  reiationship to  the 
working class which he envisagcs is that the dictatorship of the party will bc 
bascd on the “ weight" of  thc working dass. The implication is that the 
working class i s  thcre to be uscd as a “ wcight，" as an instrumcnt. (Thc 
modcrn reader s hould not think of Stalin but-Louis ßlanc!) 

Lct 1IS now cOl1tinue with thc passagc， for he has j ust  gotten to thc point of 
unshcathing the knife. τhc targct i s  “ rule": 

ßut  class rule is always an immoral alld irrationai condition; and 
though wc I'cgard the rule of thc working dass as a hundred timcs morc 
morai and rational than the rule of the classcs of Junkcrs and síock­
cxchange 、，volves-becausc thc formcr comprises useful membcrs of 
socicty and the lattcr uscless ones-yet wc can (at the risk of bcing 
thrown in among the “pctty-bourgcois dcmocrats") 1ind the aim and 
the goal ofthc p rcsent-day revolutionary movcmcnts Ilot in thc trallsfer­
ellce ofrule fr011l one class to unotlzer but  in  the destructioll of class differellces. 

Thcrc it  
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disappear by themselves， namely， that a person who contributes nothing 
toward fulfilling the purpose of society can idly carouse and live i n  
luxury， while another w h o  toiIs in  drudgery for the service of and in  the 
interest of society and devotes all h is  strength and abilities to it [like a 
n ewspaper editorl mllst live in want  and Imnger. 

I t is only in the middle of his secon d  instaUment that Lüning starts teUing 
his readers about the content ofMarx’s work. In this connection one should 
recall the point that Jenny Marx had made in  her ietier to Weydemeyer: 
namcly， that the cllstomary contcnt of such a review article was a presentation 
of the writing， with “short extracts"-cnough to make the publication 따lown 
and promote it: certainly not a polemic on social theory. The heading over 
Lüning’s article suggested the simple， standard approach: it was merely the 
name of Marx’s magazine plus “by Karl Marx." And this critique was 1101 
siglZed-not at  the beginl1ing 01' the end. 

Lüning was， in fact， treating Marx’s work not in the simple， standard way 
but as the work of a political opponent. τhis after a cOllple of years of 
protestation that the trouble with Marx was that he was so hard 011 people 
who disagreed with him! 

There was another example ofthis p attern， which we can covcr hcre only in  
part. T h is was  Lüning’s treatment ofEngels’ contribution to the NRZ Revueon 
“T h e  German Campaign for a Reich ConstitutÎon.，，27 Liining took swipes at 
Engels ' piece in the first paragraph of his  mst instal1ment and in the last 
of his iast， pretending great scorn， in a virulent tone that can only bc accounted 
for i f we assume that he was aHowing h imself to write in  Engels' case the way 
he would have l.iked to have done in M깐rx’S. 

As we have seen， Marx frrst clltertaincd thc idca of taking up Lüning’s 
political atiack in  his own magazine， i.n which case he would 110 doubt have 
discussed its theoretical content. As it was， Marx’s response to Bernsteinism­
aVflllt-la-lettre had to wait till 1 879.28 For whatever reason (there is 00 record of 
h is thinking on the matter) he plainly decided to limit himself to a velγ blÎef， 
indeed curt， ietier to the editor on  o o e  point which (he feIt) oeeded 00 
theoretical argumentation. 

We have to q uote the whole ofMarx’s letier in order to show what is not in it 
as well as to elucidate its several references. 

[Locus  31 
STATEMENT 

To the Editor ofthe New Deutsclze Zeitlllzg: 
111 your paper’s feuil leton o f  June 22， this year， you taxed me with 
advocating the rule and tlze dictatorsltip oftlze working class， while as against 
me you put  forward the abolitio1t of class differences altogetlzeκ 1 do not 
u nderstand this correction. 
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You knew very 、vell that the Mall까sto ofthe COll/lI1l1l1ist Part)’ (published 
before the February Revolution in 1 848)， p. 16， says: “、;Vhen in the 
struggle against the bourgeoisie the proletariat necessarily unifies itself 
as a class， makcs itsclf thc ruling class through a rcvolution， and as 
ruling cJass forcibly abolishcs thc old rclations of production， thcn 
along with thesc rclations of production it abol ishcs thc prcconditions 
of cxistcnce of class antagonism* and of cJasses in gcncral， and thcrcwith 
its own rulc a s  a cJass." 

You know that 1 advocatcd thc same vicw in thc Misère de la Plzilosoplzie 
쩌gainst  Proudhon， bcforc Fcbrualγ 1848. 

Finally， thc velγ a rticlc you criticizc， p. 32， N umbcr 3 of thc N.R.Z. 
IRevllel， says: “Th i s  soci씨ism" (i.e.， communism) I“1 is the dcclaration 

01' the pcrmanence of thc revolution， thc c1ass d ictatorship of thc 
proletariat as thc ncccss3Iγ transit point to thc abolition of cJass distinc­
tions gencrally， to thc abolition of aU thc rclations of production on 
which thcy rcst， to thc abolition of all thc social rclations that corrcspond 
to thcse rclations ofproduction， to the rcvolutionizing of al1 thc ideas 
that rcsult from thcse social rclations. 1"1 

K. Marx， JUI1C 1850 

Engcls also had a short statcmcnt publishcd， on a point which docs not 
30 concern us now. 

5. MARX’S EQ UATION 

The phrase ‘dictatorship of the prolctariat’ had occurred in  Lüning’s article 
and  it was echoed Ìn Marx’s statcmcnt， but the fil‘st poillt to be madc is that 
ncithcr p iece was about this tcrm. Ncithcr Lünillg nor Marx saw any spccial 
p oi nt， to bc explained 01' dcfcndcd， Ìn thc usc of ‘dictatorship’ rathcr than 
‘rulc’. Tlzis was llot tlze problem. 

For Marx thc passagc i n  the Class Struggles ill France， which is our locus lc ， 3 1 

was assimilatcd in his own mind with thc two othcr passagcs hc  citcd. 
T h c  iïrst is from thc Manifcsto: wc have alrcady sccn this passage and its 

contcxt in Chaptcl' 8.32 That Marx citcd it as an equivalcnt of locus lc tcnds to 
confirm thc oftcn-cxprcsscd vicw that the Manifcsto’s formulation “rulc of thc 
p rolctariat" was cquatcd ill his mind with ‘dictatorship of thc prolctariat'. 

* Since this translation follows the 짜옹t edition of the Manifesto， we must note that， 
in citing the Manifesto here， l\'Iarx took the opportunity to correct a typographical error 
in the first edition， which， at the point shown by the asterisk， had omitted a comma. 
How this was treated in subsequent editions is a complicated story， but involves no 
subsíantive point. TIle diITcrence involved was between abolishing classes in general or 
abolishing “the preconditions of existence" for them.29 
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T h e  second passage adduced by Marx was the especialIy strong statement 
at the end ofhis Poverty ofPhilosoplzy: 

Does this mean that after the fall o f  the old society there will be a new 
cIass domination culminating in a new political power? No. 

T h e  condition for the emancipation of the working class is the 
abolition of all classes， j ust  as the condition for the emancipation of the 
third cstatc， of the bourgeois ordcr， was the aboHtion of aU estatcs and 
all orders. 

T h c  working class， in the coursc of its devclopmcnt， wiU s ubstitute 
for the old civH society an association which will exclud-� classes and 
their antagonism， and therc will be no  more political power properly 
so-called， since political pl?�ver is precisely the official expression of _ _ '- _ _  ，=_" _ _ _ ， _A=_ 33 anta!!onism i n  civil societv. 

There is still another invocation of the abolitioll of aU c1asscs in thc VClγ last 
paragraph. Truly， the emphasis hcre was ovcrwhelmillgIy not on the “rule" 
but on the abolition 01' dasscs. 

T h e  third citation， from the very al"ticIe Lüning was reviewing， was the 
game-winnillg  point. That this NDZ exchange was not at  aU centered around 
‘dictatorship’ o f  any sort， but squarely around the basic concept o f  ‘class rule' 
in any form， was fully confirmed by Lüning’s rejoÎl1der to Marx’s statement: 

As regards the corrcction by Herr Marx， 1 am gIad 1 can admit that it 
is well-fo unded. The remark about the abolition of class differences is 
fou nd， to be sure， even in one  ofthe articles l.ll1der discussion; but it 
comes in so incidentally that surely many people have overlooked it， as 
1 did.  Therefore 1 am not even verγ sonγ 1 made the ermr. For Herr 
Marx himself， and even more his supporters， constantly put  the accent 
on the rule of the class， the abolitioll ofwhicn they let peep out  only 
reluctantly as a later concession. I n  contrast 1 wished to place the 
aboIition in  the foreground， as the goal and aim of the movement.34 

UnIike his  article， which had been printed without a by-Une， Lüning 
appended his name to this rejoinder. 、Veydcmeyerclaimed credit for pressing 
Lüning i nto coming out  behind the screen of anonymity. 35 

I n  his rejoinder Lüning made out that the “remark about tl1e abolition "  
w a s  concealed in  some other part ofMarx’s article， hard t o  find a n d  hence 
easy to overIook， when in  fact it  was before his eyes in  the very same sentence 
about the “rule" and the “dictatorship." In this， Lüning was pioneering the 
system that was going  to domin ate the whole first era of Bernsteinian Revi­
sionis m-namely， the pretense that the difference was not a basic clash of 
political position but  .athe. a secondary matter of emphasis， in which mistakes 
by Marx 、，Vel"e to b e  cleaned u p  to produce a befter version 01' Mandsm. 
Lüning struck the posture of advocatin g  the “rule" but merely wishing to 
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spotlight the “ abolition끽 an  odd c hoice， this， for a practical reformist to 
concentrate attention on a dim future rather than an immediate political goaI. 
In fact， of course， what LünÎng rejeded was the velγ idea of the conquest of 
political power by a dass movement of the proletariat. Where Bernstein was 
going to get the idea of denouncing this as “Blanquism，" LiinÎng resorted to a 
feint about “emphasis." 

Speaking of  emphasis， the passage (Iocus lc) as cited here by Marx was 
stripped of Hs typographical emphasis in  the NDZ， though there is no way to 
Imow whether this omission was due  to Marx’s leUer or Liining’s editing. 

Tha  t Lün ing  was uneasy about any working-class “ I"ule，" whether it was in  
the  background 01" foreground， was  further ilIustrated in  his 1"에oinder to 
Engels' statement. Here he intimated tl1at it was iIlegitimate to talk about the 
proletariat Îtself (let alone its rule) since “the sharply defined classes in h is 
[Engels’1 sense is a result of h is schematism， which 1 do not find in life." 
Although L üning had begun by a cknowledging the existence of classes in  
historical struggles (though they q uickly turned into “castes")， he showed 
that κfarx’s a nalysis of the recent c1ass struggles in France was perturbing to 
his  own sense of c1asslessness. 80 it transpired tl1at this honest burgher’s 
d isagreement with Marx-far from having anything to do with the ‘dictator­
sh ip  of the proletariat’'-was not even Iimited to the “ rule" of the same， but 
was in fact over the class basis of political power in general， Ilot to speak of  the 
very existence of a “proletal'Ïat." 

Finally， there was Lüning’S interesting side-blow against .those “suppOliers" 
of Marx 、vho “constantly put  the accent on the rule of the c1ass." Lüning， who 
had briefly been a member of the Communist  League， no doubt knew a 
n umber of Marx’s supporters， but he may well have had specially in mind the 
particu lar Marx supporter who 、vas his own associate editor and brother-in­
law， Weydemeyer. Given Lüning’s own “accent，" this may 01' may not tell us 
something about Weydemeyer， but  we may bear it in mind when we return to 
thc l aUer for locus 4. 

The main conclusion fmm this account is this: for l\’'larx’S opponent as well 
as for Marx， ‘rule of the proletariat’ and ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ were 
equated one to the other. This  equation will l"emain oUl' guide throughout. 



This  chapter brings together somc developments that 
up in the train of loci 1 and 2.  N one of these is central to our story， but they 
have this in common: thcy iIIustrate how not rcacted to talk 
about  proletarian 

1 . ’S  “ D ICTATORSHI P "  

In 1830 t h e  future statesman Joha nncs 
student who had been won over to communism 
takcn part in thc revolution， and the Communist 
1 840s. Thcn in his own person he actcd out of the 
libcralism. 

From an Ìl1itial radicalism， he moved the 1850s， as 
lawycr in Göttingen， and by 1 859 found the Nationalvcrcin. Hc was 
mayor of Osnabrück for many ycars， a leadcl' of the National Libemls 
from 1867 on，  a director of the 
1 870-1 873， mayor ofFranl{furt in 1879. the in 
helpcd reorganize the Natiol1a‘ LiberaIs， became minister of업nance 
the 1 890s， and in 1897 reccived the honor of ennoblement， ncnceforth 
known as “von Miquel." ln his last years h e  moved Iibcralism to 
Bismarcl{Ìan conservatism. The mirror of  German 
he was an eminent man in the last ofthe nineteenth century. 에'e may 
add，  as a contriblltion to curiosa， that Miquel continued to “inside" 
poIitical informatÎon to Marx for some years after abandoning revolutlonary 
politics， apparently u nder duress (fear of exposure of his political past). 

Some time in the summer of 1 850* Miquel wrote his first letter to “to 
enter into closer relations."1 By this time he had no doubt read Marx’s Cl，αss 

* On the dating o f  M iquel’s letter， see Speci값 Note D， SectioIl 6. 
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Struggles in France and very Iikely al50 the exchange in the Neue DelltscheZeitllug. 
In  his leUer Miquel began with a sl10rt political autobiography， ending 

with l1is current position as εommunist organizer in Göttingen. Politically-

( 1 )  assure you that your aims al'c mine. Communist and athcist， 1， like 
you，  wan t  thc dictatOl앙lip o f the working class. 

얘'e n ote that Miqucl ascribes this idca to Marx; Blanqui is nowherc 
mentioncd. Thc myth that ‘dictatorship of thc prolctariat’ was a tcrm affectcd 
by the Blanquists was at any ratc unkno‘，yn to Miqucl. 

ßut  this revolutionary studcnt likcwisc knew littlc about Marx’s aims， nor 
had he cver scen Marx couplc “communist" and 깐lthcist" as a p이itical 
p rogram in this typical Jacobin-Ieftist way. Miqucl had absorbcd his lcftist 
idcllS üudging from his own lcttcr) fi'om Km'J ßlind llnd Picpcr; llnd as wc rcad 
his lettcr wc Clln have no  doubt about thc course hc  will take when thc CL split 
bctwccn Marx and Willich-Schapper forccd him to choose. 

1 choosc my mcans solcly and cxclusivcly according to cxpcdicncy. But 
1 separatc mysclf from you in this rcspcct: 1 am firmly convinccd that 
thc 11ε�l(t rcvolutioll will bring thc pctty-bourgcoisie to thc hclm . . .  

This a llcged diffcrencc is confused， since Marx would havc agrced with thc 
last statcment， but wc will not tJγ to sort it o ut. MiqueI’S OWI1 pl'Ogram (he 
、，ycn t 011 to explain) callcd for opposing any cOl1stitucnt asscmbly. Hc was in 
favor of “ tcrrorism" in particular cascs (whatcvcr that meant to him) and 
“ local anarchy"-thcsc in ordcr to “ makc up for what we lack 011 a largcr 
scalc. " 

Class-consciousness is altogcthcr lllclång În most Gcrman workcrs; we 
must cXjlloit thc pCl'sol1al hatrcd， thc dcsire fol' rcvenge by the pcasant 
against thc usurcr， the cmbirtcl'mcnt of thc dlly-laborcr against thc 
“mastcl'''; in  everγ individual 10Clllity (sincc wc do not yct havc a 
ccntcr) we must tcrrorizc quickly and intcllsively . . .  씨! C must not Ict 
thc pctty-bourgcois take a brcathillg-spcll; wc must drivc thc rcvolu­
tionary fUlγ to its pcak through thc pctty-bourgcois’s own mcthods­
then pcrhaps for a short timc wc will succccd in carrying through thc 
dictatorship of our party. 

This lille o f thought was familiar: sÌllce thc workers are not class-coIIScious， 
wc approach thcm on a morc primitivc lcvcl-in fact with thc samc jlolitical 
mcthods that Marx (ullbelmown to Miqucl) was scckillg to combat. There 
was more of  this in his IcHer: 

But  how do this without a common plan， without a supreme 
command， without a common will of the leaders-this is what 1 havc 
been llsking myself for a year now . • . .  1 saw that 1 was dependcllt on  
myself alone; and with my closcst fricnds began to  sct  up  a league whose 
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u ltimate uim was communism， whose first principle was “the end 
sanctifies the means，" and whose first law was “ unconditional 
obedience. " 

Thus  MiqucI his homc-brcwcd rediscovcry of what the Jacobin 
Icft had been doing for about a half ccntmγ. To say that ’s vicw of 
dictatorship was “ Blanquist" would be to mistake the for tl1e whole: 따g 
had absorbed the general notion of dictatorship that permeated the Jacobin 
left， ofwhich thc Blanquists rcpresented a sector. His letter breathed the spirit 
of crude “ revo!utionism" characteristic of alI 、w‘11'110 were disgusted ‘w찌it야tl1 the pink 
soc떠ia떼1-’-’.democra없t않s and aspired to be revolutionaries. We should note in  
cular that， like Lüning if from a different standpoint， he automaticaUy asso­
ciated dictatorship with “ of our party." This was the left-
socia!istic of the day， not some furure deformation. 

What did not yet grasp at all was that Marx was to move the 
idea of dictatorship into a different context， to transform this protean notion of 

into a morc political idea: cl.αss VVhen 
found out  야lC difference betvveen Marx and he for 

in the εL. 

understood Marx’s idcas and was nevea- even 
that his tt>"，no，r"，"γ llirtation with communism was due to the 

for IJolitical activism‘ plus “a certain 

2. Er‘ RAVING 

Around 
title Vorgeschmack in die 
of the F‘uture German 에arx and _ .. ，.， ... _， ‘ 
One  might think tl1at this sensational  title would excite admira-
tioll for its author’s and this would have been the 
destiny of the not make 
that this was 

X‘h e  into socia!ist histo!γ finds Ol1t that ceγtain nurnber 
were al1tomatic reflexes. The hvo 

tìnancial 
and or bureaucratic dorninatiol1 of sorne 

8ort. IfSn찌th faUs out with Jones over the fate of  a revolution 01" the destinv of  
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the world， Jones will be immediately accused of robbing some organization or 
seeking to run it as his barony， preferably both， but in that order. The fact that 
these charges were sometimes true was only one reason for the pattern， which 
has becn more important in wrecking socialist organization than all counter­
revolutionary government measures taken togethel'. There is an additional 
historical principle at work here: the chances are very good that the main 
danger of dictatorship came from the one maldng the charge， not its target. 

Marx was on the receiving end of this system no more than was his fair 
share.4 Acutely aware of the pattern， he bankrupted himself (at the end of the 
NRZ period in 1 849) in order to leave 00 room for the charge that he had 
“enriched himself at the expense of  the workers" (the standard form of 
denunciation)-without however �lVoiding the attention of the hooligans who 
in every period have befouled the socialist movemcnt. But at  this point we are 
concemed with knee-jerk B. 

T h e  flrst opponent of Marx， as far as 1 know， who knee-jerked into this 
pattern was Karl Heinzen. Back in 1 847 Heinzen had launched a campaign 
against communism in the Brussels left-democratic press， no doubt in respollse 
to the fact that the C‘)mmunist circle around Marx was becoming too inUuell­
tial on the left.5 His anticommunist articles 까'el'e rebutted by 
Engels， then by Marx in an essay “ MOl'alizing Criticism and Critical 
M orality.，，6 111 September 1847， Karl Schapper took a very conciliatory tone 
in 긴n u nsigned statement for the Communist League， urging the need for 
u nity between comm u nists and other democraís on that pmi of a progressive 
program they agreed on， such as a democratic republic.7 

H cinzcn spurned such overtures with principled anticom munist fury" ln 
1 848 he a εt titled Die llelden des teμtsc/!ell K.μIIIl11unismus (The 
Hcrocs of Gcrman “dedicllted" to r댐arx. Here he rejected any 

w’i th  the Cúmmunists bccause 

what the εommunists ul1derstand republic [isl Ilothing but an 
institutiol1 in which a Blanqui is to get a base prepared for the 
comm u nist dictatorship.。

lt m u st not be supposed that this meant Heinzen opposed dictatorship on 
d emOCl"atic principle. He was entirely sympathetic to Kossuth’s， Blanc’s， and 
others’ conception of  a good dictatorship by good democrats， and there is 110 
reason to suppose him averse to tηling his own hand， if Humanity were to call 
h im into service. 

T h e  pnmphlet by ’rellcl'Îl1g was as clinical a case of knee-jerk denunciation 
as any k‘lOWll. Eduard von MUller-TeUering was originally a Iav"yer in 
εoblenz; he held a post in the γ system ulItil 1 846， then quit， and set 
out on travels. 1n 、lienna the 1째8 revoluti‘)11， he became the local 
correspondent for Marx’s Neue RheinÎsche ZeÎtllllg by laíe J u ly， withollt having 



14， More Reverberatiolls 231 

e、Icr mct Marx， who visited Vienna only in August-Septembcl". Tellering’s 
articles from Vienna against the brutal n'caction that smashed the revolution 
were fiel'y and full of revolutionaIγ feR'Vor-“violently revolutionary to an  
cxtravagant extent，" Engels said later.9 Expelled from Vienna at the year’s 
cnd， Tellering came to Cologne to edit Hermann Bccker성 Westdeutsc!ze Zeitrmg; 
and befOl'e long he published a denunCÎatOlγ pamphlet against Bccker. 

111 reply to al1 Înquirγ l1ear the end ofhis Ufe， Engels recalled what he knew 
about Tellering: 

Our  Vienna  correspondent was a certain Mül lel'-Tellering from 
Coblenz， fanatical like all Coblenzers and a first-c1ass hrawler. After his 
return to Germany， he came first to εologne at the end o f ’\t9 and 
started a bl'awl with Red Becker. Then he came to London; 00 accOl.mt 
of some unimportant personal business (which， given somewhat less 
perversity on his part， would have been straightened out in two minutes 
of  conversation) he immediately staπed a brawl with us too， and right 
off launched a p a m p hl et， .• Then h e  went to America， tried to raise a 
stink against us，  but  faded away veη， SOO".IO 

The “personal b usiness" over which Tellering exploded like a 따'ccracker 
was (hard to bε but Tellering says so) something about 섬ckets to 
GWEA ball which Engels refusoo to help him get free.1 l  Ifone declines to 
believe him， then the alternative explanation is that he  was a mental case 
(which many belicvcd anyway) 01' that the whole thing was a pretext， which 
hypothesis is not illconsisíent wÎth al1y other. Cel‘tainly， Tellerillg had already 
shown that he was Iining up politically with the right-wing German Democratic 
wing of the emigration and against Marx’s f1'iends.1 2  By April， we find， 

Dr. 
rumor A) that the 
pocketing the funds it co!lected.l3  

of the anti-Marx cliqu e  in the emigration 
etc.) and was helping to spread the 
commit1ee s“pported by Marx 、γas

Sm:h were the  circumstances undea' which this “ i.rst-dass brawler" 
announced Marx’s future dictatorship. Evcn $0， TeUering’s pamphlet is 
deeply disappointing to a생 of us who want to find out what dictatorial crimes 
i째arx had commiHerl; for this information never appe�m;. τhe writing is often 
incoherent; one neveγ finrls out what he is complaining， 01' ranting， 
.\bout-outsi혀e of the fad that GWEA， 01' the CL， expelled him 00 the basis of 
a commission headed by Willich (who was already Marx’S opponent in the 
League， not his ally). 

Above the pamph let is filled with the coarsest anti-Semitic epithets of  
the lúnd. To cal l  this pamphlct  antÎ-Semitic may be  misleading， for 
that label has been somewhat devalued by mÎsuse. An artide， which tells f.'lr 
more than �myone wants to know abou t  TeIleril1g and his pamphlet， rightly 
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says t h a t  its a nti-Sem itic gibberish “recails the Nazi Stiirmer" This article 
d eploi'es the fad that other opponen ts o f  s u ch a s  “Heinzen， Ruge， R. 
Schramm， Struve， WilI ich， etc." took up Tellering as  if  he were a respectable 
p el'son，  a n d  that  Arnold even sought to “ exa!t" Tellerin g  at Marx’s 
expense 해 a p iece in the Bremen p ress. 14  T h e  writer was a pparently unaware 
o f t h e  u nwritten law of anti-Marxism， which is that a nyon e  who attacl<s Marx 

is a p u re a n d  moral person interested only i n  Truth a n d  Justice. 

τ h i s  disappointing p a mp hlet with the sensational title does n othillg with its 

‘ d ictatorship ’ theme， either. ‘Dictator’， ‘dictatorship’， ‘dictatorial’ are used a 
few as when Tellerin g  exdaims: “ Ma rx， the fuíure Gennan dictator， is 
a Jew . . . " 15 B llt thel'e is no reference to the tcrm 01' idca ‘dictatorship of thc 

ill a ny form， alth o u g h  Tellering has clearly read Marx’s Class 
Struggles in Frallce (fol' h e  refcrs t o  i t)， h e  d oes n ot mentioll its passagcs on any 
releval1t m atter. 

After Tcller‘ took h is half-cracked brain to America i l1 1852， Marx 

hcard echoes of his antico m m u nist imprecation s  floating back 

across t h e  Atlantic. It seems that M a rx “had something" o n  that 
would “ demolish him， not o n ly i n  the eyes o f  our pal'ty but i n  thc cyes o f  αII 

"16 Bu t  h e  w a s  relllctant to u s e  it: “ To l a u n c h  a scandal wÎth 
s u c h  a crackbγain would do him too much honor， alld that is  the whole aim of 
h ‘ ’ 1 7 IS m a n e u ver. 

Bu t  ‘ ’ (Telleringsclze) e ntered Marx’s 

word describe a vilc slandcrer. T h i s  is a kind of 

3. 、 ’S “ mc갱r A TORSHIP" 

vocabularγ as a 

、γe c a ll observe before 1874 、vhell will comment 011 it 
while Marx persists Î n  speaking ofclass d i ctatorship， evclγone 

else thinks of d i ctatorship În the traditional tcrms. This is scarcely surprising， 
to be S U l'e， for it takes time and expel"Ïence for a new idea to sÎnk in.  

N ow we h ave to see húw this pattern-rcversion to traditiúnal dictatorshiI←­
was truc evcn 01' that section 01' the εomm u n ist that with Marx in 
1 850: the 재v'iIIich-Schapper grollp，  which conti n u ed to Ilse thε Leaguc’s 
n a m e. 

T h  e traditional  was already i ndicatcd În the debatc that  took 
when the Ccntral εommittee spl it  on Scptember 1 5， 1 850. Aftcl' κ'Iarx’s 

exposition of the 씩'illich-Schapperite positio n， 18  Schapper replied in a spccch 
that  i n cl u d cd the  following: 

The issue is  whcther a t  the outset 、ve o u rselves do the  head-chopping 01' 
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get our  heads chopped off. • • • 찌lhen we get in， we can take such 
measures as assure the proletariat of rule. 1 am fanatical about this 
view. But the Central Committee has favored the opposite.‘9 

It must be noticed that in Schapper’s perspective--not argued but taken for 
granted-the Communists' conquest ofpower does not establish the rule o f  
the proletariat: it makes possible t h e  (subsequent) taking of measures to 
“assure" the rule of the proletariat. If there is a substantial inierval behl'eel1 
the rule (dictatorship) of the paliy and the rule (dictatorship) of the pl"oletariat， 
Schapper would not be surprised. The immediate goal is asslll1led to be tlte dictat(>r­
shψ ofthe victorious party， 01" at  Ieast of its Ceníral Committee. This was nOl a 
“Blanquist" deviation;  it was the standard leftist view， which the B1anquists 
pl"opel" natul"ally shal"ed. 

This view of the mattel" was confirmed by the line of the Willich-Schapper 
Ieague after it tOl"e free of the Marx tendency and ‘vent off on its 아vn.  The 
WiIlichized league reverted to the conspiratOl'ial pattern that Marx had 50 
sharply l imned in his book review only a few months before，zo and thus it made 
it easy for the German government to s tage the Cologne Communist tl1al of 
1 852 on the basis of agent-provoked “ plots，" as Marx explained in his 
pamphlet  on the trial.21 Part of the government’s case was based on real 
documenís seized in house searches-documenís produced by the WiIlich­
Schapper group to define their own politics. In the summer of 1851 the 
group’s Paris congress adopted a programmatic s tatement o f  directives in case 
of revolution， titIed “Instructions for the League Before， During and After the 
Revolution." This and othe." docu menis， including a Iist of “Demands of the 
People，" were published b y  the government as part of the indicíment. * 

These Willich-Schapper documenís contain n o  formulation resembling 
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’. 

The  “Demands of the People" is actualIy a Iist of measures to be taken by 
the victorious revolution. The  fil"st poin t  would h ave been treated by Marx 
with simple hilarity: “At the moment the revolution breaks out， all existing 
govemmental authorities cease to exist"-would it  were so! The second point 
gets d own to Willichite reality: the “armed people" elect revolutionary 
committees “which take all power into their hands" and 5end delegates to a 
central committee; and “Th 

* Both documenís are cited here from a curious pamphlet published in 1920 by a 
Social-Democratic official explaining his conversion to the Communist Pa며r: Emst 
Drahn ’s Karl Marx 1I1/d Friedric!Z Ellgels lleber die Diktatur des Proletariats. He cites the 
documents from an old compilation by the German police chiefs 찌'ermuth and Stieber 
(see Bibliography). Drahn assumes that Marx ntust have agreed with them， for he has 
not the least idea of the relation of the Willich-Schapper group to Marx.22 
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revolutionary committees， and will b c  assigned to commissars appointed by 
the Central CommiUee.，， 23 

Thc dictatorship of the Central εommittee is reiteratcd in thc “Instruc­
tions，'’ which offcrs a somewhat more detailed scenario in its Section B . Not 
o n ly has the “dictatorship of  the p r띠etariat" disappeared: the proletariat 
itself has vanished， its place being taken by something called the “ fourth 
estate." The revolution puts all p owcr in the hands of the Peoplc’s Anny， 
which is “ u nder the control of the rcprcscntatives o f  thc fourth estatc" 
(though there is no provision for the clectioll of these “represcntativcs"). As 
bcfore， thc “Însurrectionary committees" elect a Ccntral Committec. ‘ιrhis 
Ccntral Committec has dictatorial p owcr，" statcs the program laconically as 
beforc. 

AII govcrnment subdivisions arc “committees": 

At the head of  each stands a govcrnmcnt commissar. At the disposal of 
each commissar is a detachmcnt o f the revolutionmγ ’s Army. 

The socioeconomic program caHs for a thoroughgoing mHitarization of 
labor. * The new state， whièh will bc thc “societal capitalist" (Gesellschaflskapi­
tαlist)， guarantees a j o b  to CVCIγ citizen. 

τhosc 、vh o llre employcd in this way are state workers IStaαtsarbeiterj， 
and  thcir exisfence is inseparably boulld up with that of the new state. 
찌'herc the workcrs arc rcvolutional'y， thc clectiol1 offorcmcn will bc lcft 
to thcm; whcre thcy arc not， the lartcr will bε decided thc commissars. 

T h c  la5t scntcllce is my favoritc: its contemplatioll is recommended. 
T h e  program then providcs for the fusion of People’s Army and 

statificd labor force， 잉nd for the complcte statification of all children. Near thc 
e ll d ，  looking to thc future， there is finally a provision for the eventual introduc­
tion o f u llivcrsal suffrage.25 

Elaborations of s uch plans ior p ariy dictatorships werc a dimc-a-dozen 
În this pcriod， and WiIlich’s fantasy should not bc considcred spccially 
intcrcsting-except in onc rcspcct: the peoplc who adopted this document at  
thcir cOllgrcss 、vcrc， in cfIect， coul1terposing i t  to  the  political statcmcnts 
p revÎously written for thc CommullÎst League by Marx. Thc WiUich-Schappcr 

* This is the opposite of the conception of a n  “indnstrial anny" pioneered by Chades 
Fourier， adopted by Weitling and Théodore Dézamy， VClγ popular in the early socialist 
movement， also ll1entioned in the COIl1I11I1/list Mon판'slo. This idea looked to the indus­
trialization of the ll1ilitary， not the ll1i1itarization of industry， that is， the tral1sforll1ation 
of the arll1y i n to a frall1ework for useful l abor. It ll1erged with another leftist proposal， 
for p utting standing arll1ies 10 productivc use instead of havÎng thell1 sill1ply draining 
off resources. Marx associated the militalγ like regimentation of labor with the organ­
ization of labor in the modern factorγ， as described velγ early in the Manifesto and 
E ngels' CO/lditioll oftlze Workillg Closs ÎII Ellg1a/ld， and most vi、삐y i n  Capital.24 
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statements do not  contain the least echo ofthe political thinking found  in (say) 
the Ma1'ch “Add1'ess to the Communist League." 

Ma1'x and his friends did not have to wait fo1' the discovery of these 
documents to acquainted with 애'illich’s yearning f01" a mi1ita1'Y dictator-
ship;  this was a by-word. In the fall of 1 850 Conrad Schramm set out  
to get  documentary cvidcnce by means o f  a tricl{ 01' hoax. He wrote a lettcr to  
Willich in the  name o f  Hermann Becke1' of  Cologne， offcring 얘'iliich a 
“military dictatorship，" specifying the complctc supprcssiol1 of the press， ctc. 
“That ass" WiUich fcU into the trap， “bombarded" Bccker with letters about 
this coming glory， 3nd “readied an emiss:u f for immediate " (So 
Marx summarized the ploy in 

. . .  IWiIlichj  has  already adopted the lordly ways of a Cromwell has 
grown irritable， no longcr toleraícs any contradiction， and has assigned 
Becker the task of  revolution in  Cologne， after which he 

26 declares himsel f  to take over the  supreme command. 

The  Ictters sent by this “commul1ist CromweU" (Marx’s termi7 apparently 
laid ou t  Willich’s dictatorial conccptions ill some detail.28 Engels chortled 
ovel' Schramm’s hicl{ to smoke out 、rVillich’s real ambitions: WiUich was a 
“mutton‘lead" for Ilot having secn through the offer of dictatorship--“But the 
opportunity for a miIitaiγ dictatorship in the Rhine without any 
p ress that could bother h im， sαpristi， this naturally must have turned the head 
of this woodenheadcd dllffer. Typical master-at-arms and driU-sergeant 
type ! ，，29 I t  seems according to 、rVilIich’s epistohuγ revela디OllS， “ all 
‘literary elements' were to be eradicated root and branch and the dictatorship 

，30 ofthe mobilized Eifel peasants proclaimed.’ 
Later， when Willich was publishing scurrilous attacks on Marx in  America， 

Marx reíurned to this episode in his reply， quoting a statement by Wilhelm 
Steffen， wl10 had seen Willich’s letters to Becker-

I letters， wrote Steffen) in which the great Field Marshal and social 
Messiah sends out  from Englal1d the order to captul'e Cologl1e， to 
confiscate pl'ivate property， to establish aD artificially contrived miIitaη 
dictatorship， to introduce a military-social code of to ban all 
newspapers except 01le， which wouId h ave to p ublish orders about 
the prescribed mode of thought 

In his Hen Vogt (1860) Marx pl'inted another appreciation of Willich a s  a 
“despot.，， 32 In his 1 885 sketch o f the history ofthe Communist League， Engels 
included a vignette of Willich: 

. entirely the prophet， convinced of his personal mission as the 
predestined Iiberator of the German proletariat and as such a direct 
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claimant as much to political as  to militmγ dictatorship. Th us， to the 
p rimitive Christian communism previous\y preached by WeitIing was 
added a kind of communist  Is lam. 33 

In 1 85 1 ，  Willich’s “dictatorship" was still prominent in their minds when 
Marx and Engels ran Înto another case: Techow’S. 

4. TECHOW’S “DICT ATORSHIP" 

On September 23， 1 85 1 ，  whcn he  began writing a letter to Engels， Marx 
had jus t  read about the puhlication of the Willichite document “ Instructions 
&c." in the French and Gennan press and about police efforts to attribute it to 
thc “Marx p arty." A “stupid bllsiness，" he grumbled. What he really wanted 
to d iscuss in the letter， howevcr， was not 、"Iillieh’s jape， ‘vhich he dismissed 
with a few Iines， bllt an essay he had just  read in the NelV- }'orkerStaatszeitullg 011 
revollltion and war hy GlIstav Techow. Only-it led him back to WilIich， we 
will see. 

Gustav Techow， whom we have already met in connection with the Revolu-
34 tionäre Zentralisation grollp in Switzerland; " was an ex-Iieutenant in the 

P rllssian army， who had taken part in the storming of the Berlin arsenal at the 
o ll tset of the rcvollltion. ln 1 849 he became chief of staff of the Palatinate 
revolutionary army. After its defeat， he cmigrated to London， where he 
d iscussed RZ unity with the CommunÎst League. In 1 852 he was going to 
remove himself from our sccne by going to Australia. 

Techow’s long essay， titled “Outline of the Coming War，
，，3S envisaged a 

revolution combined with the inevitable war that would determine it’ Europe 
would be “ republican or Cossack." ßesidcs discussing some technical-military 
aspects of Techow’s article (Engels’ bailiwick)， Marx picked out and stated 
what would be his target: Techow’s basic “ political tendency" as expressed in 
his p resentation. 

Th is was the tlzesis that “ revolutioll had to be organÎZed as a military dictatorship in 
order to prevent the εxpressiOll 1끼'Jolitical d辦rellces witlzin tlze ranks oftlze revolutioll lllltil 
llfter t!te victory has been 1V01l. This was also the real issue behind WilIich’s 
fantasy-dictatorship， and wouJd continue to be a basic line of division in the 
socia\ist movement. This is of such great significance that it is remarkable that 
this letter has bcen so thoroughly ignored. 

First of all， Man summarized Techow’s viewpoint in such a 、vay as to make 
the choices obvious. Here the formulation of the question is almost enough to 
express the viewpoint. Marx presents Techow’s “lessons" ’ with the main 
targets underlined: 
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Constituent  assemblies of a countrγ are not capable of organizing for 
a war. They always waste tlzeir time 01Z queslÍolls ofinternal politics， while the 
time for their solution comes only after victory . 

. • .  Organization for a war， i n  the republican camp just  as much as in 
the royalist， can be based only on  compulsion [not on “political 
enthusiasm，" Techow s a y s J • • •  Even more than in the intemal organiza­
tion of a country， democratic pril!<:iples can be applied in armies only 
after the victory

-
of the revolution.36 

Still summarizing Techow’s view， he ties it u p  with Cavaignac’s dictatorship 
andWiI " i ch :  

[Techow believes] No revolution breaks out， i.e.， no pal'ty struggle， no  
civil war， no cIass discord， unti l  after the  ellding ofthe war and the  falI of 
Russia. But in order to organize these armies for this war껴rce is 
needed. And where is this force 10 come from? From General Cavaignac or 
a similar milita.rγ dictator in France who has his generals in Germany 
and  northem Italy. Voi/à /，α solutÊoll， which is Ilot velγ far removed from 
WilIich’s ideas.  

Marx argues tll a t  this conception is  false: 

World war， i.e.， ill the thillking of the revolutiollalγ Prussian lieutellallt， 
[means] the rule ofthe militalγ over the civil sector at least pl'O찌sionally. 
But  how any gelleral whate、rer-even if the old Napoleon himself rose 
from the grave--is to get not only the means but also this influence 
without  preceding and simultaneous Îlltemal struggles， without the 
damned 얀nternal politics"-아1 this the oracle is silellt. 

This  desire for revolution without “ internal politics，" without a democratic 
a rella of “discord，" is， Marx suggests， the aspiration ofDemocratic liberals， 
for it is they w l10  pretend that politics is “c1assless" : 

At least “the pious wish" ofthe  future world-warriors， which finds its 
suitable political expression precisely in the c!!.lssless politicians and 
Democ rats as such， has been ëlearly expressed.37 

Thus ，  by a principle well kllown to Hegel， the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois 
Democrats， who  objected 50 piously to “communist dictatorship，" found 
internal revolutionary democracy a terrible inconvenience and turned to  their 
own good dictatorship-as we have seen. 

Writillg to E llgels， Marx of course d id  not have to out the whole 
a rgumell t. Engels' reply speUed out some mor‘e of 、!’ respect to the 
military aspect that most insistently demands according to the 
Techow types: discipline . 

. • . aside from the wεII-intentioned 
“ illternal p oHtics，" hence the actual 
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as yet lIndiscovered (despite Cavaignac and WiI!ich)， and aside from 
this ve，"y characíerisíic political formulation o f  the view taken by these 
gentlemen on the revollltion， one should note， militarily speaking: 

(1) lron disciplinc， which alone can secure victory， is exactly the 
reverse of the “shclving of intcrnal politics" and of military dictatorship. 
Where is this discipline to come from? . .  ， It is an obviolls fact that 
disorganization of the army and thoroughgoing loosening of discipline 
have  up to now been both a prccondition and result of evcry victorious 

38 rcvolution. 

For Marx and Engels， the disciplinc of a revolutionary army had to arisc 
prcciscly out  of its “ intcrnal p olitics" ; for Tcchow and the WiIlich types， 
discipline was imposed by the ordinary hicrarchic militalγ structure， which 
a lways finds disscnt disturbing and disorganizing. 

lt  m llst not bc slIpposcd that either Techow or Willich rcprcsentcd some 
lIn llslI ally dictatorial p oint of vicw: cvcry militalγ structllre they kncw was a 
dictatorship， and if thc revolution was to be miIitarily cffcctivc， thcy 
instinctivcly fclt thllt it had to bc a dictatorship too. On thc bllSis of this 
thinking， II ‘dictatorship of thc proletmillt’ made no scnse. From Marx’s 
standpoint， thcy rcprescnted ncw “ Cromwclls" and “ Cavaignllcs" at thc 
Icvcrs of thc old military and statc strllcturcs. 

5. ECCARl US， T H E  “VRAI P EU PLE，" 
AND A NEAR-LOCUS 

Sincc  the  key to  thc  term ‘dictatorship of thc  prolctariat’ is the  concept of  
class dictatorsltψ， this concept i s  of interest to us whcncver we mcct it. 

Wc mcct it， for cxamplc， in an articIe by Marx’s fri.cnd and associatc J. G. 
Eccarills， in  Janllary 1851， pllblished in Hllrney’s Friend ofthe People AS “The 
Last Stagc of Bourgeois Society." Eccaril.ls， a tailor who was trγing to bccomc 
a political writcr， was gctting cagcr h clp from Marx at this timc， llnd thcre Clln 
bc littlc dOllbt  thllt Marx llt least prcvÌcwcd the manl.lscl"ÏlJt.39 

Eccadus’ main thcmc was thc rcvolutiollary basis for supporting bOllrgcois 
， rcforms-bllt， he emphllsizcd， oot as fliends but as focs of thc bourgcois rcfOlm 
movcmcll t. At  thc vcry end of the fOllr-part cssay， he formlllated the basic 
thcsis of the March “Address to thc Communist Lellgue." If we help them as 
foes， with independent dass organizlltion， “we can drive them farther than 
they wish to go themselves" and eventually dcfeat them. But if we coopcratc 
with them as friends， 、γe will be thrown Ìnto confusion whencvel' they choose 
to haIt  thc revolution. 
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I f  we cooperaie with them， we givc all command of  the course to be 
pursued into their hands， we submit to their d ic ta tors h i p  . . .  40 

Eccarius， of course， had read more than one  passage in which Marx had 
viewed the rule of the bourgeois democracy as a class dictatorship; there is no 
need to comment on  this IIsage. 

AIso of interest is an exchange of letters between Marx and Engels a few 
months later， În Dccember 1 851 ，  righ t  after Bonaparte’s coup. Marx’s first 
momentary reaction to the coup was “bewilderment，，，41 to such aD extent that 
he uncharacteristically fell into the syndrome of “ the worse the better": 
Bonaparte’s seizure of power may offcr better possibilities of revolution than 
“the National Assembly and its generals" (like Cavaignac). He added: “And 
the dictatorship o f th e  National Assembly was standing at  the gate.，，42 

T h e  “dictatorship of the National Assembly" would simply have meant the 
assu mption of all power by the represel1tative assembly of the democracy， 
power taken away from Bonaparte. We have met this usage， too， in Marx 
before. 

Engels' leHel"， the next d ay， expected Bonaparte to rule as a “ military 
d ictator，" basing h imself primarily 011 the army.43 Then， the day after， h e  
continued the discussion on the impact of Bonaparte’s coup with an  excursus 
to Proudhon’s latest bool<， which he  had just  read. The book was ldée G，강Il강rale 
de la Rél'olutioll; Proudhon’s introduction was addressed “To the Bourgeoisie." 
Contrary to myths about the Father o f  Anarchism， it was a straightfonvard 
call to the bourgeoisie to kindly make the revolution from above. Since it  
involved a conception of d ictatorship， let  IlS devote a word to the nostrum he  
was temporarily flogging， jus t  as h e  was shortly going to appeal to Bonaparte 
h imself to make the I'evolution which the bourgeoisie neglected. 

Proudholl appeaied to the bourgeoisie， which alone (he stressed) “proclaimed 
all  the revolutionary ideas" and  alone “put fonvard the principles and laid the 
foundations of the Revolution of the n ineteenth century-'“YOIl， bourgeois of  
Frall ce :  yours i s  the  initiative in the progress of humanity." In  1793， contil1ued 
Proudhon， the bourgeoisie had been temporarily o usted by “ the  salls-cuiotte 
people，"  the “ tribunes of the people "-“presumptuous . • .  chatterboxes." AlI 
the ‘atter could do was continue the bourgeoisie’s work. Unfortunately the 
bourgeoisie， feeling hurt， “ seemed" to turn to re 
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phrase “the true people" (l'rai peuple). As in many leUers between Marx and 
Engels， the line of argument is rather telescoped， or syncopated. (My bracketed 
interpolations are guesses.) 

See Proudhon: Appel à la Bourgeoisie， page 2. And what reasoning! I f the 
insurgents ( of June 1848?) were beaten， this is due to the fact that they 
were not the vrai pellple; the l'raÎ peuple cannot be beaten; and if the l'raÎ 
peμple did not tïght {against ßonaparte’s coup?]， this is dlle to the fact 
that it did not want to iight for the National AssemblYi to be sure， it may 
be objected here that the l'rai peuple， once victorious， would have becn 
d ictaíor itself， but it was unablc to think of this， bcing taken by slIrprise; 
and then too， it has becn duped so often!46 

It is deal' that Engels' statemcnt， “ thc vrai peuple， once victorious， would have 
been d icíator itse�" is formulated from Engcls’ standpoint， 1J0t Proudhon’s. 

I t  would be unfruitful to ÍIγ to pin down ProlldholJ’s thollght abollt the 
revolll tionary leaders who were not “of the [true] people" --given that he was 
celebrating the leaders of the bourgeoisie and its intellectuals as the represen­
ta tives of the People par excellence. 、Nhen Proudhon attacks the people of 1793 
for “ dictatorship，" the p resent-day reader may fail to understand that he is 
charging them with the sin of being extreme democrats. Latcr in his book， hc 
characteristically denounces “direct government" -meaning here government 
d irectly by an Assembly that chooses and controls the Execll tive. This “direct 
government" was the “stainvay to dictatorship" and the “anteroom to 

，47 despotism.’ 1n point of fact， insofar as Robespierre gained dictatorial power， it 
was by reversing this relationship; but do not send to ask of I)roudhon why the 
control of  an Executive by a democratic assembly Îs a step to dictatorship. 

No one  should think that Proudhon’s appeal to the bourgeoisie to malw 상le 
revolutiol1 was simply meant as a trick or some sort. In his journal， j ottcd 
down when he began to think aboui this book， he wrote down this germinal 
thollght:  “I t  is the bourgeoisie that 、.vill savc us. τhey want Iiberty.，，48 

In 1 852， when the bourgeoisie had not yet s씨ved Fral1ce， Engels wrote u p 
h is explanation of a question he  had been working on  since December. Erncst 
Jones’s Notes to the People gave his article a long explunatory titlc: “Real Causes 
Why the French Prolctari 

This is a good examplε of thc coordinale counterposition of‘ proletarian and 
bourgeois dictatorship. In fact， it may f'εasonably be argued that this passage 
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qualifies as an independent locus for the use of 닝ictatorship of the proletariat' 
in content if not in form (similar to locus lb). 

Like all such cases， the counterposition of  dictatorships makes c1ear that 
what is involved is the class cOlltent ofthe regime and not the f0I111 of government 
01' type of political institutions. 



찌Te now come to one of the two \oci most frequently cited， the only one that 
ocεu rs in a personal letter by Marx. \Ve will see that it too Îs a ，'everberation 
from 1 850. Explaining why it came to Marx’s pen at this point wiH throw some 
light on what he  meant by it. 

This  locus revolves a round the figure of Joseph Weydemeyer. It occurred În 
a leHer by Marx 10 Weydemeyer， but  by putting some facts together we 、、111
see that Weydemeyer was not so much the recipient as the begetter. 

1. I NTRODUCING 씨TEYDEMEYER 

Joseph 、Neydemeyer was born the same year as Marx， 1818， the son of a 
Prussian government otlicial in the 씨Testphalian city of Münster. Educated in 
a Berlin military academy， he entered on  a career in the army. As a 24-year­
old artillery lieutellant ill Minden， ill 1842， he became acquaillted with the 
circle aroulld the CologneRheillische ZεÌ!wzg. Marx was one ofthe contributors 
and supporters of the paper from the beginning of the year， alld ill October 
became editor. Weydemeyer discussed social questions with the Rheillische 
ZεÎtUllg people and in a study circle with fellow otlicers， some ofwhom likewise 
became com m unists (Willich， Allneke， Korff， Beust， for example). Having 
been imbued with socialist-communist ideas， Weydemeyer quit the army 
after six years as a professional officer， alld went over to journalism. 

10 18-14 he j oined the staff ofthc Trier'sc/te Zeitung， which was then influenced 
by Karl Grün's ‘True Socialism." H c  read The Holy Family and E ngels’ 
Comlitioll ofthe Working Class in Englalld， visited Marx in Paris， and in short by 
1845 became an enthusiastic supporter of Marx’s new ideas. In 1845 he 
eníered into a journalistic p:lrtnership with Otto Lüning， as an associate 
editor ofthe Westphälische Dampjboot. Visiting Marx in Brussels in 1846， he was 
definitively converted to Marx’s communism， and took part ÎIl the work of the 

242 
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Communist COlTespondence Committee in Brussels. In  1847 he joÎncd the 
Communist League along with Marx， and became aD organizatiol1al as well 
as Iiterary colleague of Marx’5， and also a warm personal fricnd. With the 
outbreak of the 1 848 revolution， he became active in which he 
represented at the first Democratic Congress. In July he 、，vent along with 
Lüning again to help edit the Nelle Delltsche Zeitcmg， flrst in Darmstadt and thcn 
in Frankfurí: here we met him in Chapter 13.1 

Weydemeyer remained on as an associate editor of the NDZ until govern­
ment harassment made continued publication of the pa!ler impossible， so that 
it ceased appearing in December 1 850. He ned in good time to Switzerland， 
remained active in the CL and in touch with Marx， but， unable to flnd work， 
finally decided to emigrate to the United States. 

Soon after arriving În New York in November 1 85 1 ，  he launched the journal 
Die Rel’olution， ofwhich t\vo issues appeared. D u ring the 1 85& he helped form 
the Proletarian League of New York along lines Înfluenced by his conception 
of Marx’s approach， was active Ìn the German-American labor movement 
(especially În a New York strike wave in 1 853)， helped establish Die 
until it died in April 1 854， did free-lance writing and lecturing. Then moving 
to Milwaukee for a job as notary and s urveyor， he worked in the socialist and 
labor movement there and in C hicago. Returning to New York， he continued 
his trade-un ion work， and in 1 857 j oined the Communist εIub of New York. 

The  Civil War impelled him Înto the U nion army， whefe he rose to colonel 
( 1 8 65). After the war he worked as a county surveyor in St. Louis， still writing 
for the German-American press. Throughout， up to his death in a cholera 
epidemic in 1 866， he remained a correspondent and disciple of Marx， according 
to his lights.2 

A word is necessary on the label “ disciple of Marx." There is a tendency in 
works on socialist historγ to pin the tag ‘Marxist’ on snyone who was inßuenced 
by Marx’s ideas in any way or to sny degree. How valid the label may be can 
only be discussed in terms of cases， but a general caution must be issued: 
Marx should not be held responsible for all the acts and words of eve!γone 
who was indebted to him for some degree of insight into social problems， The 
‘Mal‘xist’ label has been carried to absurd lengths-as when Lau:rence 
G ronlund is called a MarxÏst-but  even in a legitimate case Ii 
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imposed on the mass of common socialist-communist ideas which M상rxism was 
cventually going to replace. 

In actuality， what we are going to see is Weydemeyer hγing to express the 
ideas of the Commullist Mαf끼(esto， and doing the best he could. In this sense he 
was writing as a Marxist. 

2. WEYDEMEYER’S ARTICLE ON 
“ DICTATORSHIP" 

Immediately after his  arrival in Ncw York on Novembcr 7，  1 851，  
Weydemeyer began writing for the radical German-American press. He 
wrote his first article for what he considered the best of the local socialist 
publications， the Turn-Zeitung of New York， a semimonthly that had been only 
recently founded by the Turnerbund. Weydemeyer’s article appeared in the 
third number， dated January 1 ， 1 852， which also included the first installment 
of Engels’ Pεastlllt Wllr ill Gemwny (reprinted from the NRZ Rel'lI깅 as 、vell as 
Weydemeyer’s announcement of his own forthcoming weekly. 

The  title of Weydemeyer’s article was “Die Diktaíur des Proletariats" (The 
Dictatorship of the Proletariat). This was no doubt the only article with a title 
of this sort until the nventieth century. 

Yet， except glancingly in the last paragraph， the article had nothing to say 
llbout the ‘dictatorship’ ofthe proletariat. lt was about the rule of the proletariat 
as the 3im cxpounded in the COl/1/J1zwÎst fl.f(lllifesto. Most of the article is a 
condensation 01' a good pal't of the 1、1a llifesto.

There was a specilìc reason 、，vhy an exposition of the Manifesto would have 
been on Weydemeyer’s mind. Shortly before he sailed into New York harbor， 
the r얘anifesto had appeared for the first time În an American publica디on， even 
if ÎII unfinished form. Weitling’s R양mblik der A rbeiter had started nmning 
inst떠Iments on October and cut them off in mid-course on November 8 
(the after Weydemeyer‘s arrival). Since Weitling was furiously anti-Marx 
and had printcd attacks on Marx only weeks before， this was a surpris;ng 
development; but what had actuaIly happened was that 、Neitling’s departure 
from New York on a cross-country propaganda trip was u tilized by the 
subs tUute editor (、vho has not becn identified). The M:mifcsto installments 
stopped abruptly when Wcitling got back.3 

I‘his was not the only evidence ofinterest in the Manifesto. Eduard Ignaz 
Koch， an ex-priest who had tllken pmi in thc revolution in Gernumy， emigratcd 
in 1850， llud turned to journalism in New York， had recentiy wl"Ïtten Marx 
asking for a bundle 01" copics of the Manifesto. Marx sent him a batch of  
twenty， plus thc Macl'arlane English iranslation of 1 850， suggesting that he  
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publish the translation in pamphlet form. Then-no word from Koch. Even 
whiIe Weydemeyer was still on the high seas， Marx shot him a letter with some 
urgent p ublishing proposals， including the suggestion that Weydemeyer 
rescue  the Macfarlane translation from Koch and carry out the pamphlet 
publication plan.4 Weydemeyer found this letter awaiting him in New ￥orκ 
On December 1 he wrote back that he would trγ to get the English Manifesto 
edition published through New York Daily Tribrme editor Charles A. Dana; but 
in fact nothing ever came of the project.5 

Weydemeyer must have started writing his Tllrn-Zeitung a rticIe about the 
same time he was bγing to accomplish this plan. As mentioned， he expounded 
much of the Manifesto--with some trimmings of his own: development of 
capitalism， modern industry， c1ass struggle， role of the petty-bourgeoisie and 
other dasses， etc. * 

I n  view o f  this background， one aspect of his article is puzzling. The article 
quotes two passages， complete with quote marks， from the Communist Mall딴sto， 
but  aHach es no ascription or  identification. I ndeed， Marx’s name is nowhere 
mentioned. Yet in that issue ofthe Tum-Zeitung Weydemeyer had an announce­
ment ofhis own forthcoming magazine Die Revolution featuring “ the collabora­
tion ofthe editors of the former Nelle Rlzeinische ZeÏlzmg， Karl Marx， Friedrich 
E ngels， Ferdinand Freiligrath， etc." Why then was Marx’s name suppressed 
in the article? Regrettably， the only hypothesis that occurs to me is the 
Eccarius syndrome.6 

T h e  statement about “dictatorship" in Weydemeyer’s last paragraph was 
entirely his own. Failing to fmd any passage in the M anifesto or elsewhere in 
Marx to explain ‘dictatorship’， he had to get the answer out of his own head. It  
came out  as foHows: 

If a revolution is to be victoriously can'ied through， it wm require a 
concentrated power， a dictatorship a t  its head. Cromwell’s dictatorship 
was necessary in order to establish the supremacy of the English 
bourgeoisie; the terrorism of the [first] Paris Commune and of the 
Committee of Public Safety alone succeeded in breaking the resistance 
of the feudaI lords on French soil. Without the dictatorship of the 
proletariat which is concentrated in the big cities， the bourgeois reaction 
will not be done away with. 

Contrary to the impression given by transiation， the artide (outside of the 
title) does not offer the 

* Regarding the text of “Weydemeyer’s article， see the Foreword， Section 4. 
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concentrated proletariat.") this means that W새eydemeye앉r has Wl'젠’ 
the cOl1cept b따ac대k to the old formula which in France meant the dictatorshil’ of 
Paris over the rest of the country-a popular formula typical of the B1anquists 
but by no means restricted to them， as we saw ÎIl the case of Louis B1anc.7 One  
can  be sure Weydemeyer was quite una입re that Marx and  Engels r어eded 

and ridiculed this notion. 

A second characteristic of Weydemeyer’s formulation is Ìndicated by the 
first sentence of  the paragl'aph. U the “ l'evolutiol1，" i.e.， the I'evolutionarγ 

has “a concenírated power， a dictatorship at its heαd;’ it cannot itself 
be that d ictatorship. \NÞvrl"，，，lt''''''''’s formulation i5 dearly conditioned by the 

familiar to h im before he ever read the ε'ommunist Mallifesto， of a dictator­
ol'er the the of a “concentrated power" dominating 

too did not grasp the point about class dictaíor-
the fact that he had seen it by Marx. 

this tHle to the 
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and it  

be considered accidental that this  same m:m made ‘dictatorship 
a central months later. That 얘'eydemeyer’s 

grew tenser around the of the NDZ exchange is 
a known not a :md 50 it Îs not vcrγ speculative to believe that 
there must have been 50me 

ovel' the points in 
to pl'esume that the term ‘dictatorship of the 

d riven into 

τhe  next link in the chain oroduced locus 4. 

was thus 

3. LOCUS 4: MARX’S LETTER 

must have sent Marx and a copy ofhis Tum-Zeitllllg 
al'ticle， of course; we know he sent other articles. Unfortunately i t  does 110t 
show up in the extant correspondence. 

After receiving a lcUer from Weydcmeyel' dated January 5，1852， Marχ and 

Engels grumbled about not hearing further “'om their friend for about a 

month. Finally， Weydemeyer’s leítcr of Febl'U3tγ 6 arrived at Marx’s on 
February 1 8  or  $0 (the date Marx sent i t  on to Engels). The separate replies 
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sent  back by M�‘rx and Engels dìd not mention the Tum-Zeitung article. 
찌!eydemeyer wrote again on Februalγ 9， to Engels (who replied on Febnmry 
27); and he may well have written again to Marx by， say， Februa!γ 2 1 .8 

T h e  point is this: 、，vhen Marx wrote to Weydemeyer on March 5， he must 
have seen the Tum-Zeitung article by then-even though he did not mention it 
He did make a comment for \Veydemeyer’s edification on  “yom' artide 
against  H einzen，" nnd from there on， his letíer discussed a series ofpoints 
involved in cllrrent 01' possible polemics with Heinzen. After n train of thought 
that takes about three printed page�， he added: “From the p receding notes， 
take whatever you think good. "9 

This  illdicates that 떼lat Marx was doing， in most of this letter， was making 
s uggestions to Weydemeyer for material to be used in subsequent articles， 
especiaHy against whose name continued to dominate the 
letter. 

This  is the context of the famous passage which is our IOCllS 4. The 
Îs against Heinzen’s “silly" refusal to recognize c1asses in American 
capHalism， writes is too immature to have developed a sense of the c1ass 
a n tagonisms in its society; for its top economist， εarey， denmH1ces 
Ricardo as a fomenter of class struggle and accuses aU the leading 
economists of society apart. 

As for myself now， no credit is due  to me for having discovered the 
exístence of cIasses in modern society or the struggle a mong them. 
Bourgeois historians IOl1g before me， described the historic:d 
development of this struggle of c1asses and bourgeois ecollomists lhad 
describedj their economic 

τhis statement， the way， will not entirely stand up: it is a 
exaggeration" in reverse--a polemical minimization. To discuss this fmiher 
would be digressi、 e， but it is enough to say that its functiol1 ÎIil “lÎS line of 
thought Îs to emphasize the l1ewness of the claim that foUows: 

[LOC ll S  4 1  
What 1 d i d  that was new was (1) t o  show that the existence of c!asses is 
sim ply boul1d u P with certain lzistorÎcal phases oftlte development ofprod14ction; 
(2) that the cJass struggle necessariIy leads to the dictatorshψ oftlze 

proletariαt; (3) 야lat this dictatorship itself only constit�ltes the transition 
to the aboliÚ;n of all c!asses and to à c!ass!ess society. 1O 

This  striking statement was immediately followed by another blow against 
“ ignorant  louts like He 
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with whom h e  shared Marx’s letters，1 I  but Cluss’s adaptations made no lIse of 
locus 4， which m llst have appeared to him as a personal digression o r  footnote. 

In context， Marx was emphasizing that-though not the discoverer of 
classes and c1ass struggle-he h ad shown why c1ass strllggle leads 10 proletariall 
revolulÍon. O rdinarily， no dOllbt， he wOllld have worded this in terms of ’rule of 
the proletariat’， ‘conquest of politicaI power by the proletariat’， or  another of 
the formulations he customarily used. ln substitllting ‘didatorship of the 
proletariat' he was echoing the title of the article just published by 
Weydemeyer， who h imself was echoing the recent NDZ exchange between 
Marx and Lüning， Marx was thl"Owing in a phrase that had special associations 
for his correspondent; there was an “understood" background behind this 
lIsage in a private letter. 

This  is the sense in which Weydemeyer not merely received this notable 
passage in the mail bllt was effecti、'ely Îts initiaíor. 

4. ECHO IN HERR VOGT 

For about the next twenty yeats， between 1852 and 1 871， there was no 
occurrence ofany term Iil<e ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' in any of Marx’s 
and Engels' writings or letters. 

ln the context of Oll r  periodizationll and of our central thesis，13 we mllst 
point out that， during this lull between the storms of 1 848-49 and 1 870-71 ， 
Marx virtually cut all organizational ties and hence dropped all organizational 
p roblems， including any problem of relations with the Blanqllists proper or  
with the  Blanquist types in the movement. 

But reverberations from the preceding period continued. An echo of sorts is 
encountered În Marx’s work Herr Vogt， written and pllblished in 1860. The  
events leading up to  the  writing of /lerr Vogt are extremely complicated， like all 
scandalous cpisodes， but the details are esscntially irrelevant to our present 
purposes.14 The  following summary will do. 

Karl (01" Carl) Vogt was a p rominent public lìgllre both as a sCÌent’st­
naíu ralist and a poJitical leader. His main reputation was as a Danvinian 
scientist， a pl'ofessor at Giessen and later Geneva， who wrote works of poplllar 
science and advocated a crude form of mechanical materialism. In 1848 he 
was a member of the Frankfll rt National Assembly， and in June 1849 was 
named one of the five Reich regents. His main political work， Studieu zur 
gegemvlirtigen Lage Europas， was p ublished in 1859; it caught Matγs (and 
others’) interest because of its advocacy of pro-Bonapartist policies. The later 
revelation by the Paris Commune in 1871 that he was actually paid by the 
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Bonaparte government-“almost beyond d oubt，" as McLellan sayslS -has 
tended unwarrantably to obscure the fact that， paid or not， this noted liberal 
was a Bonapartist propagandist. 

Through a series of events in which Marx was at first only pedpherally 
involved， Vogt was publicly denounced in 1859 as a pro-Bonapartist. Vogt， 
mistakenly believing that Marx had organized the entire campaign against 
him， answered in the Swiss press with an aftack on Marx that was a tissue of 
scandalous fabrications. It is enough to mention that Vogt concocted a 
detaHed story purporting to prove that Marx was the criminal leader o f  a gang 
ofblackmaiIers and desperadoes， caUed the Sclzwej강lbande (“Brimstone Gang") 
in the Geneva area in 1 848-49. This storγ was embellished with phantasma­
goria) touches so outlandish that no o n e  could possibly believe that a 
respectable scientist and poHtical figure had fabdcated the tale not out  of the 
whole cIoth but out of noisome rags. Then， still in 1859， Vogt pubIished these 
con coction s  in a book，Meilz Prozess Gegen dieA ltgemebze Zeitrmg. 

Marx decided that， ridiculous though they were， Vogt’s charges had to be 
p ublicly exposed as fabrications. And so， sad to relate， h e  had to suspend work 
o n  his economic opus and spend most of 1860 gathel'ing the crushing mass of 
evidence which he presented in Herr Vogt. T o  be SUI'e， there are passages in this 
book that are valuable for history and biography; and for modern readers a 
chapter deaIing with Vogt’s Bonapartist book (Chapter 8) is more interesting 
a n d  usefu l  than thc exposurc of this grand-daddy of a nti-Marxist liars. 

As far as our own subject is concerned， we must report that ‘dictatol'ship of 
the proletariat' occurs in lIen’ Vogt several times; yet we have not listed a locus 
for it. The reason is that， with one partial exception of a sort， aIl the occurrences 
a re in the course of quotatÌons from other p eople. 

Vogt’s M ein Prozess had made repeated references to the term. His first one， 
for example， was in his preface: 

The Communist par깐r with its “ dictatorship of the proletal"iat，" “rith 
the “destruction of every opposing pel"sonality，" with “poison and 
dagger， robbetγ and pillage，" was always the paraJyzing Medusa­
head • . .  16 

At the very begin ning of Herr Vogt， Marx quoted hl'o other p assages by Vogt 
that happened to contain refcrences to the term; but he quoted them 110t 
becauseo fthis fact but in order to present theScltwefelbande 빼le. γogt， as cited 
by Marx， wrote that the gang 

gradually got together in London and there revered Herr Marx as their 
visible chief. The  political principle of these fellows was the dictatorship 
of the proletariat， etc.17 

T h e  original passage in Vogt did not end with "etc." but continued on，  after 
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“dictatorship of the proletal'iat，'" with the following: “and with this iIlusion 
they at first deceived many of the best people to be found a mong the refugees 
• • "18 This same passage occurred a second time in Hen Vogt， much further 

on ，  this time as part of a passage quoted from the editor of the Berlin 
NatioJlal-Zeitrmg， which reprinted Vogt’s slanders.19 

The next passage cited by Mal"x， still about the Scllwefelbamle， included the 
following: 

τheir chief is Ma;χ • • • their watchword “Social Republic， Workeη’ 
20 Dictatorship "-their occupation， hatching leagucs and conspiracies. 

1 n a couplc of other passages， the tcrm occurred in the course of lettcrs 
printed by Marx as part of his cvidencc against Vogt. His friend Viktor Schily 
had sent him a leUer about the real Schwefelbande， a group of free-spirited 
youth who had no conncction with Marx， crime， 01' politics: 

They would have given a bad rcception to anyone who would have 
wanted to spoil theÏl' siesta with Marx’s political economy， with workers’ 
dictatol'ship， etc.2 1  

Here the  term occurs as  an echo of Vogt， and exactly the same is  true when we 
comc to  the afol'cmcntioned exception-the passage which i s  not  a quote from 
someone else but written by Marx. Vogt claims (says Marx) that Bonapartc 
has thc support of the Paris workers and is “I'uining the bourgeoisie"-

Thus Louis Bonaparte is a workers’ dictatoη and as workers' dictator 
he is puffed up to the Gennan workers in Switzedal1d by thc same Vogt 
who， iη his Ibook Mein Prozess)， foams ovel' bourgeois Îl1dignation 

， ，22 at the mere phl'as.c “wOl'kers’ dictlltorship’ . 

Notc that it Îs not Marx who is H‘“t is a ““’orl<ers’ dictator"; 

、，'I'C quoted， “'1)쩌 
several invεntions of a 
Vogt seemed to consider “ dictatorship of the 
tive to the “best people among thc 
third pass써ge from “ Social 
pel‘fecUy c‘’”‘'dil1ate.--both‘ to be SUI'C， 
but equaHy “. Aml whell 

confute himsdl� without 
about it. 

he is ascribing this pl.lffCiγ to and by ‘tion ridiculing it. 
ln none of these 힘lssages is thel'c :my commel1t of any kind 00 

” “wOl'kc‘쟁’ dictator，" etc. The first passagc 
of thc ‘ariat" with 

lìllturc. ]n the second passage， 
양n “ilIusiol1'" attrac­

lmt bad because lmreal. In the 
are 

to :my anticoßummist 

IIse씬 the term it is only let 
3 섬lbst:m tivc statement of his 0、'l'Jl
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himse!f made no ('ommel1t about “dictatorship 01' the 
threw it in 찌nd exhibited it， along with various 
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scurrilous mendacities of his own fabrication. ItTs true that， in the last passage 
cited， Marx said that Vogt foamed with indignation over the phrase， but this 
Illust have been a deduction from Vogt’s way of exhibiting the phrase， not 
supported by a more specific attacl{. It seems to “sound bad" to him. 

Th us  from both sides， Vogt and Marx， no special content was ascribed to 
the term， nor any recognition that it /zad a special content that needed 
explanation. 

5. MORE ECHOES 

It  remains to add that Vogt’s practice in  this respect was continued by his 
son. WilIiam Vogt’s reverentiaI biogl젝Jhy of his father in 1896 simply repeated 
the original slanders， copied from Meilt Prozess， in the course ofwhich he 
followed the paternal pattern of mentioning “dictatorship of the proletariat" 
in p assing. He did this twice in the section devoted to his father’s :mti-Marx 

23 camp31gn. 
The question may be raised where Vogt got the term in 1 859. In  the absence 

of any facts about this， the conjecture must be this: as a leading figure in the 
Frankfurt National Assembly， which Marx flayed in his NeueRheillische Zeitlll땅 
it is quite possible that Vogt subsequently read Marx’s NRZ Revue in 1850 
with its articles on Tlze Class Struggles in Frallce， and even the exchange with 
Lüning in the NDZ (which， remember， had styled îtself the organ of the 
Frankfurt National Assembly). When he startcd looking around in 1859 for 
some mud to throw at Marx， h e  either rcmembered this material or had i t  
recaIled to  him by someone clse. His  evocation of the  term in 1859 was 
therefore a belatcd ccho from 1 850: this is a reasonable p resumption. 

T h e  fact that he picked up this term， rather than anotheε， to go along with 
poison， pillage， pOl1iards， and other pleasantries， is an indication tltat the term 
/zad a rather high visibility. We have already seen this i n  the way it was picked u p  
by Lüning， M iquel， and Weydemeyel"， each i n  his own way. 

There had been a simiIar case in mid-1859. At this time Marx W3S helping 
the editorial work 01 Das Volk， the London GWEA’s organ， and contributing 
to its columns. Together with editor Elard Bisk없np， l\'brx wrote a series o f  
satirical critiques of t h e  democratic leader Gottfrie생 Kinlæl a n d  h i s  organ 
HermalZll， under tbe title “Gatherings from the Press." the last of these， a 
passage from Kinkel was q uoted， among 0짧씹's who discuss ‘ 
“the great problem of whether in the next I"evolution 없e ’w짧γ원‘i많야e떠nn띠ia쩌1 r야eg힘ime o아f 
thejol애urπ따rηrn껴n(‘e야!간!y’men ta외ilors 、wγin da‘w‘vn un야e잉r‘ t야he t야itJe μwor’�r，ι?“…’ 

‘，vhy’ the term occurred to Kinkel a t  thi5 time 15 
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affair， but 1 am not sure how the dates j ibe. Vogt’s slanders， in the great 
tradition， 、vent echoing on into the future. When another democratic anti­
communist of note， Heinzen， published his autobiographical Erlebtes in 1874， 
his venomous outpourings on Marx did not neglect Vogt’s inventions about 
the Sclzw강èlballde， as ‘，vell as some of his very own.25 



6 1쯤폰뿔풍 뭘쯤&Tg짧聊g 

The  figure of Moses Hess appears at this chronological point because we 
will be  mainly interested in his operations o f the 1860s， when they involved 
Marx peripherally. But in this chapter Marx himself wiH be on the sidelines. 
His ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' wiU be conspicuous by its absence， or， to 
p u t  it  differently， the subject of  the chapter is that it  does not appear. The 
interest ofthe Hess story is that it plays the spotlight on what some otlzer people 
meant by ‘WOrkel"S’ dictatorship'. 

Moses Hess’s name is encountered d own many of  the byways of the first 
half century of sociaIist history， despite the fad that he founded no lasting 
school of socialism， made no theoretical contribution tl1at is still remembered， 
and fathered no sociaIist organization. Ideologically， h e  did not stand still 
long enough to do any of these things. Few figures in this histOlγ have leaped 
with sl.Ich volatile inconstancy from ism to ism， thus covering a good part of 
the terrÏtmγ: early communism， Prou dhonism， anarchism， solipsism， “True 
Socialism，" Marxism， ßonapartism， Bismarckism， Lassalleanism， Zionism， 
a n d  some others for which s uitable isms would have to be invented. 

For this l'eason it is disgl'aceful that no book in English that is '.'vorth reading 
has  been p ublished on his career， and that the verγ valuable study by 
Silberner has not been translated. Silberner’s virulently anti-Marx point of  
view would certainly not  stand in the  way ofpubIication ;  at  the  same time 
SiIberner’s scholarship is Îllcontestable. Much of tne present chapter is based 
Oll his work 

1. INTRODUCING HESS 

8ix years before Marx， Hess was born to a well-to-do Jewish mercnant of  
the Rhineland， and received a Jewish upbrillgillg. With virtually no exposure 
to unÍversity education， he early became a joumalist and began to write 
books. He m ade the acquaintallce of socialism in Paris in the late 1830s， and 

253 
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became one of the first socia!ists (or communists) in Germany. In 1 837， aged 
25，  he published a book that ambitiously offered a bird’s-eye view of history， 
Die Izeilige Gesclzichte der fl!fensclzlzeÎt (The Sacred HistOlγ ofHumanity); four 
years later， a work 00 world politics， Die ellropiiisclze Triarchie (The European 
Triarchy). At the same time he helped to found the new organ of !eft democracy 
in the Rhine\and， the Cologne Rlzeillische ZeÍ!ullg，ofwhich Marx became editor 
in October 1 842. Hess was a coníributor and correspondent. In 1 842 (he 
claimed) he converted Engels to communism， 01' to what he  then called by 
that name. He wl'ote for the Deutsch-Franzδsische Jahrbücller when Marx and 
Ruge got out Îts onc doublc number; also in pal'allel to Marx， he  wl'ote fol' the 
Paris Vorwlirts! in 1 844. He edited the Elberfeld Gesellschajtsspiegel， which 
Engels o riginally helped found hut did not stay with. 

ln the following period Hess was the pl'ogenitor of “True Socialism." 
Engels attached Karl Grün’s name to this school of socialism in a note to the 
Coml1lullist M 011따slo， hut it owed most to Hess. Auguste Cornu opines that this 
viewpoint was a I'etrogression for Hess，1 but it was mOI'e like a zigzag. From 
about 1 846， the i!lventor of “True Socialism" made the zag to go with the zig: 
as the revolutionary atmosphere heated up， h e  was more and more influenced 
by Marx’s viewpoint， becoming about two-thirds Marxist and， for once in his 
Iife， a bit of a revolutionary. ßut this state of exaltation passed with the 
revolutionary crisis itself. ßy 1 850 Hess Iined up with the Willich-Schapper 
gro u p  ngainst Marx; for a while he  acted as secretmγ of  the Willichite league. 

In the lull of the fifties， Hess devoted himself lnrgely to natural-science 
studies in Par끓. l'olitically， his views shifted over to that substitute for 
revolution named Louis ßonaparte. 용Iis ßonapartism \asted well into the 
1 860s. In 1 863 he joined up with Lassnlle and indeed became a patriotic 
Lnssallean， as ‘νeU as :10 advocníe along with his mentor ofthe ßismarckian 
revolution-from-above. ßy 1 867 he broke with the Lassallean movement， now 
led by Schweitzel'， and in 1868 joined the International， which he had sneered 
at p reviously. 

H must be added that， in the COUl'se， he developed ol1e of the most con­
sciously thought-‘through theories of social-reformism then to be found， 
an 
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Like LassaHe [writes Silberner] Hess was also convinced that Napoleon 
UI might be a despot personaUy， but that the principles on which he 
based his rule， and which he was forced to proclaim again and again， 
were democratic: the will of the people，_ universal suffragc， improvemcnt 
of the condition of thc working classcs.3 

。n behalf of a group of émigré democrats in Paris， in March 1859， Hess 
drafted a confidcntial communicatiOIl to Bonaparte suggesting that he makc 
the revolution s’il vous plaÎ.ι The Emperor was for popular freedom， pcace， and 
the rcpudiation of conquest-the “liberator of the peoplcs"; there arc only 
three truly modern civiIizcd societies in the world: the United 8tates， Russia， 
and France.4 This inclusion of the czanst autocracy along with the Bonapartist 
d ictatorship means that Hess swaUowed most of the contemporary fraud of 
the Revolution from Above.5 

Marx heard about Hess’s Bonapartist euphona from his f.iend Schily， who 
reported that Hess was “so Bonapartist that evcn a Frellcllmall broke off 
relations with him. "6 (80 Marx informcd Engels.) But Marx， who was working 
on Herr Vogt at the timc， may not have Imown what an cxtreme case this 
principlcd sociaI-reformist had bccome by this tÏmc. 

“We n eed，" wrote Hess， “soldiers and gcncraIs， dictators， Empe.'ors. To 
put down the counterrcvolution we nced Napoleons."7 Bonaparte (thought 
H ess) is Icading the revolutiol1 cOflsciously and willingly; hc is 110 Ionger savior 
of the mOl1archy but  rather the “ Dictator of the rcvolution， tomorrow pcrhaps 
Tribune of the People."g As Iate as 1863 Hess was calling B onaparte “the 
testamentary exccutor of the French Revolutiofl in Europc."9 

Hess’s Bonapartist views were similar to Karl Vogt’s. Especially since Hess 
was much occupied with s tudics in natural sciencc， Vogt’s Held， he became an 
admirer o f  Vogt as one of the “ coryphees" of German populal'-scientific 
Iiterature. He does Ilot seem to have bccn in toucl1 with Vogt personaUylO 

(most Iikely， 1 think， bccause Vogt’s anticommunism would havc made him 
hostile to H ess). But Hess must have bcen sympathctic to Vogt’s Studien 
of 1859， the book that first alerted Marx to Vogt’s role as a Bonapartist 
propagandist. 

By 1 863， when Lassalle founded thc General German 、Vorkers Association 
(GGWA)， Hess was able to combine his cnthusiasm for two dictatOl's. At the 
G GW A fou nding congress Ín May 1 863 H 
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to the dictatorship of a bourgeoisie which fought this right. The Emperor must 
carry out the workers’ demand or lose h is basis ofpower; but in the long run he 
could not carη the demand through without transforming the whoJe mode of 
p roduction. 

Sooner 01' later ISilb이-ner summarizes Hessl  he wilI come to just this 
hard s tcp， by which his wholc govcrnmcntal systcm would bc trans­
formcd from thc ground up， 01' clsc would bc forced into the renllnciation 
of his d ictatorshlp by thc French people.1 1  

1n  thc same  pamphlct Hess madc c1car his principlcd social-reformist and 
antirevolutionary point of view. Everything in society changes only gradually， 
he maintaincd. 

Rcvolutions [wrotc Hcss l can only brillg to political rccognition tl1at 
which had gradually grown into cxistcnce. Socia/ rcvolll tions in thc 
scnsc confcrrcd on thcm by commllnist fanatics arc fantasies that 

12 bclong in thc lunatic asylllm. 

He wOll ld proposc statc intcrvcntion， hc wrotc， ol1ly i n  thosc cascs whcrc this 
stcp wOllld satisfy thc nccds of “all productivc classcs，" IlOt thc intcrcsts 01" onc 
c1ass o ll ly. 13 That is， statc Îlltcrvcntion wOllld havc to bc in thc intcrcsts 01" thc 
bourgcoisic a lld 01" thc cconomy itsclf， 110t 01' thc prolctariat alonc. 

It is i lld llbitablc that Hcss has ncvcr bccn givcn his propcr rccogllition as 
piollccr of thc social-dcmocracy of thc futllrc. At thc samc timc， this pionccr 
was， in his d ay， onc 01' thc c1carcst proponcnts of a rcvolutionlllγ dictatorship 
ovcr thc pcoplc， his cllrrcnt candidatc lor ‘“‘‘wo이r까-k‘cr상 dictator" bcing thc 
Empcror. 

2. LASSALLE AS HESS’S DICTATOR 

Th is， of cou rsc， explains his lack 01' objcction to a similar course takcn by his 
ncw Icadcr， Lassallc. “ Lassallc’s lordly charactcr，" writcs Silbcrncr， “his 
dictatorial tcndcncics in thc GCllcral Gcrman 、Vorkcrs Associ ttiol1， his vaillglo­
rious posturing and cxccssivc sclf-scrving pcrsonal drivc sccm not to havc 
d is tu rbcd Hcss." (lf Hcss was not rcpcllcd by Bonapartc’s charactcr， it is hard 
to scc why hc should find Lassallc’s ‘lardcr to takc.) Nor was Hcss bothcrcd by 
thc rcports of Lassallc’s pcrsonal dcalings with Bismarck， dealings that wcrc 
alrcady hotly rumorcd arrd undcn icd by mid-1863.* An old “.icnd of Hcss 

* For Lassalle’s dictatorial operations and relations with Bismarck;see Chapter 7， 
Section 3. 
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fervently warned h im against links with these sinister political fìgures， to 110 ， 14  avau. 
Hess’s ardor for Lassalle rested on the two legs of his standpoint: refonnism 

and  dictatorship. I n  a pamphlet published toward the end of 1863， Hess’s line 
was that the program of the Lassallean organization was the road to peaceful 
and gradual change. 

Perhaps， says Hess [in Silberner’s summaryj， there are still other means 
wh ich lead to the same end， as for example the revolutionalγ， direct 
legislation by the people， 01' 야le temporary， limited dictatorship of an  
individual to  whom the people entrust the canγing-out of social reforms. 

But  as far as we see now (Hess thought) it is the LassalIean way of’ the GGWA 
IS that is hest.' J I n  this context Hess cOllllterposed the Lassallean course to “the 

temporary， limited d ictatorship of an individual" charged with carrying out 
sociai reforms; but at  the same tíme h e  accepted with equanimity the form of 
d ictatorship embodied in  LassaUean ism itself. 

Back in  Paris i n  1 864， Hess began contributing to a finanCÌal weekly， Joumal 
des A ctiormaires， for which  he undertook to review Lassalle’s economic polemic 
against Schu lze-Delitzsch. This articIe was (in Silberner’s words) a “hynm of 
p ra ise" for LassalIe， in  the course ofwhich Hess wrote tl1at， ifa revolution 
hroke out  in Germany， tl1e GGW A leader might perhaps undertake the role of 
d ictator. 16 LassaHe had this  eulogy reprinted in  Germany. Not long aftenvard， 
the fllture d ictator was shot in a duel and died at the end of August. 

Before his death， the Maximllm Leader of the GG얘1 A had written a 
testamentary statement bequeathing the presidency of the organiz:ltion to 
Bernhard Becker. Since Becker was an Încompetent nonentity， there was 
much opposition， but Hess steadfastly supported h is presidency. Soon the 
presidency was taken over by J.B. von Schweitzer， editor of the GGWA organ 
SOCÎal-Demokrat. Schweitzer was a more open supporter ofthe Bismarck regime 
(the Prussian form of Bonapartism) than Lassalle had been pubIicly; a nd， as 
we h ave seen，17 뼈arx and Engels made a formaI break with Schweitzer’s 
“ RoyaI Prussian government socialism." Hess published a statement În the 
German press attacking “this ridiculous demonstration" by the “gentleman 
from London" (1\옛arx) with “his secretary [Engels] and genera1 staff without 
an army." And Hess contÌlll1ed printing bitter attacks on Mal"X and Engels， all 
in defense of Schweitzer (with wl10m he himself was going to break two yeal"s 
la ter).18 

When J. P. Becker made a proposai to democratize the GGWA presidency 
structuraUy and to eliminate the presidential dictatorship established by 
LassalIe， Hess opposed the change and defended the Înstitution of presidential 
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rule. 19 J. P. Becker’s reply accused Hess of supporting an “enslaving 
d ictatorship."* 

It is cIear， in  all th is， that Hess supported the Lassalle l ine of pro­
Bismarckism. At least for a while， pro-Bismarckism ran concurrentIy with 
pro-Bonapartism in h is mind: the d ifficulty in this combination was not 
pol itical but national. Around the turn of the year 1864 Înto 1865， Hess had a 
conversation with Schily， in which he still maintained that Bonaparte would 
bring democracy and sociaIism. Hess， Schily concIuded， was a “Bonapartist 
Democrl1t and Socia!ist in good faith." There was similar testimony by 
others.2 1  In fact， there was no open break by Hess with his publidy expressed 
pro-Bonapartist position， but from 1865 on he was simply not recorded any 
more as speaking of the Emperor as 야le executor ofthe revolution.22 At  this 
stage， apparently， Hess’s view of the revolutionl1ry dictatorship from above 
crystallized around the pro-Bismarckil1n form of this faith. 

Nothing was morc predidable. Back in 1 859， whcn the ltalian War broke 
out， a fl‘iend of Hess-another Bonapartist German émigré Iiving in France， 
named Semmig-had written to Hess fearful that Germany might interfere 
with France’s “ liberation" of Italy. “In the end，" wrote Semmig， “these 
Gennans will yet have to beforced to become frce men." He meant: forcOO by 
Bonllparte. Hess replied in agreement: “ The Germans-as you say， and 
indeed 1 S�‘Y it without j oking-must beforced to set u p  a fr.많， nationaI 
confederation ，  like the Italians."23 

Lassalle’s pamphlet on  The Italiall War (1859) impressed Hess as a “master­
piece ofεommon sense" in its support of the Bismarcldan poHcy. I n  turn， Hess 
thought， Bismarck executed Lassalle’s program: “he [Bismarck] is， În fact， in 
generlll politics， the disciple and executor of the Lassallean ideas."24 

Bismarck did force his unity on the Germllns: in 1 866， with his military 
triumph over Austria， a wave ofPrussilln chlluvinism swept over the liberal 
left. Hess joined in the pro-Prussian euphoria， which he expressed i n  an article 
in JUly.2S Soon after， however， says Silberner， he drew back fl'Om this advancOO 
positioI1. For mally years now， Hess had been one of the most extreme 
Francoph iles to be found east of the Rhine， and when he reacted against 
Prussian chauvinism (and llgainst its Lassallean represeníative) from 1867 
on，  we can be sure that h i  

* J. P .  Bccker (still according to Silberner) had his own ideas about dictatOl하lip. In 
his reply to Hess， there was an excursus 

on the “liberatÎng didatorship" which J. P. Bccker counte대않OO to “ensla띠nρ 
dictatorship;’ in��

. 
on the. b�sis �f. Q!:;

. l?crs.ona! �찌lCrÎences that he had 
accumulatëd dUrÎng the re、'olution of 1848 Ìn the defence force “Hilf Dir，" a 
gl�o!JP _of men 

_o�ani?:ed þy hl!n， _whic� had unanimous.ly ch<!SCn h�m a�J'resident 
\vith - dictaíorial-authOliry. Bccker， it seems， wantOO -to sho、.'{ that Hess， “�U1 
armchair book mal1，" Ullderstood nothing about “true dictatorship."20 
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3. M ESSIANIC INTERLUDE 

In the early 1860s， still inspired with the great missioll of France and 
its imperial d ictator to libcrate the worId， Hess thought t“ un leash this 
emancipatory force upon the Middle East to solve the Jewish question. Hess’s 
p iolleer Zionism is not part of o m‘ subj ect， but o ll e  element ill it is. This 
element was a combination of Messianic dictatorship with imperialist domina­
tion， as set forth in Hess’s germinal book Rome aml Jerusalem in 1 862. 

Hess’s type of Zionism can fairly be cailed Messia nic. His book is  peppered 
with references to the “ Messianic " which is spoken of in the same 
way as  elsewhere he does of the sociaHst future. The great Rabbis， he  wrote， 
“ never separated the idea of a future world from the conception of the 
Messian ic reign."26 'When he was “actively ellgaged on behalf of the European 
p ro letariat，" he wrote， “my Messianic bc!ief was， at that time， the same that 1 
profess at presen t  • . .  " EVCIγ Jew is potcl1 tially a Messiah; we wiH all carry 
“ the yoke of the ‘Kingdom of Heaven’ u ntil the Cl1d. ，，27 

This  deliberate equation of his socialist career with h is Ilew Messianism can 
only be  a conscious referencc to his support of that other Messianic killgdom， 
the Second Empire of Napoleon messiah of the peoples. 

Alongside the Messianic theme is tllat of the subordination of the  individual 
to the mystic power ahove. (Again we must keep il1 mind that the earthly ism 
representing the real power subjugating the individual for his own good 
‘vas-Bonapa rtism.) “ Nothing Îs  more foreign to the spirit of Judaism thal1 
the idea of the  salvation o f the i nd iv idua l  . . .  " “The point ofview of ollr sacred 
history . . •  nevel' separated the individual fl'Om the race • . .  " ’'Judaism does 
not al low eithel' spiritualistic 01' maíerÎalistic sects to exist in its midst. Jewish 
I i fe . . .  is u nd iv ided . . .  "28 Admittedly， 1 a m  picking these scraps ofideas out of  
his book Iike raisins out  of a cake， but they are suggestive of  the  book’s train of 
thought and feeling. The overwhelmingly dominant tl1eme of  the book is the 
concept of blood-racism， a relation in which the individual is * 

T h e  Messianic-racial-tribal conceptiol1 is linked by Hess with hi용 faith in  
the  Bonapartìst dictatorship. The Emperor is “true to h is  γevolution:uγ 
descent，" and  therefore the French people “ submits at present to the irol1 
d ictatorship of kinghood." As in the Middle Ages， France has “sent 

* This theme as such is also out of our purview， bl.lt i없 meaning has to he exhibited. 
(1) Jews will “always rem따n strangers among the n3tions"; tlley eannot assimilate 

among 01' be accepted by the peoples 패th 애10111 they live， whose “racial an없웰úsm" 
to the Jews is “inborn."29 

(2) The race question “must be solved before attempting the soIution of the po!i섬cal 
and social problems." The “race war" must 야e fou방It out before soci.a.l 없뼈 humar뼈 
ideas can be accepted. It is race that “forms Iitìε” “The race stniggle is the one， 
and the dass struggle is secondary •. ." 30 
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soldiers to Syria"  and prepared the way of the Lord in the desert.31 When “the 
Jewish tribes return to their fatherland"32 in Palestine， the BonapaJ1:e regime 
will help establish a Jewish state because 

It  is to the interest of FI'ance to see that the road leading to India and 
China should be settled by a people which will be loyal to the cause of 
France to the end . . . But is there any other nation more adapted to 
carrγ out this mission than I srael . . .  ?33 

“The French can rule the world，" and world Jewry is predestined to aid this 
great cause， “under the protection of the European powers." France’s mission 
to civilize and annex the orient was recognized by Napoleon 1 and the 
Sain t-Simonian group， “one ofwhich is at  present at the head of the Suez 
enterprise." The  Suez Canal once completed， “the interests of world commerce 
will undoubtedly demand the establishment of depots and settlements along 
the road to India and C h i n a  . . .  " 34  

A neat scheme: the same Bonapartist dictatorship that is bringing the social 
revolution to the French people， as they grovel in gratitude， is also ready to 
bestow the same beneficent sway on the world， beginning with the East， using 
a Jewish state in Palestine as the base of its rule . . .  Few forms of the Zionist 
idea have been more fnmkly based on imperialist dictatorship at home and 
abroad. 

After publishing Rome (Jll{! J，ιrusalem， Hess moved to ParÎs， where he tried to 
found a Zionist j ournal with a banker named Lévy-Bing， without success. In 
subsequent years he tried to implement plans for Palestine colonization by 
wealthy finance-capita1ist circles close to the French imperial court. But by 
the elld of the 1 860s Hess was disillusioned wHh the 까'ork accomplished by the 
rich Jewish financiers with whom he was trying to make the international 
racial revolution， alld in 1 870 he b itterly aUacked theÎr role in Jewish work.35 

The Messiah， it seems， was j ust allother dictafor who did not pan out 
accord ing to Hess’s plans. 

4.  H ESS IN TH E I NTERNATIONAL 

Let us now return to  where we dropped Hess at the end of  Section 2. 
Developments had !eft him without any continuing faith in a crowned 
“workers’ dictator." His breal‘ 、vith the Lassalleans meant thM he was 
organizationally homeless. In this sadly dictatorless situation， he turned for 
the first time to the Iníernational. 

Since the foundation ofthe In ternational in 1864， Hess had distinguished 
h imself mainly as a sniping enemy. Back În 1 865， as Paris correspondent for 
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Schweitzer’s Social-Demokrat， he had twice publishcd articles slandering thc 
French section of thc lnternational as pro-Bonapartist， with suspicious 
connections with the “Palais Royal." The French section， being dominated by 
Tolain’ s Proudhonists， was peculiarly vulnerable to such insinuations. 
When Hess’s frrst such article was publishcd， Marx protested to Schweitzer 
a gainst h is printing Hess’s lies or Iying rumors; SchweÏtzer temporarily 
mollified him. The second  time， Marx almost broke off relations with the 
Lassalleans over it， but was dissuaded from breaking over this kind of issue 

'n " D I'Io. ... y .... l D ...... nn: .... ..... 1Y ..... .. ， ...... ......... ....... .... ..... 4- C".n. ..... :..，.J :"" ........ ，，36 rather than over Schweitzer’s “Royal Prussian government socialism.’ 
N ow， at the very time that Hess was seeking to disCi edit the International’s 

French section for being pro-Bonapartist， and attacking the General Councii 
for having relations with these people， he himself， Moses Hess， was stiU a n  
enthusiastic Bonapartist admirer a n d  p ropagandist， a s  w e  have seen. No 
comment is necessary. 

In November of 1865 Hess was still attacking the idea of the International 
as “premature"; he remaincd hostile to the Geneva Congress of 1866. He was 
kinder to the Lausannc εongress of 1867; and that year also greeted Marx’s 
Capital with approval. He  probably j oined the InternationaI by thc summer of  
1868. At the Brussels Congress in that year， he showed up as a delegate of J. P.  
Becker’s German Swiss center.37 

He approved the proceedings of the congress as having “ not in thc least a 
communist-dictatorial [spirit) à Ia Schweitzer." The  statutes of the Interna­
tional are a bulwark against “ such dictatorial or Caesarist tcndencies，" he 
wrotc， apparently repudiating his LassalIean past. 

The  whole of the younger generatio n  oÏ workers [wrote Hess) is 
completely cured of the theOlγ ofworkers’ dictatorship， which neces­
sariIy a lways turns into that of a personal dictator; even in 야le fonuer 
party chiefs of  this tendency a salutarγ reaction h as taken place.38 

Silberner is undoubtedly correct in believing that lIess was referring here to 
the LassaHe-Schweitzer theory and practice of “workers’ dictatorship." His 
talk of  a “cure" can also be considered autobiographical. 

By 1869 Hess was supporting the Bebel-Liebknecht tendency against 
Schwcitzer’s GGW A; he approvcd the establishment of the “ Eisenacher 
party" in August because it countered “aU  dictatorial hankerings." He 
p 
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workers must be the aim， through the “necessary socia! refOl'ms" 01' by “free 
workers’ associations " of all kinds. 

A third road [said HessJ ， that of carrying out social reforms íhrough the 
d ictlltorship o( II clllSS， is today closed to a1l c1asses， including the 

40 workinl! class. 

This mlly have been a reference to 1\Ilarx’s view; but he 、vent on to say that 
“the dictatorÏal tcndency of the revolutiollary workers" had been embodied in 
Louis Bonaparte in 1 849. Today the dictatorial form of government was 
discrcdited “50 that it had called fOl1h a countercurrent， which tOdllY made 
impossible llny d ictatorship in France， evcn the most revolutional'Y." \Vhat he 
cOllnterposed to this， as “full freedom，" was his own reform program. 

His remarks aboll t  revolutionlllγ dictatOl잉lip may lllso have been aimed at  
Bakunin， for at the congress he vigorously supported the General Council 
against the Russilln. (This was of d ubious value to Marx，  for Hess thus 
helped (0 tie up anti-Bllkllllillism with extreme reformism， in the millds 
of delegates who wanted to be revolutionaries.) ln a passage of his draft speech 
which was stricken in manuscript， he remarked that Marx would today 
perhaps see that evell the workers’ d ictatorship which was s till justified il1 
H!48 for introdueing radical socialist reforms is no longer p ossible !lnd 110 
longer necessary. 

He did say， in this speech， that a workers’ dictatorship was superßuous now 
“since we can count Oll the free assel1t of all productive classes [meaning the 
bourgeoisie in particularj to the reforms we request， i f we Imow how to bring 
these refonns， which are in thcir intel'est， l1earer to thcir comprehension." Hc 
defied “dict심torial， authoritarian socialism，" represented by Prussians 3nd 
Russiil ll S  (me:ming Schwcitzer Hnd Bakunin)， to charge him "γith deserting 

41 communist 

It is important to unrlersiand the angle from 、\'hich he was no‘，y repudiating 
the neεd for a “workers’ dictaiorship" by anyone. In the manuscript of 
an unpublished pamphlet written 1 871-73， hc counted “revolutionary dicta­
torship" out  only bccause reform-socialism 、vas in. He saw France on the V(�Iγ 
road to socialism 01' communÎsm: 

Fnmce is tμday attaining， by the and pcaceful road of universal 
suffrage， 1I1l thc socia! rcforms tl1at will finish by abolishing the prole­
tal’써t . . . .  AII the 、'iolent roads are exhallsted in Frullce todây. There is 
110 place ul1y more for reactionary dictatorship 01' for rcvoluti써1a1γ 
d iéiatoγship. The 

ThÎs cxplaills Hess’s (’“ “、γorkcl's’ dictatorship ."  They :lre difficlllt 
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to understand only if we think that i t  was the “dictatorship" he was exercised 
about， even at the end. 

We have seen， more than once now， that he tied the question up  with the 
fact that the bourgeoisie itself must assent to the changes in society that al'e 
styled socialistic; that socialism must never mean the rule of one c1ass (meaning 
the proletariat). H was not dictatorship per se that he attacked-how could he， 
with his record? It was the rule ofthe proletariat În any fOlm that he r안ected. 

Others may have hcld a point of view that said “'Ruleofthe proletariat， yes; 
dictatorship， no ."  Hess’s guiding  position was the reverse: “Dictatorslzψ， yes; 
rule ofthe proletal'찌 ，zevel'! '’ I nsofar as h e  ever directly confronted Marx’s 
‘dictatorship of the pl'oletariat’， he 까아Id have to say t“‘hat ‘w‘v애/ 

was tμtheκej찌àcαt“tμ찌'Izatπt it“w‘v’a따s t찌1ze equil’alent of ‘l'ule ofthe proletari，αt ’· 



THE SECOND PERIOD OF THE 
‘DIεTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT’ 

To recapitulate: 
The first period during which ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' occurred in 

Marx was 1 850-52， that is， the period following the revolution of 1 848-49， a 
pedod of stock-taking and analysis. In this period Marx confronted the 
Blanquist tendency and similar tendencies of Jacobin-communism within the 
ranks ofthe Communist League; and， we have seen， as against their ideas of 
the revolutionary d ictatorship of the party 01' communist band， he counter­
posed the conception o f  a class dictatorship. The dictatorship of the proletariat 
was his alternative to the dictatorship of the party ovel' the proletariat. 

This confrontation was accompanied by Marx’s and Engels' consistent 
critique of Blanquism and Blanquist politics. We traced this through the 
1 850s in Chapter 10. Now， as introduction to the Second Period， let us 
continue this presentation through the 1860s and beyond. 

\Varning: the results are exactly the same as before， and the hurried reader 
has our permission to skip this section. 

1 .  MARX VERSUS BLANQUISM-CONTINUED 

The aim of this summary skeích is  not to show that Marx opposed putschism­
that is breaking in an open door-but to iIIustrate the issues and approaches 
involved. Here are a dozen examples. 

During the 1850s and 18605， when revoJution31γ spirits were barely warmed 
on the back burner， putschism was not a Iive option， and Marx scarcely had 
occasion to take it up. There was one incident in 1860. 

( 1)  Lel갱，'s mÎssioll. A representative of the Rhenish Communists， Gustav 
Lewy， visited Marx in London in February 1860 with two missions， one of 
which interests us now. He “offered me right on a silver platter a factOlγ 
workers’ insurrection În Iserlohn， Solingen， etc. 1 expressed my opinion 
bluntly against such useless and dangerousfoolisl/lless. " 1  

264 
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But more such problems were ushered in by the revolutionary upheavals of 
1 870-71.  

(2) Blallq uÎsts Ìll “The Civil μ'ar Î1z Frallce. " Marx’s references in this Address 
to the B1anquist role were inhibited by the fact that this document had to be 
adopted by the Generlll CounciI of the Internationlll and had to spellk for all 
sections ofthe movement. There was no possibility ofMarx’s expressing his 
full opinion. The Address took note of the role of Blanqui in a couple of 
well-known cIashes with the government and of the government’s refusal to 
exchange the imprisoned B1anqui for an archbishop held hostage.2 (The 
information which we will take up below， in Sectiol1 3， was not yet known， 
of course.) 

But in the third section of the Address， the “theoretical section，" Marx did 
insert a passage about two types of Jacobin elements， described anonymously: 

In every revolution there intrude， at the side ofits true agents， men of 
a different stamp; some of them survivors of and devotees to past 
revolutions， without insight Înío the present movement， but preserving 
popular influence by their known honesty and courage， 01' by the sheer 
force oftradition; others mere bawlers， who， by dint ofrepeating year 
after year the same set of stereotyped declamations against the 
Government of the day， have sneaked into the reputation of revolu­
tionists of the first water. After the 18th of March， some such men 
did al80 turn up， and in some cases contrived to play pre-eminent parts. 
As far llS their power 、event， they hampered the real action of the working 
c1ass， exactly as men of that SOli have hampered the fuJl development of 
every previous revolution. They are aD unavoidable evil: with time thcy 
are shaken olf; but time was not allowed to the Commune.3 

Th is was only in part a dcscription of the Blanquists as such; it was more 
about the less reputable elemcnts among the Jacobin types generally， such as 
the sinister scoundrel Félix Pyat. 

I n  view of the inhibition， let us look ahead to Engels’ later statement about 
the Blanquist majonty ofthe εommune， in his 1891 introduction to Marx’s 
Address: 

The great majority of the Blanquists wcre at that timc socia!ists only by 
revoiutionary， proletarian instinct; only a few had attained greater 
c1arity on principles， through Vaillant， who was familiar with German 
scientific socialism.‘’ 

Engels， discussing the Comml.lne’s mistakes， 110ted that the Blanquists had to 
be held responsible for the political errors， as the Proudhonists for the 
economic. Further: 

Brought up in the school of conspiracy， and held together by the strict 
discipline which 、'1ent with it， they started out from the viewpoint that a 
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relatively small number of resolute， weIl-organized mcn would be able， 
at a given favorable momcnt， not only to seize the helm of statc， but also 
by a display of great， ruthless energy， to maintain power until they 
succceded in sweeping thc mass of the people Înto the revolution and 
ranging them round the small band of leaders. Th is involvcd， above all， 
the strictest， dictatorial centrali�a tion of all power in the hands of the 
new revolutionary government.� 

I n  the Communc， he explained， the Blanquists acted contrmγ to these 
pl"edispositions (in part， 1 would add). 

(3) Bakllllin’'s putsch in Lyolls. On September 28， 1870， Balmnin and a band of 
his cronies went through a farcical charade in which they “abolished，" not the 
capitalist state， but the revolutionary government established in the city on 
September 4. “The Hôtel de 、'ille was seized-for a short 때me--and most 
foolish decrees on the abolitioll de 1’강tat and similar nonsense were issued，" 

6 Marx informed a friend.u Farce it was， to be sure， but， as Utin told the Hague 
Congress commission， this “revolutionalγ" disruption turned the Lyons 
workers against the lnternational fOI" a who!e period.7 

(4) Genera[ strike as substitute revolutiol1. In his essay on “The Bakuninists at 
Work" (1873)， Engels discussed the anarchist notion of the general strÎke as a 
“ miraculous" device for bypassing the need for a revolution31γ movement. A 
real general strike “required a well-formed OI'ganization of the working cIass 
and plentiful funds"; when the Bakuninists asked the workers “to oppose the 
armed government force not with arms in thier hands， but with a general 
strike，" the workers righíly thought it ridiculous.8 

(5) Engels Oll the Blallquist r，강Ìlgees. The 1874 article on “The Pro엉ram ofthe 
Blanquist Refugees of the Commune" is velγ important in this account; it 
figures as our locus 8 in Chapter 19. 

(6) Polemic agaÎnst Tkachev. 1 11  1 875 Engels' article 011 “Social Questions in 
Russia" took up Peter Tkachev’s Narodnik-B1anquist views. Like Bakunin， 
Tkachev’s idea of revolution il1volved the utilization of robber bands， incendia­
riSQ1， and the unleashing of an outburst of elemental hate. Engels commented: 

It is impossible to conceive of a revolution on easier and more 
pleasant terms. One starts shooting， at three or four places simulh‘­
neously， and the “instinctive revolutionist，" “practical necessity，" and 
the “instin 
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Austria . . •  or-3 premature attempt at insurrection， which would 
ddve the possessing ëlasses back into the arms of the govermnent. 10 

(7) Govemmel1t provocatiol1. From about the late seveoties 00， Engcls became 
increasingly concerned about an old counterrevolutionary pattern he saw 
developing wÎth new force， cspecially in Germany， and about which he wrote 
again and again. One example: in a lettcr to a comrade in 1 878， Engels 
pointed (0 Bismarck’s hope of stopping revolutionary development: “what he 
longs for above aH" is “an attcmpt at a putsch， whereupon he can start 
shooting. "11 Thc policc， of course， could get provocatcurs to do this service， but 
what was more dangerous ‘，vas the numbcr of  righteous “ rcvolutionarics" who 
were eager to do  the job with the best intentions. 

The  year 1 878 was a lso  the beginning of the Anti-Socialist Law， undet' 
which the Social-Democratic Party was banned， and which had becn jammed 
through by Bismarck on the pretext of  a couple of assassination attempts on 
the kaiser by nonsocialists. This background conditioned the entire issue for a 
long time. 

(8) Marx Olt Bismarck. About the same time as El1gels' letter， Marx made a 
similar  point in a newspaper interview， about the expulsion of forty-cight 
socialist leaders from Berlin. According to the interviewer (wl1o reprocessed 
Marx’s words)， Marx said: 

∞'On c e  those leaders were gone， he  [Bismarck1 was confident that the 
mob would rise， and that would be the cue for a carnival of slaughtel'. 
The  screws would then be put upon the whole German Empire; his pet 
theory of blood and iron would then have full sway， alld taxation could 
be levied to any extent. So far no emeute [riotous outburst] has 

12 occurreo 

(9) Against “oJlemiglzt revolutioll. " 111 a letter to Bernstein， Engels argued 
against the view tl1at “the revolution is something that can be made overnight." 
His target was not the Blanquists but some immaturely impatient elements in 
the Social-Democratic Pa따. 

In fact， it [the revolutionj is a process of development ofthe masses over 
several years under accelerative conditions. Any revolutiol1 that was 
brought off overnight merely got rid of a reaction that was already 
hopeless from the start (1830t o r  led directly to the opposite ofwhat was 
striven for ( 1 848 in France). 13 

( 10) Putsches and phrases. II1 France in 1 884 Engels was looking forward to a 
s teady leftward movement in politics under the prcssure of revolutionary 
workers. He hoped it would 110t be interrupted by premature revolutionism: 
“1 am glad that our people are not yet strong enough in Paris . . •  to be led 
astray into making putsches through the might oHhe revolutionary phrase. 

，，14 
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(1 1 )  Tlze dallger of ÎmpatÎence. Writing to Lafargue in 1891， Engels emphasized 
tactical restraint in given situations， as Marx had done so many times: 

Thc dangcr in countrics with a rcvolutionary past is that any ncw 
district invadcd by socialism is tcmptcd to makc a rcvolution in 24 
hours. Thcrc’s not thc slightest nccd to urgc thcm o n， quitc thc contrary， 
onc has to hold thcm back. I n  particular thc Walloons undcrstand only 
riots 1 I’ émcutc l，  in  which thcy arc almost always bcatcn. Look at thc 
strugglcs of thc Bclgian mincrs; organization nil or  wcll-nigh， irrcprcs­
siblc
� 
i mpaticncc， hcncc ccrtain dcfcat.1S 

( 12) The bourgeois trap. In a lcttcr o f 1 892 to Laura (Marx) Lafarguc， Engcls 
again warncd about thc govcrnmcnt’s hopcs in thc stupid usc of rcvolutionary 
violcncc: 

。OJ'hc idca that thc 1st of May is to bc a day of rows and riots is a mcrc 
trap sct by thc bourgcois and wc havc no Întcrcst whatcvcr to fall into 
that trap. 、Nc want to show our strcngth， that’s all; as to whcn wc arc to 
usc that strcngth， that’S our busincss， not that of our opponcnts， if wc 
can hclp i t. 16 

This qucstion raiscs anothcr which is on thc agcnda of a d illcrcnt volumc， 
namcly， thc myth that Engels in old agc softcllcd in to an advocatc of pcaccful 
tactics only. Nothing of thc 50rt is involvcd. H was thcn， as a lways， 3 qucstion 
of thc cvaluation of su itablc tactics fOI" dill'crcnt situations and pcriods. Thc 
repudiation 01' ßlanquist notiol1s about revolution3lγ forcc is only OIlC sidc of 
rcvoluíionary policy， though i t  is thc sidc 、ve arc concerned with 3t thc 
momcl1t. 

Fcw of thc remarks citcd abovc 、、crc dircctcd against actual ßlanquists; 
a l1d Îndccd thc Blanquist tcndcncy i tsclf bccmnc morc and morc assimilatcd 
to thc gcncral movcmcnt. “ ßlanquism" 、vas only onc historical fonn 01" thc 
p roblem. Marx h3d takcn this historical vicw of thc phc!lomcnon by 1 860， 
、vhcn hc lookcd back on his organizational cxpcricllces În thc movcmcnt of 
1 849-52: 

Thc I Communistl  Lcaguc， likc thc Société dcs Saisolls in  Paris， lìkc a 
hundred othcr societics， 、vas ollly an cpisodc În thc histOlγ of thc paπy， 
which is cver}까vhcrc constituting itsclf in a natural proccss out 01" thc 
soil of modcrn socicty.17 

Ma‘.x then amcllded thc rcfcrcllcc to the “party" to makc clcar that hc lllcant 
only “ thc party in thc great historical scnsc， "IR that is， thc movemcnt rathcr 
than a spccilic organization. Thc Socicty of thc Scasons was thc VClγ archctypc 
of thc Blanquist conspiratorial group， and M arx had had Ilothing to do with it  
himsclf; hc thrcw it Înto thc samc histol"Ïcal bag as thc εommunist Lcaguc. 
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He was looking on Blanquism not simply as an error but as a moment in the 
historical pattern of the matul'ation of the movement. 

The  last historical episode in which the B1anquists as such played a 
distinctive role was the Paris Commune. H is this that gave rise to our Second 
Period. 

2. THE PARIS COMMUN E  

I f  o u r  line o f  al1alysis has been well-founded， it was n o  accident that the two 
decades before the Paris Commune produced 110 cases of Marx’s use of 
‘dictatorsh ip of the proletariat’. During this interval， Marx referred， as he 
usually d id， to the ‘rule of the proletariat’ 01' ‘conquest of political power’ to 
carry the same fundameníal idea. 1"01' the same reason， the term ‘dictatorship 
ofthe pl'oletariat' did not appeaγ in The Civil War in France，‘ Om' thesis wi\l be 
tested agail1 when we find the terrn reappearing. 

To be sure， we know now that Marx had no compul1ction about llpplying 
the terrn to the Paris Commune (see locus 5). For a IOl1g time it was frequently 
argued that， since only Engels had actualIy uscd the term for the Commune， 
this reprcsented his peculial' opinion. (According to the Engels-vs.-Marx 
myth， anything that Engels wrote that was not noíarÎzed by Marx was an 
Engelsian deviation.) It is a sad commentary that this notion has bcen 
scotched only by the discovery of a suital까e Marx-quote. 

The  question should not be whether Marx actually happened to apply the 
tel'm (which he used sparingly anyway) but whether the Commune Ì11 Mmχ상 
analysis answered to the conception. This may be problematical if one thinks 
that the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' is a particular form of governmental 
structure 01' set ofpolitical methods 01' institutions. It is not problematical if 
we adopt the only meaning of the term that corrcsponds to the way Man 
actually used it: a ‘dictatorship of  the proletariat’ is a state in which the 
proletariat exercises dominant political power-a ‘workers’ state'， the ‘rule of 
the p roletariat’. No more， no less. 

In this connection there are three important points to be made about 
Marx’s view of the Comrnune. 

(1)  Workers’ state. In Marx’S o pinion， the Paris Commune--shortlived and 
precarious though it  was， and therefore more di짧cult to analyze than a 
political entity that has worked itself out  in experience--reprcsented the 
political ascendallcy， 01' “ rule，" of thε proletariat. Marx presented the 
Commune as a workers’ government， as the politicai form ofthe transition to a 
new sociai order. 
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Two cautiolls should be added， to avoid misunderstallding. (1)  As we have 
pOÎll ted out， thc term ‘proletariat’ is narrower thall ‘workillg class{ es)’; alld 
Marx’s statemcnt about the Commull e  as a “workillg-class govcrnment" 

should be rcad with thc looser mcaning. (2) A “workillg-class governmcnì" 
that lastcd only 72 days call hardly bc expccted to clcady exhibit the expccted 
h istorical charactcristics of a workers’ statc. This was an incipient workers’ 
statc-a “!orkers’ state vicwed a-borning. Discussions of Marx’s vicw not 
infrcquently igllorc this obvious fact. 

Marx’s vicw of thc Communc as a ‘workcrs’ state' is all over thc “thcorctical" 
scction， Scctioll 3， but thc follo까ing b‘ief cxcerpts will be sufficient illustration: 

• Thc cry of “Social Republic" . . .  did but express a vague aspiration 
aftcr a Rcpublic that was not on ly to superscde thc monarchial fonn of 
class-rule， but class-rule itself. The Communc was thc positivc fonn of 
that Rcpublic . 
• It was csscntialy a working-class govc r n m cll t  . • . thc political fonn at 
la5t discovcrcd undcr which to work out thc economical emancipation 
of Labour. 
• Thc Commune was， íhcrcforc， to scrvc as a Icvcr for uprooting thc 
cconomical foundations upon which rcsts the cxistence of classcs， and 
thcrcforc of class rule. 19 

Thcsc formulations arc so swecping that a governmcnt so dcscribcd must 
be， for Marx， 、\'hat he clscwhcre ca앙cd a dictatorship of thc prolctariat. I t  
rcprcsentcd thc  rule ofthc proletariat. 

N。、\' this statcrncllt is OftCII confuscd with two others. 
(a) To say that this was Marx’s vicw is not yct to provc that thc Communc 

was a workel상 statε. But our prcscnt subjcct is Marx상 vicw. An analysis ofthc 
Communc’s class character， that is， 1I testing of Marx’s vicw， wiU bc of 
importancc for anothcr volumc. 

(b) Marx’s vicw that the Commune was a workcrs’ statc or “workillg-c\ass 
govcrnmcllt" is ortcn countcrposcd to Marx’s latcr-cxprcsscd opiniol1 that 

，20 “ thc majority of thc  Commune was il1 no  wisc socialist， nor could it bc.’ This 

countcrposition assumcs that “workcrs’ statc" al1d “socia!ist governmcnt" 

arc synonymous. 13ut thcy arc not; this is an important crror. Thc formcr 
dcscribes a class cOlltent， thc othcr a political program. To bc surc， a workcrs’ statc 

that is not yct socia!ist in its majority 01' in its mcasurcs wiU bc il1 a precarious 

condition， which must cnd În OI1C changc 01' the other. 13ut the Communc was e 
givcn no timc to work out this clemcnt of tensiol1. Thcre had always becn thc 
possibility that a conquest of political po、ver by a working-class movcmcnt 
might precede that movement’s political maturation; and in 찌ct it was preciscly 
this sort of situatioll that Marx and Engels had long fcared.21 There can be no 
doubt that the Communc madc this possibility a reality: it broke out completcly 
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unprepared (“spontaneously") and without any political leadership except 
what could be supplied ad hoc. 

Besides， how socia!istic the Commune’s majority was depends entirely 011 
whether one  uses that tcrm with greater or less hospitaliiy. Even the men of 
the Jacobin  majority， who are usually counterposed to the socia!ist minority 
(and with good reason)， considered themselves socialistic in some sense fo1' the 
most part; ‘socia!ist’ was a very acceptable designation. What Marx meant by 
a socialist majority was unexplained， but it is an exaggeration to speak of the 
socialist tendenCÎes as “unconscious" o nly. There was a good deal of conscious 
consideration of and demand fu1' socialistic measures， as a perusal of the 
Commu ne’s Joumal Officiel will show. If it mostly remained talk， it is hardly 
necessary to explain that therc was no time for the Commune to do much else. 

To sum up:  just how socialistic the εommune could get in its few weeks of 
existence is one question; it is not the same as the question of the class 
character of the political power. 

I n  Marx’s view， then， the Pa1'is Commune was a workers’ state 01' working­
c1ass government. Therefore we must expect him to view it also as a ‘dictator­
ship of the proletariat' whenever that te1'm became relevant.* 

(2) Hegemony ofthe proletariaι Another widespread element of confusion 
about Marx’s view ofthe  Paris Commune is the assumption that a worker용

， 

state automatically means a working-c1ass majority in society or government. 
But this assumption is a false o ne， as we have emphasized elsewhere more 
than once.23 Marx usually saw the proleta1'ian revolution as led by the working 
c1ass， not limited to the working class. 

Marx was verγ conscious of the fact that a majority of the French people 、vere
not proletarian， and this was precisely the reason fo1' his ul1usual emphasis on 
the peasantry in Tlze ε'ivi/ �f성r in F’'rance.24 씬'hat determined the class character 
of the Com m u ne， for Man， was the Izegemony ofthe proletariat in the revolution; 
that is， the fact that the other class elemcnts in the revollltion looked to it as the 
vanguard and leader. This view goes all the way back În Marx; witness the 
passages we have previously cited from his Class Struggles in Frallce and the 
CommullÎst Mallifesto. 2S 

In the Address 00 뼈le Commune， he made this point so many tÎmes that it is 
very difficult to overlool<. For example: 

* In her book Oll Revollltioll， Hannah Arendt asserts that after writing his Civil War În 
Frallce， Marx “soon became aware to what exient this political 뼈m contradicted all 
notions ofa ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ . . ." And she quotes something Marx 
allegedly 、，vrote “only two years later，" i.e.， prcsumably in 1873. This is a r김성1er 
embarmssing blunder. The lin얹 she quotes actually come， unl빼rnown to her， &om 섬le 
“Addrcss to the Communist League" ofM없-ch 1850， and naturall)’ have nothing t��o 
with the Paris ε'ommune; nor do they bear on the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’.“ 
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• • • •  this 、vas the first revolution i n  which the working class was openly 
acknowledged as the only class capable of social initiative， even by the 
great bulk of the Paris m iddle class-shopkeepers， tradesmen， 
merchants-the wealthy capitalists alone excepted . 

• If the Commune ‘vas thus the true representative of all the healthy 
elements of French society， alld therefore the truly national Government， 
it was， at the same time， as a workillg men’s Goverllment， as the bold 
champioll of the emancipation of iabour， emphatically international. 

。 The majority of its members wcre naturally worldng men， 01' acknowl­
edged reprcscntatives of the working class. 

• • . •  the Communal Constitution broU!zht the rural oroducers ulldcr 0.- - ---- >> ..... - -- r 
the i ll telIectual Icad of thc celltraJ towns 01' thcir districts， alld these 
secured to them， in the working mCIl，  the natural trustces of thcir 

26 i n tcrests. 

In Marx’s First Draft for the Addrcss， there arc several strong passages 

alollg the same Iilles: “the actual ‘social ’ charactcr of their Republic consists 
"27 ollly i n  this， that workers govern thc Paris Communc. "" '  Here Marx 

i m mediately added: “As to thcir measures， they must， by the nature of things， 
bc principally conlincd to the military defìεIlce of Paris and its approvision­
ment! "-which is precisely the distinctioll we have made hetween class 
character and socialist measures. 

There are othcr passages in Marx’s two d rafts which show how important 

the cOllcept was to Mllrx.28 ln Olle， he remarks that “/t was only the working clι.5S 
tlzat cou!d formulate . • .  this new aspiration" through the Commune.29 

Now it is true-again-that Marx’s view of the working-class hegemony in 

the Cornmull e  can be d isputed， but， as before， th is  otherwise intcresting 
question is Ilot to the pOÎnt  now. It was the view itself which meallt that Marx 

natul'ally looked upon the Commulle llS the temporary rule (01' ‘dictatorship’) 

o f the proletariat.* 

* For a n  cducutionul exumplc o[ Înability to grasp Marx’s approach， Ccorge Lichthcim 
comes to hand.  T h c  Paris εommu nc， hc urgucs， “could ηot wcll be dcscribcd as a 
‘proletarian dictatorship，’ for ilot only had it hccn duly clccted， but its poli‘ical 
composit ion nln all thc way from middle-class rcpublicans to soCÎulists of  the most 
varied h UCS."30 Lichlheim， thcn， beiicvcs thai ‘or Marx a d ict:ltorsh ip of thc prolctariat 

(1 ) prccludcs cicctions， (2) d cmands a “political composition" of ccrtificd prolctarian 
p urity， ui1contamÎnatcd by !I1 îddlc-class clcmcilts， and (3) cxcludcs CVCIl socialists i f  
t h c i r  h u cs are 100 vuricd. Nccdlcss to say， h c  ollìα" n o  wisp {lf cvidcnce for t h i s  bU.:lrrc 
version of M arx’s thought“ Hc adds Ihut， lJut  for thc panic flight of thc properticd， thc 
Paris govCfi1mcnt  111썽hf havc I“‘d a “ bourgcois-rcp‘’blican rn:‘jority" (bu t  i t  d i dn’t)， 
a n d  that  t h e  Com m u ll c  urmy “includcd cO!lsidcrable numbcrs" representing “thc 
traditional republicanism of thc Frcnch middlc cluss"-u compcndium o f  irrclcvancics. 
In thcse fcw IÎnes wc havc a sor! of anthology of marxological blundcrs. Onc way 10 
brcak o u t  of this sort of thing is 10 usk how 섭ICSC allcgcd criteria would apply， in M arx’s 
v i cw， 10 thc prescnt ‘dictatorship of thc bourgcoisic’ in a dcmocratic capitalist statc. 
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(3) Com11lune democracy. Those who assume that ‘dictatorship of the pro­
leiariat’ means dictatorship in the twentieth-centurγ sense are understandably 
confused by Marx’s paeans of praise 1:0 the extreme democracy of the 
Com m u n e  govemment. The confusion， however， is not in Marx. 

Well-known and lengthy sections of Tlze Civil War ill France point in glowing 
and approving colors to the characteristics of the Commune that diffcrentiated 
it from the bourgeois dcmocracies. These passages31 are 1:00 extensive 1:0 cite 
herc in dctail， and in any case it is not thc dctail that is rclcvant to the pl'csent 
subj cct. It will suffice to mcntion thcse highlight:s in iIlustration: 

Election of aU Communc members by unlimited universal 
suffrage--“nothing could bc morc foreign 1:0 the spirit of the Commune 
than to supersede universal suffrage by hicrarchic investiture"32; 

AIl officials “responsible and revocablc at short terms"; 
Workmcn’s wagcs for aU officials; • DepoIiticalization of thc police， undcr Communal control; 
Scparation of church and statc; 
AIl j udgcs clcctive， rcsponsible， and revocable; 

ø Local municipal libet1:y; 
T h c Commune “to be a working， Ilot a parliamentary， body， execu­

tivc and lcgislatívc at the same nmc"; 
AboIition of the standing army and “state functiollarism，" ctc. 

Marx summed up by saying that the Commune “supplicd the Republic 
with the basis of rcally democratic instiíutiolls" 2nd that its mcasures “could 
but beíokcn the tendency of a govcrnment of the people by the people."33 

T h e  First Draft had another passage ending with a version of Lincoln’8 
famous words， ÎIl somewhat shaky Engl.ish: 

。。τhe glorious British penny-a-Iincr has made the splendid discovery 
that this is not what we use to unde:rstand by sclf go‘rernment. Of  
course， it  is not. H i s  not the  self-administration of thc towns by 

aldermen， j obbing vcstrics， and ferocious 
workhouse guardians. is not the self-administ:ration of the counties 
by thc holde:rs of b:road acres， Iong purses and heads. lt is  not the 

j udicial  abomination of “the Great Unpaid." It is not poUti.cal sclf­
government of the country through the means of:m oIigarchi.c club and 
the reading of the Times newspapcr. It is the acting fOl" itself by 
itself.34 

A selectiol1 of othe:r relevant passages would deal with democl"acy in the 
armed forces (National Guard) and with 뼈arx’s atlack on the antidemocratic 
cna:racter oftbe Versaillese Nationai Assembly， intεr alia.35 

It should scarcely be sl.Irprising that， to Marx， a workers’ statc meant 
“bursting asul1der the whole superstructure of strata that make up official 
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society，"36 a n d  illaugurating a political system of democratic control from 
below. That  is what he thought the dictatorship of the proletariat was supposed 
to d o .  

3.  BLANQUISTS IN T H E  COMMUNE 

The French B 1anquists， o n e  of  the major political tendencies among the 
Communards， had a n  entirely ditTerent conception of the Commune and of  
what i t  s‘lOuld do.  

In the period that led from the Franco-Prussian War to the Commune 
revoIt， this group had played a role that does not jibe with the historical myth 
a b o u t  its fearsome revolutionalγ character. Let us exhibit this in two acts. 

Act One. T h ree weeks before the Second Empire was going to be pulled 
down by the elemental rising of the people， the revolution of September 4， 
1 870 which installed the Second Republic， the Blanquists became impatient 
for “ th e  revolu tion." Right after the first reverses in the war， Blanqui had 
begu n scheming for a surprise attack on the fort of Vincennes; arms 、，vere
acc u m u la ted in General Eudes’ lodgings; but “the revolution" had to be 
p ostponed because B1anqui could not move from Belgium to Paris soon 
enough， before the Vincenn es garrison was strengthened. Eudes chafed; 
Bla n q u i  reluctantly agreed to an attempt on the barl'acks of  La 、'ilIette.* So 
011 August 1 6， a su nny Sunday， the B1anquist band assembled on the Boulevard 
de la 、TiIlette， and mingled with the strolling cl'owd. A signal from the 
leader-the men moved on the barracks-there was an exchange of fire. Now 
let the Blanq u ist historian Da Costa tell ìt: 

T h e  B1anq uists were masters o f the lìeld. With B1anqui， Eudes and 
Granger at their head， they 、ven t toward Belle、'iIIe by the exterior 
boulevard， crying “Vive la République! Death to the Prussians! To 
anns!" 

Unfortu n a tely， n o  o n e  followed. T h e  crowd seemed literally 
dumbfo u n ded. Seeing that this attempt at an uprising of the crllwd that 
they had hoped for had completely failed， the three leaders ga、e orders 
to the col u m n  to d is perse . . .  38 

* This is a fU1e example of why Engels wrote in 1874: 
o!’ course， under Louis l'hilippe he [Blallqui] could organize such a nucleus 
only ll:S a secre! society) 3!ld thcn what happenoo was whãt usuallyþappens 께th 
conspiracies: the people involv때， tired of óeing continually put olf willï cmpty 
profl1ises that the tlúng 쩨lÍ ���� ;i{��� :찌n경ly lost all panenca a때n띠d beca때m 
rebe레u피liou’)US혀; and so t“here l'cmaÎ피ne떠d only the a떠lterna때d、ve않5 0따fletμ 따tin탬I땅g the co아nsp피lira‘강Icy y 
i때짜h값II납ap햄ar야t 01' 0마f so띠l끼ik찌in영1핑g without any -externaHL visible occl1sion. They Sbll따 
(Maý 1 2， 1839) l1nd were supp엉S뼈 in a trice: 37 



17. Tlze Second Period oftlze ‘Dictatorsltip ofthe Proletariat’ 275 

Eudes wound up in a cafe on the Boulevard SaÌnt-Michel， with another 
comrade. The  butt of his I'evolvel' pecping fl'om his pocket was spotted by a 
stander-by， who told the police. They 、rl'ere arrested， and would have been 
executed-except that the real revolution broke out Ín time to save their necks. 

Act Two. 、Nhen the real revolution (which they had nothing to do with) 
changed the political face of France， Blanqui and his faithful band met and 
decided to pubIish a paper La Patrie e1l Dallger. Theil' political declaration， 
issued on September 6， told the revolutionary workers of Paris to forget about 
revolution and to drop all political struggle--because the one and only enemy 
was the Prussian foe: “no more parties or shadings • • •  The government that 
has emerged • . .  represents the thinking of the people and national defence. 
That  is enough. AlI opposition， alI contradiction must disappear befo1'e the 
common welfare."39 

I n  the succeeding months， leading to the Commune revolution， this pre-
1914 appeal fo1' Ullioll Sacr깅e was ignol'ed by the people. I n  the intensif:피ng 
revolutiona1'Y situation， our “revolutionists" we1'e nonentities. Da Costa 
himself says: “T h e  formidable insurrection of March 1 8  broke out without 
warning. The Blanquist party was mOl'e or less scattered and it had the 
greatest difficulty in 1'econstituting itseIf on the 5pot， on the battlefield， one 
might say." A couple of B1anquists hurried to cash in by taking over the police 
prefectu1'e and the war minist1'y.40 

I f the Blanquist group was a zero in the prerevolutionary situation， it was 
no bargain in the Commune itself. G. D. H. Cole’s l1istory 01 Socia/ist Thoughl 
summarizes their role as follows: 

τhe Blanquists saw the Paris εommune a5 a worldng model of the 
revolutionary elite in action， and blamed the Internationalists for 
having spoilt it by insisting on democratic notions quite inappropriate 
during a period of revolutionalγ dictatorship. For the BIanquists the 
interest ofthe Commune lay not in its electoral system or its notion of 
the responsibiiity of the delegates to the electo1's， nor in the basis of 
Trade Union organization on which it partly rested， but in the dictaíorial 
characíer enforced on it by the exigencies of civil war.41 

Maurice Dommanget， the Blanquists’ laureate among historians， is mo1'e 
specific: 

As soon as the Commune of 1871 was established， the BI:mquist 
members planned to 
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Their common source was the work by the B1anquist historian of the 
Comm une， Gaston Da Costa (brother of the Charlcs Da Costa previously 
q uoted)， who had been Raoul Rigault’s Iieutcnant in the police prefecture of 
thc Commune. Gaston’s La COllll1lUlle J장cue insists that “the Paris asscmbly 
had to be a rcvolutionary and military dictatorship" with military victory as 
Hs “ sole mission，" postponing “alI democratic and social rcfonns." The 
B1anquis t  group even drafted a measure and “thought of making a proposal of 
this Idnd， from March 29 00，" but did Ilot follow through because they were 
convinced that they cc’uld not get a majority vote for it. The author consoles 
h imself with applying the label “didatorship of the Central Commitiee" of 
the National Guard to the short period between the revol1 and the fi rst 
Commune  election. But it was a “good-natured dictatorship，" he explains. He 
pays I ittIe attentÎOll to the Majority-Minority split that came in May， because， 
he says in d isgust， the Commune lacked “cOllscious dictators" a llyway.43 

There could hardly be a sharper contrast than between this B1anquist 
program and Marx’S. τhe B1anquists wanted dicta!o1'Ìa(ψrms of government as 
llga inst the democratic measures of the Commune. The conception of a c1ass 
d ictatorship meant llothing to them; they looked to the institution 01‘ a 
dictatorial povγer with.in， and hence over， ‘he Commune Hself. 

T h e  BIanq uist perspective of dictatorship tool‘ a new lease 011 life as the 
s ituation of the Commune 、vorsened， and a sense 씨‘ desperation grew. On 
April 28 the 01<1 Jacobin Miot reintroduced the proposal. Jn fonn， the 
motion was for the setting up of a five-man executive， aetually a controlling 
commissioll to take over the nine commissions (gov‘:rnrnen! departments). 
And it was to bc callcd-Ihe Committee of Public Safety. On the surface， it 
was a historic“I remÎniscellce; below， a hankering to turn I'esponsibility 
over in dcspair to a d ictatorial íluíhodty. 

Thc  ‘vord “dictatorship" was not made oflìcial， 01' course， but i t  was not 
<len ied 01' concealed; the threc-day debate was for or against the dictatorship. 
Thc  word had not yet acquired its modern meaning， rcmember; it was only 
threc-quar‘ers of the way through the ninetecnth ccntury; both sides denied 
any despotic  or authoritarian intentions; the dictat 
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T h e  Minority formed itself into an opposition on  what it considered a 
fundamcntal abandonmcnt of the veIγ reason for existence of the Commune; 
the Majority， i t  felt， was d iscrediting the ideal of  democratic frecdom. We 
fOllglz�ψr liberty rmder Bonaparte’'sEl.ηpire， they said-Ílz power ourselves， we WillllOt 
delly it.46 A first Minority DeclaratiOI1 after the vote denounced thc decision 
because it  “will have thc essential cffect of crcating a dictatorial powcr that 
will in no way contribute to the strength of  thc Commune; . . . thc creation of  a 
dictatorship by the Commune would be a veritable usurpation of the sovereign 
rights o f  thc p e o p l e  • . •  "47 

Thc Minority was further exaspcrated when the Majority dismissed 
some of its most capable men from their posts-Varlin， Vermorel， Longuct， 
a n d  others .  T h e  suppression of newspapcrs by the “dictators" roused 
new dÎspl ays of passion. On May 15 the Minority issued a declaration， 
begiunÎng:  

. . .  the  Commune has abdicatcd its powcr into thc hands of a dictator­
sh ip ，  to which has becn givcn the name of Committee of Publíc Safety. 
The Majority has declared itself irresponsible by its vote. The Mino.-ity， 
on the contrary， alfrrms that the Commune owes it to the revolutionary 
movement to accept all responsibilities. As to ourselves， we claim the 
right of being alone answerable for our acts without screening ourselves 
behind a supreme dictatorship.48 

And the Minority announced that Us members were withdrawing from partici­
pation in the Commune’s councils and would devote themse!ves to their 
arrondissements. 

It was too late for anybody and anything. J ust abouí as the Commune split 
between Majority and Minority， the Versaillese started their final military 
assault on the Commune. The political meaning of the split was never further 
developed， as the εommune had to fight for its life. The “dictaíors" were 
impotent from the start; if they had been worth much to begin with， the 
d ictatorship would not h ave appeared 50 attractive， even as a dodge. 

It is c1ear that while the line between Majority and Minority did not neatly 
foHow the I ines of political tendencies， the core group of the Blanquist and 
Jacobin tendency was the core of  the pro-dictatorship Majority， and the bulk 
of the M in�rity was formed by members of the Iniernational a nd the 
Proudhonists. The  most prominent crossover was the leading B1anquist， 
Tridon， who  went over to the minori양 by May 15. 

There was another c1ear correlation. There were a few men in the leadership 
who had a re!ationship of sorts with Man or 'rvere close to his views. Closest 
was Serraillier， who had in fact been sent into the sÏtuation by the Inter­
national’s General Council and by Marx personally. SerraiUier was with the 
Minority steadfastly from the start. Frankel was the Commune leader who 
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had written to Marx for advice on socialization (he was going to be a founder 
of the Hungarian movement and cIose to Marx in the emigration). Frankel 
supported the Minority. Of all the Proudhonists， Varlin is somctimes described 
as a semi-Marxist， not bccause of any connection with Marx himself but 
because his political thinking was most advanced. VarIin was with the 
Minority. Longuet has been mcntionerl. The summary statement that the 
best and most advanced socialists in the Commune supported the Minoriη is 
by and large true， despite room to cavil. 

With this background it is surprising that no substantive comment on the 
Majority-Minority split can be found in Marx’S 01' Engels' extant writings or 
correspondence. * Perhaps there was a reluctance 011 all sidcs， in the post­
revolutionary cmigration， to rediscuss the question and rcawakcn hostilities. 
Yet there must have been talk: the mentioned members of the Minority (save 
Varlin， who was Idlled fighting) “!cre close to Marx in the Gencral Council; 
Vaillant， who emerged as Blanquist leader in the emigration， was also active 
in thc Gc.  It  is a pity 、ve do not know how thc postmortems 、，vent.

And so as the Commune 、vent down in bloody defeat at the hands ofthe 
Versaillesc statc， it was split down the middle over the issue  of dictatol'ship. 
The  issue was not thc dictatorship ofthe Commune， but of a dictatorslzip JVithin 
aml over tlze COmmllJle. 

The κlinority had not come out against ‘dictatorship’ in general; it 
denounced tlzis dictatol'ship. If  the antagonistic sides， reassembled in emigra­
tion， were to get along， it would help to emphasize this common ground. The 
circu mstances were new， but again there was a special reasoll to counterpose 
Marx’s specifìc conception of class d ictaíorship agail1st the Blanquist-Jacobin 
COllception of a dictatorship over thc revolution itself. 

Marx wrotc his dcfense ofthe Commune， The Civil War in Frallce， while the 
Commune’s forces 、verc still fighting. It could not be， and )yas not， merely an 
attempt at historical summation; it was a blow in the sociaf'. strllggle that was 
opening up aroulld the great lIpheaval‘ When he wrote the Adrlress， he stilI 
had had no contact with the Blanquist tendency for two decades; this contact 
was established when Commune refugees began flowing into Lonrlon. 

* Marx’s notebook of p'’ess excerpts for ApriI-May includ뼈 a quote fi1lln the 
Commune paper Lε Cri dll Peuple (May 1η on the Minority Declaration of May 15. 
1\1aα copied the b뺑nning of the statcment， including the reference to “dictatorship."‘19 
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From the middle of 1871 o n ，  Communard refugees flowed inío London， 

inc luding many Blanquists. For the frrst time a number ofthem came inío 

continuous  contact ‘vith Marx and his circle of cothinkers and with the 
General CouncH ofthe International. 

1. T H E  BLANQUISTS A N D  THE INTERNATIONAL 

Before the Comm une， the Blanquist group had kept apart from the Interna­
tional in France， since it was dominated from the start by the Proudhonists. 
씨'hen the 짜-st congress of the I n ternational  was scheduled for Geneva i n  
September 1866， the  BIanq‘lists decided to send a delegation-“with the 
mission，" says Da  Costa， “of denouncing this attenuation of  socialism and of 
preventing the majority of the  workers from falling i n to the trap."1 I n  other 
words， as a hostile and disruptive visitation. 

The BIanquist delegation was headed by Protot， a Iawyer. Tridon， BlanquÎ’s 
chief l ieutenant， also ‘，vent to Geneva， but  at the last moment he brought an  
order from BIanqui  to  abstain from taking part in the  congress. Protot 
protested vigorously， and declared that he had committed h imself to Paris 
supporters whom he represented; he insisted on participating.* To be sure， h e  
participated a s  disruptively a s  planned. T h e  Blanquists remained hosti1e t o  
t h e  I n ternational for the next several years. 

Mal'x had made attempts， before this， to find a modus vivendi for the coexis­

tence of the Proudhonists and the Blanqu ists in the French lnternational. 
Such a d evelopment would not on ly enormously strengthen the International 

* Da Costa notes that this was the first 않se in which BIanqui’S orders had not only 
been questioned but disobeyed; tllere was a violent reaction in Paris. A meeting was 
calIed to get Profot thrown out for 찌olation of “띠scip파1윌” ‘헤비 τ'ridon leading the 
hunt. It was t피s meeting that was raided by the police (see Chapter 9).2 

2 79 



280 Part/V: ‘'Dictatorshψ ofthe Proletariat ’ in Mw:'I: and Engels 

but also supply a coun terpoise to the Proudhonists. On April 22， 1866 Paul 
Lafargue wrote to B1anqui via D r. Watteau (who told B1anqui that， in his 
opinion，  the move was inspired by Marx).3 Despite the failure at Geneva， 
M arx tried again ill 1 867， with 1I0 greater success in changing B1allqui’s 

. 4  fl1l n o. 
There was， apparently， some h ope that the Brussels Congress of 1868， 

which saw the defeat of the Proudhonists on the issue of collectivization， 
would make the B1anquists more favorable. Writing to Engels， Marx noted 
that “B1anqui was constantly present during the Brussels Congress，"5 but this 

report does not seem to have been true. D espite the fact that， at that point， the 
l nternational in France was growing rapidly ulIder conditions of vicious 
governmental persecution， B1anqui  rejected any relationship to a working­
class mass movement as such-냉n the ground that it was not revolutionary 
enough.6 Thus he  cOlldemned his group [0 be an increasingly irrelevant sect. 

These events were， perhaps， rel1ected ill a couple of changes Marx made in 

the text of his  Eiglzteenth BruJl1aire when this 、，york appeared ill a second edition 
in 1869. Section 1 had referred to “Blanqui and his comrades" as “the real 
leaders of the p roletarian party， the revolutionat.y communists"; but the 
secon d  cdition deletcd “the revolutionary communists." ln Section 7 two 
substantiaI paragraphs werc left out  01" the lICW editioll， contailling a refercncc 

to Blanqui  that seemcd to echo the Toast of 1 851 ;  bllt  of course this refcrencc 
may not havc been part of the rcason for the omission.7 

Marx’s prcface to the second edition explained that he had re띠sed the text 
o n ly by “striking out  a llusions now no longer intclligible，

，
，g but the first 

change in particular seemcd to retlect a fcclillg of  greatcr political distancc 
from the BIanquists. 

2 .  MARX AND T H E  EMIGRES 

The BIanquist refugees I-cgrouped in LOlldon. Among the Icading peoplc 

mell tioncd in Dι Costa’s \isting 、yerc Vai\lall t， Eudes， and Grallger， plus 

Gois， Edmond Lcvraud， Ranvier， alld Dr. Rcg‘lard. A background fact was 

b rought out  by Engels in his 1874 article: 

Thcse  BIanquists are 50 called not as a group founded by BIanqlli­
only a couple of thc 33 signcrs of this program [thc BIanquist 1 874 
pamphlet) havc probably evcr spoken with B1anqui-but be.

c311se thcy 
wa nt  to be active in h is spirit and according to h is traditiol1.' 

Political life in  LOlldon madc a cOI1siderable i mpact Oll the B1anqllist 
émigrés in a lI11 mber Of Wll)'S. 
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(1) Marx’s Civil Jμlr in Fr，αIIce was met with great denunciation by respectable 
England a n d  thus  had a sort ()f succ강s de scandale; to the same extent it was 
recognized by the Com m unards as  the most powerful Iiteralγ blow struck in 
defense of the Commu n e. M arx was their champion in the eyes of the world. 

(2) For m o nths， m u c h  of δlarx’s worl‘ consisted of massÎve relicf work o n  
b e h a l f  of t h e  rcfugees streaming across t h e  Chan nel; he  worked wÎth a n  aid 
committee to provide moncy， j obs，  and s uccor of any sort. Refugees of all  
s h a d es came to his house i n  need. 1 0  

I t  c a n  be assumed t h a t  this work not o n ly engendered good will but  also led 
to p ol itical d iscusι;on8 with thc émigrés; wc 、‘rill see some examples. 

(3) T h e  Gencral CouncH co-opted a n umber of Blanquist Communards to 
its own ranks， including Edouard Vaillan t， Gabriel Ranvier， A ntoine Arnaud， 
Frédéric Cournet， and Ju les .Joh a nnard.  O n  thc General Council， of course， 
they worked c10scly with M a rx. Other B싫nquists， while not G C  members， 
a lso  bccame acquain tcd with Marx: Consta n t  M a rtin， Eudcs， Regnard， a n d  
others. 1 1  

O f  all  these， Vaillan t  eventually emerged a s  t h e  leading figure. Tridon was 
dying i n  Belgiu m ;  Bianqui himself was in prison as  Ilsual  (du ring 1871-72 he 
was h el d  successivcly a t  Cahors， “le Château d u  Taul"cau i n  Morlaix， 
Versa illes prisoll ，  and εlairvaux). Eudes was ncxt in command， but he was 
m u c h  less competent than Vaill a n t， who however was a comparative ne、、」
comer. A big difference was the fact that Vaillant， who h a d  beell educated in 
Germany， was tinged with Marx’s socia!ist id eas. '" 

I n  h i s  1891 i ntroduction to Tlze Civi/ War in Frαnce， Engels was going to 
remark that “ only a few [of the Bianquistsl had attained grcater clarity 
on principles， Vaillan t， 、-'\'110 was familiar with German sCÎentific 
social ism. " 1 3  

(4) Thc Bianquists o n  thc Gcncral Coun ci l  、vere， a t  this point， l ined u p  with 
M arx against the Bakuninist facnon and its campaign to take over the 
IníernationaI. (This alliance lasted o n ly u n til the Hague Congress.) ln this 
struggle the Blanquists， who h a d  traditionaHy scorned theoretical questions， 
i nevitably h a d  to folIow Marx’s political Iead and line of llrgumentation， 
Iearning i n  the process. 

(5) M arx’s two French sons-in-Iaw， C harles Longuet and Paul Laf:없'gue， 
were both llcquainted with BlllnquÍ a n d  t h e  Blanquists and hlld 

'" Dommanget says that Vaillllnt made ‘dictatorsllip of the proletmiat’ “more 
precise" with the fOlmulation “impersonal dictatorship ofthe proletllri녕t>H2 By 힘ving 
no source 01' dllte for t피s infOlmation， Dommmlget allows the imagination to dllte it at 
will， but in fact Vaillant could not have used this e:l.:prcssÍon un펴 aftcr his contact 쩨뼈l 
Marχ It is not in either of the Blanquist dcclarations 띠scussed in this chapter. 
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rather an admirer of the Old Man.14 Longuet， despite his lack' of revolutionary 
fire， had a warm feeling for Blanqui， especially since his talks with the Old 
Man in the Necker hospital in 1 865，15 and also regarded Vaillant as a friend.16 
Both Lafargue and Longuct 、，ycrc in a position to act as go-bctwcens. 

3. THE BLANQUIST SPLlT 

In 1 872 thc lntcrnational broke under two stresses. Thc main pressurc， 
which is also bcst Imown， came from thc battIe against the Balmninist 
takeovcr bid; thc Blanquist dclcgatcs workcd with thc Gcneral Council against 
thc Bakuninist plottcrs. But thc B1anquists were by no means behindhand in 
proclaiming that they wantcd to make the lnternational the “revolutionary 
organiza tion "  it should havc bccn from thc beginning， that is， to remold it into 
a B1anquist scct. 

Marx’s proposal to move the General Council’s seat from London to Ncw 
York was motivatcd (thcrc can be little doubt) by thc desire to keep it out of 
the Blanquists’ hands now that thc Bakuninists had bcen beatcn back. If the 
Bakuninists had schcmcd in secrct to take over the lnternational by infIltra­
tion， the B1anq‘lists 、，ycrc no Icss intent on taldng it ovcr in plain sight. Of 
coursc， it is not at all ccrtain that thcy could have succceded against thc old 
GC coalition lcd by Marx， but what loomed bcfore Marx’s eyes， at the bcst， 
was a sccond wracking inícrnal war tha1 was sure to Icave the organization in 
tattcrs ifit Icft anything at all. Thc transfcr to Ncw York was an attcmpt to 
savc sometlzing of the International from the B1anquists. 

This was how the B1anquists saw it too. They rcacted a fcw days after the 
Hague Congrcss， with a manifesto， Illte/'1latÎonale et Révolu!ÏOll， 17 announcing 
their withdrawal from thc lntcrnational because of its insufficiently revolu­
tionary charactcr. During the folIowing year they sought to renew relations 
with ßlanquist fragmcnts in Francc， and lookcd to reconstitutc a group of 
thcir own. In Junc 1874， under the n amc of the Commune Révolutionnaire， 
they issued a propaganda pamphlct prcsenting :: dcclaration of Blanquist 
principles: A ux Commulleux，18 

ln both of these programmatic statements there were refcrences to the 
“dictatorship of thc prolctariat." 

What this shows is not that thc ßlanquist group had become Marxist， but 
o nly that their veη’ meagcr thcoretical equipment had become tingcd with 
some ideas ofMarx’S. More than o nce， publicly and privately， Engels stated 
in this period that the new Blallquist programmatic statemcnts had been 
drcssed up in Marxist ideas. He wrotc Sorge about the first pamphlet: 
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Blallquists. Have put out  a pamphlet， lntemationale et Révolutiofl • . •  
Explai n  their exit from the International， which is said to have killed 
itself by the deportation of the General Council to New York. Will 
establish a society of their own and are already extensively cliquing up 
in France . . •  [The “Pure，" as they call themselves，] are playing a t  
Commune Révolutiollllaire quite i n  the old fashion. You will have fun 
reading the little brochure În which VaiIlant quite seriously explains all 
our economic and poIitical principles as BIanquist discoveries. . 
Harmless though they be， they m u_st nevertheless not be given the 
means of starting more quarrels . • .  1 9  

In t h e  following year， in his Jlousing QUestioll， he included a remark on the 
new Blanquist program. We will quote this passage below， more fully， as locus 
7a. Suffice to mention that the BIanquists “adopted， and almost literally at 
that， the views of German scientific socialism on the necessity of political 
action by the proletariat and of its dictatorship as the transition to the 

，20 aboIition of classes and with them of the state.' 
T h is says in so many words that among the London BIanquists’ borrowings 

from Marxism was the view about proletarian dictatorship. (This  is of special 
interest for those people， like Postgate， who took these pamphlets as proofs of 
Blanquist  responsibility for ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’.2 1) 

In his 1874 article “Program of the Blanquist Refugees of the Commune" 
Engels explained the extent to which the BIanquists had been “Marxified" 
while making c1ear that their essential BIanqllist poIitics were unchanged. 
After criticizing the first point  in their program， strident atheism， he says: 

The  second point ofthe program is communism. Here we are already 
in more familiar waters， for the ship on which we sail here is calIed the 
“Manifesto of the Communist Party，" published in February 1848. The 
five Blanquists who Ieft the  International i n  the  autllmn of 1 872 already 
espoused a sociaIist program which in all essential poinfs was that of  
present-day German communism， and based their exit ooly 0 0  the fact 
that the International refused to play at revolution in the manner of 
these five. N ow the council of the thirty-three adopts this pmgram 
together wÎth its whole materialist vicw of h istory， even if its transmogn­
fication i nto Blanquist French Ieaves much to be desired， insofar as they 
h a  
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la nguage and German socialist literature. Anyway， the Gennan socialist 
w o r k e rs . . .  can regard it as a good sign if  French woJ"!<ers adopt.correct 
theoretical principles even though they come from GermanyY 

1 think E ngels was h ere exaggeratin g  the degree of c1arity to be scen i n  the 
BJanquist  pamph lets， for obvious  rcasons. 

4. THE NEW B LANQU IST Fom씨 U LATIONS 

The B1anquists’ adoptioll 0 1' ‘dictatorship 01' the prolctariat’ was one o f  the 
Ilew feaíu res of  their program. That t h is was a 11ι’‘’ view o f th c  B1anquists was 
virtually stated by thcmsclvcs in the passage on “dictatol"ship of the pro-
Ictariat" in l1ltenwtional et Rél'olutiol1. T h e  prolctariat， says the pamphlct， must 
fonn a “pa rty of proletarians" 1'or a 

s trugglc with o u t  mercy 01' truce， o n e  which will cnd only 、γhcn， by the 
c o n q u est  of  political !Jowcr and by its dictatorship， the proletariat 
brcaks thc old society and creates t h e  elements 0 1' a n ew onc. 

At this  point  a 1'ootl1ote is appendcd， 징s 1'ollow5: 

Jn  1'ormulating this truth， which has become axÎol1latic s i n ce the 1 8th 
01' March [Co m m u n e  u prising in 1 87 1 \， that the conquest o f political 
powcr by 1'Ol'ce 、vas a ncccssity for the proletnriat ‘'01' the !'ealizatio!l of 
thc social revolution，  、νe did not expect that o ll r  thought would be 
mis in terprcted. 

(Th i s  i n trod uccs a passage d i recíed against the Bakuninists.) Dating this 
“axiomatic" truth to thc 1 8th of  March has， 01' course， mea n i n g  only for the 
B l a l1 q u ists， s i n c c  Marx :md the International had formulated i t  long bcforc. 
As E ngels had said in his lettcr， thc n ow mercly j)l'oclaimcd this as 
thcir OWIl d iscovery. 

111 thc s a m e  footnote the Blanquists had a longer statement  011 thc dictato r­
ship’  fonnulation:  

B u t  to achieve this  emancipatioll of thc workers， this  abolition 0 1' 
c lass ，  goal of thc soch녀 revol utioll， i t  is n ccessary that the bou rgeoisie be  
disposscsscd of  i ts  politica! privilegc， by mcans  of  which i t  maintains all 
thc oth crs. Thc p roletariat m ust， i n  a perïod 0 1' rcvolutionmγ dicta­
tors h ip，  usc that powcr for its own liberation which up to now has been 
d i rectcd against  itself; it must  turn against its advcrsaries thosc same 
weapons wh ich u p  to 110W have h eld i t  i n  opprcssion. A n d  only thcn 
whcn i t  has made a clcan swecp of thesc institutiolls， thcse privilegcs 
which c O llstitutc prcscnt-day socicty will this d ictatorship of the pro­
Icíariat ccasc， no longer having a n  obj ect， the abolition 0 1' all c1asscs 
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making one-c1ass government pass away by itself. Then groups Iike 
individuals 、、'iII be autonomous; then wm be realized that federation­
the result and  not the means ofvictory-that allarchy which  victory wm 
produce， and which d uring t�_e struggle is disorganization and failure 
\vhcn it is not treason 01' fOÌÍy.23 

T h e  appendix of this pamphlet reprints the resolution presented by the 
B1anquist  leaders to the H a gue Congress on September 5， 1 872， proposÎng 
their own program. Incidental to the language of the resolution i s  the 
following: 

C o n s id eri n g  . . .  that abstention from political action is the negation of 
섭le first duty of the working c1ass: the conquest of poIitical power 
h aving as its goal making a c1ean sweep of the old society and creating 
the elements of the new by the d ictatorsh ip of the P roletariat  ..• 

At the same Hague Congress， Vaillan t  used the phrase in  a speech， saying 
that “it is necessary to hold down [collrberJ the owning c1asses under the 
d ictatorship of tl1e proletariat.，，24 

In  the 1 874 programmatic pamphletAzα COI1l11trmercι the term occurred in 
the section explaining why “we are revolutionaries" and have to overthrow 
the system by force: 

Because we recognÌze tl1at it is necessary to conquer tl1at political 
power which the bourgeoisie j ealously guards for the maintenance of its 
privileges. Because， in a revolutionary period when the Înstitutions of 
present-day society must be destroyed， the dictatorship of the Proletaliat 
must  be established and maintained until， in the emancipated world， 
there are no longer any but equal citizens in the new society. 

As a movement towm-d the new worJd of j ustice and equality， the 
Revolution is itself the bearer of its own Iaw， and everything which 
stands in the way of its triumph must be crushed. 

We are revolutionaries; we want the Commune; for În the future 
Commune， as in the Commune of 1 793 and 1 871 ，  we see not the seIfIsh 
endeavor of one city， but the Revolution triumphant in the whole 
country: the communal Republic. For the Commune is the revolutionary 
Proletariat armed with dictatorship， for the destruction ofprivilege， the 
crushing of the bourgeoisie.25 

AIthough the foregoing passage testifies to Vaillant’s new infiuence by its 
apparent repudiation of the dictatorsh ip of Paris over the countrγ， the Blan­
quist program retains the idea of mÎllority dictatorship. Further on， we get a 
blast against “the fraud of universal suffrage" and the argument that by no  
means mus t  “the revolutionarγ minority abdicate before the  average， distorted 
opinion of majorities that have been subjected to all of the influences of  
ignorance and privilege." 
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The retention of the Blanquist minority d ictatorship 、vas even more evident 
in the 1 872 Intel'1l“tiollale et R깅l'olutioll 까'here， in addition to the modest proposal 
that thc Jnternational should become something velγ Iike a Blanqllist band， 
wc rcad that 

Thc rcvolu tionary minority of thc prolctariat of thc citics mllst， thcn， 
coun t  only on  itsclf; i t  is lIP to it to compcnsatc for its numcrical 
infcriority by its organization and its cncrgy. At this price only can it 
p rodllcc thc rcvolll tion， and whilc waiting to win thcm ovcr， paralyze 
that incrt and hostilc mass . . . 26 

T h c  Blanquists’ adoption of  thc tcrm ‘dictatorship of  the proletariat' did 

not callsc othcrs to forgct that thcse pcoplc had always advocated a party 

d ictatorship ovcr thc pcople. Onc  of  thc rcpIics to thc Blanqllists’ 1872 
pamphlct camc from CllIscrct， a Icftist militarγ man who had fOllght with 

Garibaldi， thc Union anny in Amcrica， alld thc lrish Fcnians bcfore his 
participation in the Commllnc， whcre hc had blicf1y and i ngloriously hcadcd 
thc 、var dcpartmcnt. 

ln a long articlc “L’Intcrnationale ct  la Dictaturc，" in the Gencva Egalité i n  

D cccmbcr 1872， CllIscrct attackcd thc Blanqllists’ posc a s  lntcrnational 
Icadcrs. Hc pointcd out that thcy had bccn co-optcd as GC mcmbcrs only as 

Commllnc  symbols or rcprcscntativcs. Thcy complaincd that thc Intcrnational 
“cOllld not bccome thc powcl"flll lcver that wc dcsircd" :  you scc， thcy want to 

lISC thc lntcrnational only as thcir own “lcver" 01' tool. “Childrcn of authority， 

thcsc gcntIcmcn undcrstand only dictatorship." Hcrc， hc said scornflllly， arc 
mcn who havc 110 past cxccpt dcfcat and incompctcncy bllt who yct dcmand 

oll r  c o n fidcncc  . . .  His polcmÎC against dictatorship assumed that it meant thc 
27 traditional Jacobin dictatorship. The new formulation was n ot mentioncd. 

5. DELAHAYE’S FORMULA TION 

There is an Îlltcrcsting indication of how far thc term ‘ dictatorship ofthe 
prolctariat’ travclcd in this pcriod， at lcast in the London émigré cirdcs of the 

Communards. 111 1874 it croppcd lIjl n ot only in thc B1anquists’ manifcsto but 

also in a programmatic pamphlct issucd by a qllite d iffercn t  wing of 
thc Frcnch cmigration， whosc most promincnt mcmbcr was Victor Alfroo 
Dclah ayc.* 

* This l1lan is incorrectly nal1led Pierre LOllis Delahaye in a Jllll1lber of works， 
inclllding ME、V. The inforl1lation in this section is l1lostly bascd on the entlγ for V. A. 
Delahaye in Maitron’s Dictio/lllaire Biographique ，111 MOllvemellt Olll'rier Frallcois. Delahaye’s 
correct nal1le has recently beell confirl1lcd in the New Mega.η 
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Twen ty years younger than Marx， Delahaye was a mecha nic， active in the 
French movement since about the late 1 850s. When the Commune revolt 
broke out， h e  was president of the mechanics’ u nion， which adopted a 
s tatement advocating a socia!ist reorganization of production; he also worked 
on Commune commissions. I n  London emigration， he became a member of  
the  1 nternational’s General Council. There he  tended to  the  right-at any 
rate， in May 1872 Marx mentioned that Delahaye supported Hales’s 
faction， with the comment that the other Communard members of theGC had 

2 9  a Iow opinion of h im. 
I n  August 1872 Delahaye tool‘ a leading part in the fon1iation of a new 

grou p in emigration :  Comite Revolution naire d u  Proletariat. Two years later， 
in October 1874， this group published a program A la Classe Ouurier강 30 

T h e  group cIearly had in  mind the formation of a mass “workers’ socia!ist 
party，" unaUoyed with Blanquist secret-society-ism. T h e  nine signel's all 
identified themselves as workers (craftsmen). The  organization would be 
“federated nationally and internationally" and conduct “electoral political 
action for working-cIass candidates" ;  its “principaI means of agitation" would 
be “elections， strikes， and antireIigious propaganda." The pamphlet specified 
what would h appen upon the conquest of powel': 

As to the fOlm of government， although in principle we are federalists， 
we believe that the d ictatorship of the working cIass is indispensable， at  
least  during the period of transformation， in order to establish a society 
based on social equality. We are convinced that the means which serves 
the bourgeois minority 80 well in order to oppress us could with greater 
reason serve the working-c1ass majority to emancipate itself." 

Though this formulation assumed a working-class majority， in opposition 
to the Blanquists， it is likely that by “dictatorship" this group meant dictatorial 
deviations from democratic fonns and methods. However， there is no clarifica­
tion one  way 01' the other. Further along， the program for the revolution in  
power called for the  foIlowing actions inter alia to implement a program of 
immediate “abolition of individual and private property": 

Orgallize the army oftlze reI'OlutÌoll，jinances， police， educatioll; cmsh the 
clcrico-bourgeois reactioll at home; 

Prepare 10 defeat the foreign coalition abroad. 
、Nhen the ground is c\eared， when the destruction of the bourgeoisie 

and its institutions is complete， the form of government w띠 evidently 
be no mOl'e than a detail， a s imple administrative question.32 

The  gl'oup  apparently did not last long. Delahaye returned to France after 
the amnesty， became a Radical (i.e.， nonsociaIist) municipal councillor in  
Saint-Ouen in  1 883-88， a member ofthe government’s Labor Commission， 
and in  1890 a government delegate to the I nternational Labor Conference in 
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Berl in ;  then he  ‘vas decorated with the Legion of  Honor. 1 mention this sad 
end because i t  was already impJicit in  his poJitics when Marx found him 
voting  with Hales， and j ust before he came out for “the d ictatorship of the 
working c1ass." 

D elahaye was trying to work out  a reformist solution to the problems of the 
movement， and the dictatorial fOrJns he envisioned must have seemed to him 
mainly a convenience. (Dictatorship has greater affinity to a desire for efficiency 
or efficacy than to a hankering for absolu te power.) His 1 874 program testified 
mainly to the spread of the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ formuladon in the 
Coml11u nl\l-d ranks in this period. 



1앵 MARX AND ENGEL용 
IN THE SECOND PERIOD 

The prcceding chaptcr has shown how the ‘dictatorship of the prolctariat’， 
at least as a phrase if not a concept， madc its way in thc London emigration of 
the Communards. Once again， very much as in the period following tl1c defcat 
of the 1 848-49 revolution， Marx had to discuss political issues with revolu­
tionaries and would-bc revolutionaries who staríed from the traditional Jacobin 
notion of dictatorship. 

Once again-this is my hypothesis-Marx found it most cducational ‘。
counterpose his own version of‘dictatorship’" rather than to flatly rcjcct the 
word; to argue for the dictatorship of a class in terms which equated this 
dictatorship with the generaUy accepted goal of the conqucst of political 
power by thc proletariat. In this period we wiI1 find Engels setting down in so 
mal1y words the distinction between Marx’s view of ‘dictatorship’ and the 
B1anquist idea. 

As a result， in the Second Period， ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ crops up 
five times in Marx’s and Engels' productions-threc times by Marx， twice by 
Engels. 

1. THE CASE OF VERMERSCH 

First: an incident which is too dubious to count as a locus. This is a 
secondhand reference to Marx’s thinking tl1at comes to IlS via Eugene 
Vermersch， who had been the editor of Le Pire Duclzel1e during the Commune 
period. 

An émigré in London after the defeat， Vermersch had one talk with 
Marx-probably in mid-Septembe，" of 1871.1 Vermersch told of this conversa­
tion two years later in a letter to- Maxime Vuillaume， who published it 
j ust bcfore World War I. Vermersch’S letter quotes Marx as telling him that 
“Society is historically obliged to pass through the working-c1ass dictatorship.，，2 

This reported formulation raises no particular problem， of course; Marx 
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might well have said something ofthe sort to any o fthe Communard visitors. 
But the source is so tainted that it has to be treated with reserve. 

Vermersch was notorious as editor of a “filthy sheet" (so commonly called) 
which achieved a large circulation in Paris as a yellow-journal type of sensa­
tional rag ofthe worst sort， yelling wildly for bloodletting and mass guillotining. 
I ts lallguage was marked by the routille use of “fuckin’ (this 01' that)" as an 
explctive in every other sentence 01' several times in one. Its main approach to 
politics was uninhibited slander. 

ln London Vcrmersch launched another sheet， Qui Vive! When it died， 
Engels， informing Liebkllecht that i t  had “choked in its own filth，" 
obscrved that “lf the cditor 、Termersch was not a stoolpigeon， he at Ieast 
wrote in such a way that the French police could Ilot wish anything bette잉r.，，3 

O ft야he fe、w scoundrclly clemellts tha따t came along 、w띠/새ith the Communa‘a따q쩌n띠'd in띠1f띠flux， ， 
EngeIs 、wro아te， Vermersch 、vas the “arch-scoundreI.，，4 When this habitual liar 
got into a row with the B1anquists， Engcls referred to him pubIicly as 

one  o fthe most disreputable people o ft he Paris yellow press， a celiain 
Vennersch， who under the COll1mune pubIished the PJzi Duchene， a 
wretched caricature of Hebert’s paper of 1 793. This gentleman answered 
their moral indignation with a .p a mph l e t  . . .  and poured a rare flood of 
scatalogical invective over thcir heads . . . S 

Yermersch’s reputation crossed party lines: not only the Blanquists but also 
the Bakuninist faction leader Guillaume held him in bad odor.6 

Not o nly is this wretch a d llbious source in general， but the letter in qllestion 
is a brew of poisonolls hatred， the longcst section being a racist hymn of hatrcd 
against Gennans ín a fulsome vaunting of Frcnch chauvinism. This follows 
another quotation ascribed to Mal'x， against thc “Latil1 raccs，" which is 
simply absurd. Evcl1 Vuillaume， his old ally， in a footnote separated himself 
frol11 Y crmersch’s racist ranting against Marx as a “pan-Gcrmanist"-an 
cxcrcise in which this blackguard repcated thc similar racist ravings that 
Balιunin was scnding around about this time in his assault on thc lntcrnational. 

lt is qucstionablc ‘vhcthcr anything in this Ictter is trustwOIihy for any 
purposc， but it provides the follo 
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reasons， any report on what really was discussed by Marx under the head of 
‘dictatorship’'-namely， Vermersch’s own views on the subject. These were 
made plentifully c1ear in the next two years (probably before， too， but 1 find no 
record). Vermersch was an assiduous proponent of a kind of dictatorship， and 
his talk with Marx did not change his style. 

In February 1 872 he published a leUer to a French deputy in which he 
explained that before the people can govern there must be a dictatorship.7 The 
following year， in the second of  a series of little pamphlets， this one titIed La 
Dictature， Vermersch elaborated 00 what he meant. His starting point was  of  
course similar to  the Blanquists’ the mass of  people i s  not  “capable of 
directing public affairs" . . •  “when it comes to power， the People tums stupid， 
because， being uneducated-hence no logicians-it is naturally goodhearted 
. . . because from the viewpoint of real politics each generation of workers is no 
more advanced than the preceding one， the People gets the cruel but j ust 
punishment for its ignorance and presumption." The  People must have the 
good sense “ to understand that the task which it was not up to accompiishing 
by itself should be handed over to a well-tested a g e n t. . .  、이1 0  wiIl assure its 
safety." Therefore “for the revolutional.y people there is only one means of 
safety， that is， the establishment of a dictatorship.

，，9 

He  repeatedly stressed the theme of the incap.acity of the people to govem， 
almost as often as he quoted Machiavelli. H is original coníribution was a 
proposal for a two-phase dictatorship. The  first dictator， whose íask was to 
repress counterrevolution with bloody violence， would inevitably become “too 
odious" in the eyes of the people; the “second part of the dicíatorial mission，" 
construction of the new order， required a “second dictatorship，" ergo a 
second dictaíor to take over. Take over how? This depended on circumstances， 
but Vermersch was certain tl1at Marat’s idea 01 electÌFzg a dictator was wrong 
(“the political capacity of‘ the people" being lacldng， as before， etc.). The 
d ictatorship， then， would be the “prize of force." That is，  to interpret in 
Vermerschian terms， the most bloody-ruthless j ungle killer would prove 
himself fit to wield power.9 

Though Vermersch started from the traditional Jacobin notion of dictator­
ship， he soon steered in the direction of Bakuninis 
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i n  the Russian’s propaganda leading up  to the Hague Congress. In  another of  
his pamphlets Vermersch took over the  Bakuninist notion of “ revolutionarγ” 
b rigandage :  “Let Ithe people] pillage， let them steal， let them kill-. . .  you 

，， 1 1  I the bourgeois] have made them beasts of  prey!" 
This  exponent of revolutionary cretiniSIl1 operated， to be sure， in a corner of  

what  passed for the workers’ 1l10vement， but  it was not  without all effect on the 
muddle  of ideas pullulating in the emigration. 

2. LOCUS 5: MARX’S BANQUET SPEECH 

Did  Marx regard the Paris Commune as a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’? 

Th is question was long cOl1sidered moot; for， while it was well knowl1 that 
Engels had attached the label (in locus 1 1 )， it was long believed that Marx had 
refrained from doing so. Behind this issue was the interpretation of the term 
itself. If， in Marx’s view， it meant a 、worke잉r상 state 01' the ‘rule of the proletariat’， 
no more and no  less， then obviously Marx would have called the COll1ll1une by 
one  01' thc other tcnn intcrchangeably. If however it Il1cant some special form 
of workcrs’ state， or  only one  that takes some specific “dictatorial" stcps， then 
the Paris COll1m u ne could be called a ‘dictatorship of  the proletariat’ on)y by 
some process of argumentation， qr not so callcd at all because it was “too 
d em o c rat i c"  . . .  

My thesis in this book has been the Iirst of  these two opinions. l t  was a)so 
the thesis of my 1 962 essay. Shortly after its publication， Vo)ume 1 7  of the 

M a rx-Engels 11상rke appeared， call ing atíention to a h i therto obscurc l-epOli o f  
a speech b y  Marx. For anyone who necded a Marx-quote t o  settle thc matter， 
here it was. * 

Right after thc end of the September 1871 Conference of the International， 
hcld in LOlldon because the schedu led congress had had to be postponed， a 
banquet “'as held as usual. It was billcd as the scventh anniversary celebration 
of the International’s fOll llding， hu t  it wns also the London Confcrence’s 

w ind-up social affair. The d etailed account we have is an unsigncd a:-ticle that 
appeared in  the Ne’‘’ York Worl，끼 h eaded “The Reds in  Session . . .  letc. ) ，" 

datelined from London. 1 2 

It was a cOllvivial alTair， at which Marx was voted into the chair by 

* A quicker way to settle the matter was t'lken by 1 ring Fetscher in a 1976 0001<: he 
quoted Man:’'s Civi! War În France as stating flatly that the Commulle was “the 
dictatorship ojtheproletariat"-between quote Il1nrks， too. This aberration is discussed in 
Special Note D， Section 2. 
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acclamation. ln the only other extant notice of the banquet， Marx’s daughter 
Jenny told friends in Germany: 

。OMohr [Marx] was made to preside on the occasion (much against his 
will， as you may imagine)， and he had the honour of having on his right 
hand the heroic Polish general 찌'roblewski. On the othe，. side sat the 
brothcr o

_
f Dombrowski. A great many membcrs of the Communc 、vcre

13 present. 

The  World dispatch said that the banquet was held “by the members of the 
gencral council and a sclcct company of friends， most of thcm members and 
officers ofthe Paris Commune." Marx’s short speech as chairman was reported 
in some dctail， not between quotation marks but in paraphrase. The passage 
that concerns us， on the Commune， went as follows: 

[Locus  5 )  
T h e  last movement was the Commune， the greatest that has yet been 

m ade， and thcre could not be two opinions about it-the Commune 
was the conquest of the politicaI power of  the working c\asses. There 
was much misunderstanding about the Commune. The Commune 
could not  found a new form of c\ass government. In destroying the 
existing conditions of‘ oppression by transferring all the means of iabor 
to the productive laborer， and thereby compelling evey able-bodied 
individual to work for a living， the only base for c1ass mle and oppression 
would be removed. But before such a change could be effected a 
proletarian dictaíure would become necessary， and the first condition 
of that was a proletarian army. The working c1asses would have to 
conquer the right to emancipate themselves on  the battIefield. The task 
of the Internationai was to organize and  combine the forces of labor for 
the comÎng struggle.14 

Thus  Marx’s first recorded use of the term since 1852 took place in a setting 
heavily conditioned an audience that was Blanquist in good part. There 
were many Iittle speeches and toasts， said the “but the name that set 
the whole assembly in motion like an electric shock was Blanqui’s. " 

1 submit  that to find Marx reviving， or reusing， the term after two decades 
in this context tends to confirm the thesis that Marx’s term ‘rule of the 
proletariat' was reformulated as ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ wlzell Mmχ had 
10 confront the Blanquist mind. 

There are four circumsfances to note about this affair. 
( 1 )  Marx’s formulation here was “proletarian dictature"; the GaUicized 

form of ‘dictatorship’ may have been d u e  to the fact that Marx was speaking， 
at least at this point， in the type of macaronic English that is so common in his 
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letters; or perhaps he was even speaking in French， in whole or part. Besides， 
the form ‘dictature’ is met with in English writers at this time.* 

(2) There can be no doubt that Marx was applying “proletarian dictature" 
to the Commune. This passage began with the' reiteration ofthe proposi디on 
that “ the Commune 、vas the cOllquest of the political power of the working 
classes，" and it cOlltinued with an exposition of that idea. 

(3) The World paraphrase had Marx sayillg， contradictorily， both that the 
Commulle represented “ the political power of the working classes" and that it 
“could not found a new form of cIass government." Of course， Marx must 
have been making his customary point that the working-class state or govern­
mellt had the task of inauguratillg a classeless societ)ι As usual， he presented 
the “proletarian dictature" as a transitional stage toward the abolitioll of all 
class rule: “before such a change could be effected . . .  " 

(4) Because of the illterest attaching to this banquet speech， it is u lIfortunate 
that its exact date has beell muddled. It is usually dated September 25， 
because the World article， datelilled September 26， said that the celebration 
tool‘ place “last night." But the aforemelltiolled letter by Jenny (who was at 
the banquet table， acco.'ding to the Worl，씨 gave the date as September 24. To 
be sure， Jellny might have made a mistake; on the other hand， editors have 
beell kllowlI to change (for example) “two nights ago" to “last night" ÍlI order 
to make a piece look more currellt. 1 thillk Jenny’s date is more 파‘ely for 뻐'0 

reasons: (a) The Conference sessiolls ellded on September 23， and the pattern 
was to hold the banquet tlie next day; (2) the 24th was a Sunday; the 25th， a 
Monday. 

Outside of Marx， it is difficult to find anyone who raised the question of the 
relationship ofthe Paris Commune to the common formulations about “revolu­
tionary dictatorship，" “dictatorship of the people，" or any other favored 
dictatorship. According to Venturi， the Russian revolutiollist Lavrov was 
“one of the first ill Europe . • .  to defille the Commulle as an ÍlIstrument of 
power ofthe proletariat，" as a “governmellt ofthe worl(ers"-this in all  article 
published shortly after the Commune revoIt broke out. Then he went to 
Londoll ，  became well acquaillted with Marx alld ElIgels (with whom he 
corresponded for mally years) alld with the General CouncH， and participated 
in discussions on the CommulIe 
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pamphlet， The Paris Commuue ofthe 18th ofMarch 1871， and here he mentioned 
that 

Only Millière， in Nos. 23， 2 9  and 30 of the Marseillaise， had described a 
plan to organize the “revolutionary dictatorship of the people. ，，15 

This report is secondhand and rather vague， but it is aIl 1 can find. 

3. LOCUS 6: MARX ON POLITICAL INDIFFERENCE 

Marx’s next use of the term came in an article written for the ltalian 
socialist press: Enrico Bignami’s annualAlmallacco Repubblicallo per 1'Allllo 1874， 
p ublished in Lodi in December 1873. Marx had written it about a year before， 
in December-January around the turn of the year 1872 into 1 873. Bignami 
was the editOl' of La Plebe and an opponent of the Bakuninists (though on the 
reformist side)， a valued ally of the General Council. 

Marx’s article was an atíack on the antipoliticalism of Proudhonism， an 
in，wortant target at  the time since it was  Proudhon’s theoretical writings 
(certainly not Bakunin’s) that fed the anarchoid ideology of Bakunin’s ltalian 
clientele. The  article was entitled “L’Indifferenza in Materia Politica" (Indif­
ference to Political Affairs)， a title probably conferred by Bignami， who also 
did the Italian translation. (Marx’s own manuscript， probably in French， is 
not extant.) 

Since this passage was one of those cited by Lenin in State and Revolutioll， it 
has often been referred to and reproduced， but usuany without an explanation 
of its peculiar context. O u t  of context， it must be puzzling. 

The  article begins abruptly with a Iong section， all in quotation marks， 
which purports to set forth what aD antipolitical Proudhonist-anarchist 
would say iflre wrote down his views frankly and bluntly. In other words， this 
part is a fictitious speech ，pllrportÎl1g to represent Ilot Marx장 views but those oflzis 
target. The ‘dictatorship’ phrase occurs in the course of this fictitious speech; 
for the speaker is shown attacking the iclea ofthe  ‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat’ 
in the same way as any idea of political action 01" power. It is quite clear i fyou  
read the  entire ar디cIe， but  if you  are only served up  the cited paragraph you 
have to remember that the formulations are being put in the opponent’s 
mouth by Marx. 

[Locus 6 ]  
“ I f  the  political struggle of the working c1ass assumes violent forms， i f  

the  workers substitute their revoiutional1' dictatorship f01" the dictator­
ship of the bourgeois class， they commit the terrlble crime of violating 
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principlc;* bccausc， in  order to satisfy their wretched， profane c、rel}'day
n eeds， in ordcr to crush thc I'csistancc of thc bourgeois cIass， instcad of 
laying down anns and ��)olishing the statc they give it a rcvolutionar-y 

， 16 and transitional fonn." 

Thc idca is bcing al ludcd to on ly in  passing. Thc  fictitious spcakcr is using 
thc ‘dictatorship’ phrasc only as a nothcr formulation lor workcrs’ politicl1 l 
p。、vcr.

τhis is undcrlincd by the direct countcrposition of thc two class dictatorships， 
o n e  thc aItcrnativc to thc othcr， thcrcby p utting the acccnt on thc social basis 
of thc powcr rathcr than on thc political forms 01' m cthods of a rcgimc. Hcrc 
thc “dictatorship of thc bourgcois class" is clearly uscd as a gcncral formulation 
for thc  bourgcois state， a ny bourgcois statc， j ust as thc “Iworkcrs’I rcvolutional}' 
dictatorship" is bcing uscd as a gcncral formulation for a workcrs’ state. 

Hcrc WC VCIγ clcarly iind Marx usillg thc “dictatorship of the bourgcoisic" as 
a tcrm coordiulIte wÌth thc “dictatorship of thc prolctariat，" one countc'l)oscd to 
thc othcr. Earlicr， in  1 850 for cxamplc， r‘'larx’S CllIss St1'llggles in Frallce had 
rcfcrrcd to Cavaigllac’s rulc as a “ bourgcois dictatorship rccognizcd ol1icialIy" 
and “thc d ictatorship of the bourgcoisic by thc sabcr，，;17 but in thosc cascs thc 
gcncralizcd mcaning of “ bourgcois dictatorship" was ollly latcnt. 

T h is usc o f “ bourgcois dictatol'앙lip" was ccrtaillly not unlmown in socialist 
circles， whcrc tu quoque argumcnts 、l'Icrc common cllough. At the 1 866 cOllgrcss 
of the l nícrnational in G cncva， a rcport by Dupont and Eccarius had argucd 
that coopcrativcs could “trallsform thc wagc systcm and destroy thc capitalist 
d ictatorship， which  was dclibcratcly hostilc to coopcrativcs. ，，18  At thc samc 
congrcss， thc rcport o n  tradc-ullionism illcidcntally rcmarked that unions 
could bc “organs of transformation of  thc systcm of 、vagc-Iabor and 01" capitalist 

， 1 9  dicta torship. 

Such a gcncral countcrposition o f “dictatorship ofthc bourgcoisic" to “dicta­
torship ofthc p rolctariat" implicitly dcfincs thc lattcr in tcrms ofthc class naturc 
of thc political powcr rathcr than spccial govcrnmcntal forms. 

4. LOC U S  7: E NGELS ON τHE HOUSING Q UESTlON 

Hard 011 thc hccls of Marx’s Haliall a rticlc， thc tcrm was ncxt uscd by 
Engcls ill Part IH 01‘his 、vork The IJolIsill!! OuestÌon. This is the lirst time that it a ‘-
occurred ill Engcls' writing (unless wc count Engels’ signaturc on thc SUCR 
docu mcnt， locus  2). 

* Lit.， “crime f!/leso-princψio， " 011 the a nalogy 낀‘leso-1I1αes서 i.e.， lèse-majesté. 
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This work was originaIly published as a series of articles in the Leipzig 
Volksstaat， mostly in 1 872， but the instalIments constituting Pati IH were 
written in January 1873 and published in the course of February. The term 
occurred in two passages of Part IU. 

The first one， dealing with the Blanquists， has already been mentioned. 20 

T h e  reason why the term occurred to Engels in this connection is contained 
right in the passage itself， namely， the reference to the BIanquist manifesto 
bzternationale et Rél’olutioll， which had beel1 published in 1872. Here is the 
passage: 

[Locus 7a)  
. when the so-c41lled Blanquists m41de 4111 attempt to transform 

themselves from mere political revolutionÌsts Înto 41 socialist workers’ 
group  with a definite program-as was done by the BIanquist refugees 
in London in their manifesto /lIternatiollale et RévolutÎoll-they ... adopted， 
and almost literally at that， the views of German scientific socialism on 
the necessity of political action by the proletariat and of its dictatorship 
as the transition to the abolition of c1asses and with them of the 
state-views such as had already been expressed in the Commmzist 
Mall딱sto and since then on innumerable occasions.2 1  

Obviously Engels was not  saying tl1at  the ‘dictatorship’ phrase appeared in  
the  Manifesto nor  that it had been expressed “on innumerable occasions." 
These statements applied directly only to the rest of the formulation about 
“ political action by the proletariat." What is strildng is that Engels treated it 
all  as a single integrated idea. In  this sense he was dating the ‘proletarian 
d ictatorship’ idea back to the Manifesto， where the term does not appear. 

The  second passage is interesting for a similar reason. Here Engels was 
p olemizing against a Proudhonist， whom he has j ust quoted: 

[Locus 7b] 
Friend Mülberger thus makes the foIIowing points here: 
1. “We" do not pursue any “c1ass policy" and do not strive for any 

“ c1ass rule." But  the German Social-Democratic Worl{ers Party，j ust 
because i t  is .a workers'party， does necessarily puπrs잉ue a '“c1ass policy，" the 
p olicy of the worldng c141ss. Since every political party sets out to 
esíablish its rule in the state， so the German Social-Democratic Workers 
Party is necessarily striving for its rule， the rule of the working class， 
hence a “class rule." Moreover， every real proletarian party， from the 
English Chartists onward， has always put  forw41rd a class policy， the 
organization of the proletariat as an independent political party， as the 
first c ondition of the struggle， and the dictatorship of the proletariat as 
the immediate aim of the struggle. By declaring this to be “ridiculous，" 
Mülberger places himself oufside the p_�oletarian movement and inside 

22 the ranks of petty-bourgeois socialism. 
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、Vhat leaps to the eye is Engels’ assumption that “dictatorship of the 
proletariat" has no special meaning whatever other than the esíablishment of 
the “ rule" of the working c1ass. This is put beyond doubt by the direct 
statement， underlined by Engels， that e‘’ery reaI proletarian party necessarily 
stands for it， including the Chartists， and has always* put it forward. The 
reference to the Chartists is sufficiently explained in Chapter 8.23 

This statement by itselfspeaks volumes about Engels' conception of the 
‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat' and singlehalldedly refutes a good deal ofwltat 
has been writtell about it. H can make no sense to anyone who believes that 
there is some special “theOlγ of pl'oletarian dictatorship " in Marx and Engels， 
some “ theOlγ" beyond that of the workel옹’ state as the embodiment of the 
politicaI power of the proletariat. At such points， the EngeIs-versus-Marx 
myth becomes velγ handy. 

1ncidentally， in this same work we find tl1at Engels considered it a tactica! 
matter of indifference whether the proletariat in power 

will simply take possession of the instruments of production， raw 
materials and means of subsisíence by force， 01' whether it will pay 
compensation for them immediately or whether it 、띠U redeem the 

24 property involved there by sIow instalIment payments. 

It  does not sound velγ “dictatorial." But， as is well known， Marx agreed with 
this relaxed view of the compensation-confiscation issue. The point is that the 
character of a workers’ state as a ‘dictatorship of the proletmiat’ has nothing 
to do with tactics of this sort. 

5. MARX’S NOTES O N  BAKUN1N’S BOOK 

The two preceding loci were directed against Proudhonist lines of thought， 
involving 110t anarchism 80 much as general antipoliticalism. 1n response 
Marx and Engels were led to emphasize the necessity for the conquest of 
political power， the transitional ‘rule of the proletariat’. 

While Marx had �rought out the formulation ‘dictatorship of the prolet3liat’ 
as a counterpoise to the Blanquists， we are now at an Înteresting pOÌllt where 
he obtrusively r강htined from using the term. This negative fact is relevant to 
our mqmry. 

The  case concerns Bakunin’s book Staûsm umIAllarc!zy/5 published in 1 873. 
Marx made his way through this work-partly for his Russian language 
study-during 1874 and early 1875， writing out  a detai!ed summation， ill 

* Unaccountably， the tI‘anslation 피 M않W and allied works omits the 까αd ‘always’. 
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quotations and paraphrase.26 It was mainly toward the end of these notes 
(which take over forty printed pages) that he began to interpolate some 
comments of his own. Even so it must not be thought that he wrote up a 
systematic refuíation; the scribbled comments tend to be expletive， excla­
matory， telegraphic， and ungrammatical. 

The background issue is Bakunin’s principled attack 01] democracy (as we 
explained in Chapter η27_not simply his criticism of ul1Ìversal suffrage but 
his rejection of democratic control of  a uthority as an aim; 3l1y limitation on the 
sovereignty of the ego is “authoritari:m"; representation Îs an  1.1I1aUoyed evil; 
the more thorot.ghly democratic， the worse. WhiIe Bakunin sometimes gave 
the impression he was only complaining about the defects of democracy， Stutism 
ulldAnarclzy as usual excludes any possibility of democrlltic representation: 

Both the theory of the state and the theory of the so-called revolutionary 
dictatorship in equal measure llre bllsed 00 this fiction of the pseudo­
representation ofthe people :lnd on the real fact that the popular masses 
are governed by a handful of privHeged people elected-or Ìndeed not 
even elected-by mobs voting under constraint and ignorant of whom 
they’re voting for， on this abstract and fictional expression of what is 
represented to be the people’s wiH :md thought， of which the relll， living 
people do not have the least idell.28 

So it must be understood that Bakunin’s objection to “revolutionarγ dicta­
torship" is essentiaIly the same as his objection to 3ny democr，αtic stafe. H e  
attacks Marx from the same direction that h e  llttacks the verγ idea o f  represen­
tative institutions: 

By a people’s government the Marxists understand the government of 
the people by means of a smllH number of representatives elected by the 
people by universal suffrllge. The election by the whole of the nation of 
the self-styled representlltÎves o f the people and lellders ofthe stllte­
this is the last word of the Marxists as weH as of the democratic 
school-is a lie that concellls the despotism ofthe governing minority， a 
Iie aU the more dlln2:erOUs in thllt it is oresented as the exnression of the 
alleged wiU of the 야ople.29 

There are always t1'\'O possibilities about such attllcks on democracy: (1) 
they criticize democratic forms for 110t being democratic enough， for not reaUy 
effecting democratic control by the people; 0 
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ascribes to Marx the notion of  a “dictatorship by savants" and whips himself 
to a fury of denunciation against this mythical Marx’s idea of “the despotic 
government ofthe proletarian masses by a new and verγ small aristocracy of 
rcal 01" alleged savants." Since such a dictatorship is the worst of all， says 
Bakunin， the Marxists “consoJe themselves with the idea that this dictatorship 
will be tcmporary and short-livcd.，，30 

Marx scribbles a note on this:“WOl1 ， mOIl cher! I\Ve console ourselves， rather， 
with the thought) that the class rule of the workcrs ovcr the old world’s strata 
they havc been fighting can last only as long as the economic basis of the 
cxistencc of classcs is not destroycd. ，，31 We see that Marx undcrlines “class 
rule " hcl'c， as if dcmonstratively rcfusing to follow Bakunin in using the word 
‘dictatorship’ hc substitutes Klassenherrclzajt.* Thc concoction about the 
“govcrnmcnt of the savants" he dismisses with a scornful “Quelle rêverie!" 

lf Marx refuscs to take the term ‘dictatorship’ from Bakunin， it is no doubt 
bccause he knows well enough what meaning was attachcd to it by our 
“ Iibel'tarian，" cspecially with respect to thc various dictatOl'ships he planned 
for himsclf. 

Among Marx’s interpolated notes arc other rcmarks bearing on his 
customary description of the ‘rule’ 01' ‘dictatorship’ of the proletariat. ln one 
passagc Bakunin poses what he doubtlessly considcred a velγ c1cver stumper: 

lf thc proletariat becomes the ruling c1ass， ol1e asks， whom will it 
I'ule? There 、vil!， then， rell1ain still a c1ass subjccted to this new ruling 

32 class， to this ncw state . . .  

(In Marx’s paraphrase-summary， this I'eads: “there will still I'cmain anothel' 
p ro lctar iat  . . .  ")  

ln his  comment on this， Marx doεs not bother to make thc element31γ point 
that the proletariat HS ruling class has to “ :，ule" (in the first placc) the old 
dcfeated ruling class which seeks to regain power. Hc does make a general 
point: 

This mcans: as long as other c1asses， especially the capitalist c1ass， 
still exist， as long as the proletHriat tïghts agHinst them (for upon its 
taking govcrnmental power i ts enemies Hnd the fJld organizations of 
society do not yct disappear)， it must cmploy fOlcible means， hcncc 
governmel1tHI mcans; it is itsclf still H class， and thc economic conditions 
011 which the class struggle is based along with the cxistencc of classes 
have not yet disappeHrcd and m 

* Though Marx declined to use ‘dictatorship’ here and made it “c\ass rule " the 
Sorbonne sociologist Georges Gurvitch felt the nced to “corrcct" him. See Special Note 
D， Section 3 .  
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(The style leaves something to be desired， but Marx did not intend these notes 
for any eyes but his own.) 

Bakunin asks， about a passage in the Communist Manifesto: “What does it 
mean， ‘the proletariat organized as the ruling ChlSS’?" Marx scribbles: 

It means that the proletariat， instead of struggling as individuals 
against the economically privileged c1asses， has gained enough strength 
and organization to employ general means of coercion in the struggle 
against them; but it can only employ economic means that aboIish its 
own character as a salariat [body ofwage-earners] and hence as a c1ass; 
therefore， with its complete victory its own nJle is ended too， since its 

34 class character has disappeared. 

The  “dialogue" of paraphrase and scribbled comment goes on for a bit: 

[Bakunin] “ Will perhaps the w/lOle proletariat stand at tlte head ojtlze 
goveηlment?" 

[Marx] For example， in a Otrade uniono does the whole union fonn its 
executive committee? WilI aH division of labor in the facíorγ cease， also 
the various functions which arise from it? And in Bakunin’s formation 
“from below to above，" wiU everγone be “above"? Then indeed there’s 
no “below." wm alI members of the commune Iikewise administer the 
common interests of the region? 111 that case， there’S 00 difference 
between commune and region. 

[Bakunin] “The Germans number about 40 millioll. Will，jor e.;'(.， ([1140 
million be members ofthe govemment?" 

[Marx ]  oCertainly!O Since the whole thing begins with the self-
35 government of the Commul1e. 

T h e  last remark is unexpected: what， aU forty milIiOI1 will be 야nembers" of 
the government? This is how it is summed up in Marx’s notes， but the original 
wording by B akunin provides a more explanatonγ context: 

What does it mean， the proletariat organued as class? Is this 
to say that the proletariat will be， aH together， in control of pubIic 
affairs? The Germans number about forty million. Can it be that these 
forty million wm form part of the government and， with_ ，the entÍre 
people governing， there ，，，m no longer be any governéd? . .  36 

To this Marx answered “ Certainly! "  
Bakunin’s  challenging question might j ust a s  well h ave been:  싸al does il 

meall， the “dictatorsltψ oi the proletariat " ? 01'， equa앤V‘ substitute “workers'state. " 
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6. LOCUS 8:  ENGELS ON THE 
BLANQUIST REFUGEES 

The most impOI"tant expository statement on the ‘dictatorship of the pro­
Ictariat’ camc in 1874 in an artic1e by Engels. 10 terms of our íhesis on the 
genesis of the term， we should not bc surprised to find that this article was an 
overall skeích of the Blanquist group in London and its political ideology. 

That year， Engels started writing a series of artic1es for the Volksstaat on 
“Refugee Literature"; the second of these took up the “Program of the 
Blanquist Refugees of the Commune，" a review ofthe Blanquists’ pamphlet 
Aux COm1llUlleux?7 We have already cited several passages from this article， 
especially to describe the Blanquist group.38 But this artic1e is one of the most 
important presentations of political views to be found in Marx and Engels: 1 
would urge the reader to study it in one piece and as a whole. Unfortunately， i t  
is  typical of the situation tl1at this ïmportant article appeared in English for 
virtually the first time39 in MESW， that is， În 1969， and that it has been 
included in none of the “seleeted writings" collectiolls that have come out 
slIlce. 

Engels writes of Blanqui himself: 

Blanqui is essentially a political revolutionary， a sociaHst only by 
sentiment，* sympathizing with the sufferings ofthe peoplc， but he has 
neither a socialist theoIγ nor 강efinite practical proposaIs for social 
remedies. 1n his political activity he was essentially the “ man of action，" 
believing that a small we!l-organized minority， attempting a revolu­
tionary COU]J {le maÎlz at the right m oment， can cany thc mass of people 
with thcm �y a couple of initial successes and thus make a victorious 
revolution.40 

ln this article Engels pinpoints the meaning of ‘dictatorship of the pro­
letariat’ as against the Blanquist dictatorship: 

(Locus 8 ]  
From the fact that Blanqui conceives o f  every revolution a s  the cou]J de 
main of a small revolutionarγ m inority， what follows of itself is the 
necessity of dictatorship after its s uccess-the dictatorship， please note， 
not of the cntire revolutionary c1ass， 섭lC proletariat， but of thc small 
number of those who made the coup de main and who themselves are 
organized beforchand under the dictatorship of onc pcrson 01' a few. 

One  can � see that BlanquÎ is a revolutionary of the previous 
41 generation. 

* Dommangct， Frcnch communism’'s attorney for Blanqui， objects to this charactcr­
ization of ßlanqui as a “socialist by sentiment;’ and c1aims that Marx did not agree. 
For his argument， see Specia! Note Section 7. 
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There could be 1'10 dearer differentiation between Marx’S cOl1ception of the 
‘dictatorship of the proletariat' as a class dictatorship and the traditional 
conception: the dictatorship of the party as the anteroom to popular­
democratic government， hence cxcluding thc !aHcr a t  Icast as first， hcnce 
entailing thc dictatorship of the party over the prolefariat. 

7. LOOUS 9: MARX ON THE GOTHA PROGRAM 

Thc  confrontation with thc BIanquists， which Icd dircctly to loci 5 and 8， 
had p roduced scveraI contcxts for thc ‘d ictatorship of thc prolctariat'’ during 
thc first half of thc 1870s. Thc tcrm was around， and this no doubt accounts for 
thc fact that it was uscd by Marx in an important document in 1875. 

τhc  two German sociaiist parties-the “Eisenachcrs" of Bebel and 
Liebknccht and the Lassallcans-were preparing to unite at  a congress in 
Gotha. The draft program was fiUed with concessions to the LassaUe:ms; 
Marx was incensed. Hc sent a lettc." of critical analysis to some of the 
Eisenacher leaders， attacking the LassaHcan formulations and ideas. This 
document， usually called his “Critique of  the Gotha Program，" was neithe，" a 
personal letter nor a public article， but a rcstricted circular of political 
d iscussion. 

The passage referring to ‘dictatorship of  the prolctariat’ here is one of  the 
two most often-quoted loci， but aIso one of the bal"est. I t  came in the course of 
Marx’s discussion of  the “democratic scction" of  thc program， that is， thc 
scction 01'1 democratic demands a nd planks. 

Marx aimed his shafts， for one thing， at  the Lassallean term， the “free 
statc." He  wanted to show how imprecise and misleading i t  is to caU a state 
“free." One  should keep in mind that Marx insisted on diffcrentiating scienti­
fically bctween the term ‘state’-meaning the organized machinery of suppres­
sion of  onc class by anothcr in the course of  cnforcing its political powcr-and 
other tcrms such as ‘govermnent’， ‘ society’， ‘country’. 

Frce state--what is this? 
lt is by no means thc aim of workcrs who have rid thcn‘selves of the 

narrow mentality of subjects to make the statc “free." In the German 
Empire tne “state" is almost as “free" as in Russia. Freedom consists 
in transforming the state from an organ set above society Ìnto one 
thoroughly subordinated to it， and today too the state forms arc more 
free 01' less free to the extent that they restrict the “ freedom of the 

’‘42 s ta te." 

In emphasizing that， for real freedom， the state must be transformed “from 
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a n  organ set a bove society in to one thoroughly subordinated to it，" Marx was， 
of cou rse， h itting at Lassalle’s fetishism of the s tatc， thc thcoretical side of his 
pcrvasive authoritarianism. As Marx wrote， a little further 0 11 ，  “the whole 
program， for all  its democratic ring， is contaminated through and through 
with the Lassallean scct’s servile bcHef in the sta te." 43 

Marx ‘，vent on to argue that the state is bascd on cxisting society and is  not 
“an i n dcpendent entity that possesses its own ‘Întellectu씨
relαted 

b
a

s
e

s‘ ， ，’44 
He objected to the tcrminological  confusÍon involved in the 

program b etween “present-day state" and “present-day socieíy." J>resent­
day society is capitalist society: there a re dilTerent present-day statcs， yet what 
they havc in commoll is their social b asis. Then: 

[Lo c u s  9J 
Jn this sense one can spcak 0 1' “ the p rcscnt-day statc，" in contrast with 
thc futurc， in which its prcscnt root， bourgeoÎs sOCÎety， has dicd off. 

T h e  questioll comes up， then : what transformation will thc state 
uudergo in a communÎst sOCÎcty? In othcr words， 、vhat societal functions 
wil\ rcmain there that are analogous to thc prcscnt state fundions? This 
questioll can be answered 0떠y scientifically， and you don’t get a 
nea-hop nearer the problem by j ll x taposing thc words ‘peoplc’ and 
‘state’ a thollsand times. 

Between the capitalist and ihe communist 30ciety lics the pcriod of 
the re、'olutionary transformation of thc one into the o ther. To this there 
corrcsponds a political tnmsition period whose state can bc nothing but 
tlze revμutiol1ary dictatol'ship t끼the proletariaf. 45 

Marx adds:  “ Now the program has n othing to do cither with the laHer [i.e.， 
the dictatorship of the prolctariatj 01" with thc future statc of communist 
society." And  in fact he docs not discuss thc matter any further. 

A n other passage is rc\evant. Marx wrote that in the transitiol1 pcriod thc 
state would bc. the dictatorship of the prolctariat; lIud on thc Ilcxt page he 
injects 1I sharp reminder tllllt when he says ‘state’ he  do('s not mean the 
gOl'el'lIJuent m“chiller}ζ 

This  came up because h e  objected to the progr찌m's formulation tlmt the 
paγty “demands as the ecollomic basis ofthe state: a single progressive income 
tax，" etc. N 0， Marx insisted， taxes a re Ilot the economic basis ()f the state: 
“τaxes are the economic basis of the government m achincry a 
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transition period will be a dictatorship ofthe proletariat. For Marx， this is a 
statement about the societal content of  the state， the c1ass charader of the 
politicaI power. It is not a statement about the forms of the government 
machine 01' other matters of government st1'ucture 01' policies. 

Marx’s statement that “th e  p1'ogram has nothing to do either with this [the 
d ictatorship of the proletariat] or with the future state of communist society" 
has been subjected to some sc1'utiny. T h e  preceding is a literal translation of 
Marx’s words， which  has also been translated more freely as follows: “Now 
the program does not deal with tl1 is . . .  

，，47 The  result is ‘hat Marx’s statement 
h as been interpreted as a complaint that the draft program ';'id not deal with 
this question. 

Even if we leave aside the meaning of Marx’s words (the translation issue)， 
i t  is very difficuIt to believe tl1at Marx was urging the party to include 
‘d ictatorship of the proletariat’ in its program. There is not the slightest 
ground in the next  paragraphs to leave this open. On the contrary! In the next 
paragraph Marx objects to the inadequacy of the “democratic" section of the 
program， and he points ou t  that “one thing h as been forgotten." It  is not， of 
course， the ‘dictatorship of the proletariaf’， buí rather the demand for the 
dεmocratic republic: 

. the main thing， namely， that all those n ice little things are based on 
the recognition of the so-called sovereignty of the people and that hence 
there is room for them only in a democratic republic . ./8 

And even with repect to tlle ‘democratic repuhlic’ demand， he  immediately 
agrees that it is wiser for the program to omit i t， simply ont of “prudencc" 
before the threat of government persecution. 

Not before the “ε ofthe  Gotha Program" and not after it did Marx 
ever ind icate that the program shol.lld include the ‘dictatorship 0:1' the 
proletariat’， 01' any formulation involving the word ‘dictatorship’. He did not 
do 80 when the progl'am of the French G uesdist party was drafted in  his 
London study in  1880. It was enough for a program to call for the conquest of 
politicaJ. power by the proletariat. And if the ‘dictatorship’ formulatiol1 was 
ol1ly a special form of this plank， slwuld he have brought i t  up? The 
opposite view is  based entirely on the belief that ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' 
was a formula with special properties-propel'ties that w 
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clearly that the transition period can be “ Ilothing but" the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. He was plainly l10t thinking that the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ 
‘vas only one l<ind of a transitional state， other workers’ states being “non­
dictatorial" . . .  Once again， 、，ve find， Marx refutes ill advance the conception of 
a “theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat" which is any thing other than 
the theory of the workers’ state. 

Marx did not change his mind: the passage in the “Critique of the Gotha 
Program" was the Iast appearance of the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' 
during his lifetime. 



I ， !!l_� 

T h e  ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ was Marx’s terminological contribl.ltion， 
not E ngels' :  this is beyond dOl.lbt. It was only in the 1 870s that Engels adopted 
it in his own writings. When Marx died， the term had not surfaced for eight 
years; and  another seven years passed before it appeared again from Engels' 
pen. 

Dl.lring this fifteen-year hiatus， of course， the old B1anquist problem that 
had originally elicited the term had completely changed. As the 1880s wore 
o n ，  the tendency on the French left that was still reminiscently caUed Blanq‘!Îst 
was rapidly moving toward social-democratic normalization ，  though it still 
preened itself on being “ revoll.ltionary." The  era o fsecret-society conspim­
torialism and putschism was bl.lried I.lnder VaiIlant’s leadership; ol.lr previol.ls 
d iscl.lssion of the Blanquism of the fifties wOl.lld be irreIevant now--except for 
o l.l r  analysis of the reformist essence of Blanq‘list poli섬CS. 

T h e  term might never h ave re-emerged， conceivably， except for the re­
appeara n ce of Marx’s “Critique of the Gotha Program，" as related in Section 
3 below. But  first， a couple of preliminaries. 

1. LAFARGUE’S LANDMARK 

111 1 888 there took place what can be  considered a landmarl( event in the 
history o f the  term， as far as the movement was concerned. I t  prefigured what 
was going to h appen after Engels' death. 

Emile Bottigelli’s introduction to the Corr야pondence between E ngeIs and the 
Lafargues claims that Paul Lafargl.le “was one of  the few members of the 
[French Workers， or Guesdist] Party to affirm the necessity for the dictatorship 
ofthe proletariat  . . .  써 What this says or implies was not true: rather， Lafargl.le 
was o n e  o f the first to utilize the reverberations of the term to apologize for 
politics that can be caUed dictatorial in the modern sense. 

The  a rticle in which Lafargue performed his alleged service was wrirten for 
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the Sotsial-Demokl'at published by the Russian Social-Democrats in Geneva. Its 
title was “Parliamentarism and Boulangism." In “Boulangism" Iies the tale. 

The background fact is that Lafargue was， at this time， one of the few people 
in the leadership of the French Guesdists (“Marxists") who leaned toward 
critical support of the wouJd-be milit31γ dictator General Boulanger. 
To give him the benefit of the doubt: he was “50ft" on Boulangism. To put it 
more accura tely: he wanted the movement to ride on the Boulangist wave in 
order to get a piece of the action， thus appearing as left-Boulangists. 

There were leftists galol'e who ‘vere taking this line; and Boulanger had a 
s u bstan tial  socialist-republican wing for a while， led by Henri de Rochefoli， 
editor of  L’IntrallsÎgcal/t. The B1anquist group split on the issue: a wing under 
Granger， breaking with Vaillant， formed its own “Boulangeo-B1anquist" 
organization and ran candidates as supporters of the Man on HOI'seback. 
Lafargue tended to push his own party Înto a similar position， but not as 
boldly. 

Lafargue’s position emerges from the correspondence at the time between 
him and Engels， who was tI'ying to straighten him out  on the issue.* There was 
no doubt at aH， in the mind of anyone În France over four， that General 
Boulanger aimed to insíall a military d ictatorship. The left-Boulangists could 
only d l'eam that， in such a dictatorÎal regime， they could grab their share of 
power-naturally， În order to Do Good Things nnd eventually elbow the 
bumbling Boulanger OUt. What was at stake w따 the destnlction of France's dcmocratic­
republican Í.ηstitutions in껴vor of a military dictatorship. this was the little game that 
Lafargue 、vas inclined to play. 

It would be anachronistic， of COUI'Se， to call Boulanger a fascist flat-out， but 
it would be not at  all invalid 1.0 investigate the many similarities between the 
Boulangist movement， short-lived as it was， and the fascism of the twentieth 
ccntury. And the politics of “ßoulangeo-B1anquism" and of left-Boulangism 
can only be clarified by this analogy. For onc thing， part of the support for 
Boulanger from both right 3nd left came from a general disillusÎonment and 
d isgust 、γith “ parliamentarism，" which in practice meant: with bourgeois­
democratic Î nstitutÎollS. Boulanger was going to rid France of its “padia­
ment 
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dictator， remembered somethillg: hadll’t Marx himself talked about “dictator­
sh ip " somewhere? or was it Ellgels? . . . Lafargue might 1l0t have knOWll as 
yet of Marx’s “Critique  of the Gotha Program，" but  Erigels' polemic agaillst 
the Blallquists (Iocus 8) would be familiar. That was fou rteell years a g o  . . .  

The  foregoing  üne of thought is speculative， to b e  sure. What i s  certaill is 
that in  his article òn “ Parliamelltarism alld ßoulangism，" Lafargue wrote: 

When the p roletariat . . .  takes possession of the state， it wiU have to 
organize a revolutiollary a uthority alld rule society dictatorially Ulltil 
the bourgeoisie has disappeared as a class， i.e.， until there has been 
completed the nationalizatioll of the means of p roductioll . .  / 

There is 110 conceptioll here of a class dictatorship， alld it is doubtful that 
Lafargue understood this to be Marx’s meaning. If he did， he would have 
known that “when the proletariat takes possession of the state，" this possession 
already is the ‘ dictatorship of the proletariat'. Instead， he has the “proletariat" 
u ndertaking to “ rule society dictatorially . . . " ßut a class cannot， as such， 
“rule dictatorially" in this sense; what Lafargue implicitIy meallt was that the 
represelltatives of the class， real or alleged， would “rule dictatorially." 

There call b e  110 q uestioll about what Lafargue’s words would have meallt 
ill 1888 to any  Frellch reader. Illdeed， Lafargue did 1l0t leave it elltirely to 
speculation， for Íll the same article he referred to a number of dictators into 
whose arms the Frellch people had throWll themselves: Cavaigllac， Louis 
ßOllaparte， Thiers in 1871-he does llot qu ite apply the term to Boulallgel .. 4 

80， a t  precisely the time when a mass movemellt was being aUracted to a 
military dictator， Lafargue found it opportulle to mentioll that， after all， “we" 
too want to “ rule dictatorially . . .  " 

2. L O C U S  10: ENGELS' LETTER TO SCHMIDT 

The fll"st t ime we meet the term again，  after the fifteen-year hiatus， was in  a 
p rivate letter by Engels written in October 1890. The  ollly evident reason why 
the term might have reoccurred to Ellgels at  this pOillt is that he was already 
lookillg at the old malluscript of Marx’s “ Critique of the Gotha Program，" in  
preparation for makillg it pub lic the first time (see next sectioll). In  mid­
December he was already telling Karl Kautsky confidentially tl1at a clear 
copy of the m alluscript had beell produced.5 And so there is good reason to 
suppose that in October he had j ust  d u g  it out of the archive. 

T h e  letter he wrotε to Conrad Schmidt on October 27， 1 890 was Olle of the 
gro u p  011 the materialist cOllceptioll ofhistory which cOllstitutes a basic source 
on the meanillg  of Marx’s theolγ. In this leUer Engels explailled that historical 
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maíedalism does 110t say that only economic factors are operative in history. 
He was discussing a book by Paul Barth: 

[Locus 1 0J 
lf， then， Barth thinks tl13t we deny any and every reaction by the 

political etc. reflections of the economic movement on this movement 
itself， he is simply tiIting at windmills. He need only look at the 
Eighteenth BI'l/111aire by Marx， which almost exclusively concerns itself 
with the ψecial role tl1at political struggles and events play， naturally 
within the frameworl， oftheir gεIleral dependence on economic conditions. 
Or Capital， e.g.， the section on the working day， where legislation， 
which after all is a political act， operates so incisively. 01' the section on 
the history ofthe bourgeoisie (Chapter 24 (26-32 in English]). 01' why 
then do we fight for the political dictatorship of the proletariat， if 
political power is economically powerless? Force (i.e.， state power) is 
a l80 :ln economic powel'!‘’ 

The  great signilic:lnce of this locus is the extreme casualness with which 
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ Îs tossed in， as a mere synonym for the 
conquest ofpolitical power by the proletariat. It plays no other role， can be 
explained in no othel' way. As SOOIl as the term is assigned a narrower 01' more 
specialized meaning ÎIl this context， Engels ' statement ceases to make sense. 

3. SEC。이D R O U N D  ON THE G OTHA PROGRAM 

When Engels was writing to Schmidt， the German  party was preparing to 
adopt a pl'ogl'am to replace the one on which unification had been effected at 
the Gotha Congress in 1875. The new program was going to emerge from the 
Erfurt Congress in 1891 as a more Marxist-sounding document than the 
earlier one. 

In the pre-congress period， Engels was determined to make known to the 
movement  whaí the party leaders had been doing their best to suppress， 
namely， δ1arx’s views on Lassalle and Lassalleanism. Besides， the party was 
supposed to discuss the Gotha Program in order to replace it， and ';0 more 
than ever Marx’s 1875 critique 01' that program was in order. 

As we have seen， Engels disinterred the old document 1'rom the archive and 
rnoved to get it published for the first time. Getting it into the party organ 
VOl'wärts would be difficult， 1'01' its editor was Lieblmecht， wbo had the greatest 
iníerest 01' all in suppressing it again， as he had done in 1875， when he had kept 
it 1'rom Bebel’s knowledge.7 The alternative was the Neue Zeit， less widely read， 
of course. Engels twisted arms a bit: he threatened editor Kautsky that he 
would othenvise  send the document for publication in the Vienna party press. 
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I n  a ny case  Kautsky ‘vent  along， and  got  the “ Critique" into print before the 
party executive could order it killed. 

Engels warned Sorge in advance that Man’s suppressed document would 
raísc a storm: 

A bombshell is coming in No. 17  of the Neue Zeit: 얘arx’s critique of the 
draft program of 1 875. You wiU be d elighted， but there wiU be  anger 
and indignation from many in Germany. >> 

This prcdiction came truc in spades. Engels' target was not only the shards 
of Lassalleanism in  the program but also the rapidly developing opportunist 
trends a mong the party leaders and ranks in  Germany， now that the pressl.lre 
of the Anti-SociaIist Law had been removed. 

T h e  most violent reaction came from the parliamentary group (Reichstag 
Fraction) of the party， where the right-wing power was concentrated. After 
the bombsheU had detonated， Engels wrote Kautsky: 

You say Bebel writes you that the treatment ofLassalle by Marx has 
caused bad blood among the oId Lassalleans. That m ay be. These 
peoplc， ind eed， do not know thc real story， and it sccms besides that 
nothing has happened to cnIighten them about i t  . . . .  

A vcrγ nicc thing， that voices havc bcen heard i n  thc I Reichstag) 
Fraction saying that the Neue Zeit should be p laced u nder censorship. 
A rc we stiU hauníed by the ghost of the Fraction’s dictatorship dUl"ing 
the Anti-Socialist Law (which was necessary， to be sure， and well 
carried Ol1t)， �r is it a matter of  rcminiscenccs of  Schweitzer’S old tight 
organization ?' 

Thc  rcfcrence to thc Reichstag Fraction’s “dictatorship" was to the recourse 
the party had been forced into 、vhen Bismarck o utlawed it in Germany: the 
Reichstag deputies， who still opcrated Iegally， became the equi‘띠ent of thc 
party executive inside the country， whHc the elected party leadership worked 
o ut of Zurich， in exile. Even around that time Marx had commented， in a 
leHer to Sorge， that the reformist-corrupted SOCÌal-Democratic deputies “are 
a lrcady so much affcctcd by parliamcntary idiotism that they think they stand 

: nn+ :"" ，， 1 0 above criticism a n d  condemn criticism as  a crime of lèse-ma i es té . . .  ’ 
The  situation was worse in 1891.  Engels told Lafargue: 

Marx’s a rticle has excited great anger in the CenfraI εommittee of 
the Party a n d  much praise in the Party i않elf. There was a n  attempt to 
s u pprcss that whole edition 0/ Neue Zeit， but it was too l ate， so they put  a 
good face o n  it and  boldly reprinted the article in the offic 
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The center of the party hubbub was Marx’s uninhibited atíack on the 
Lassalle fetish in the party. The other element that got involved was the fact 
that the document used the term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' (locus 9). 
This  led to a confrontation in the Reichstag. 

4. R U M P U S  IN THE REICHSTAG 

ln the Reichstag， as might be expected， the uproar in the socialist camp 、vas
util ized for antisocialist purposes. D r. von Bennigsen arose on Febru31γ 28 to 
bait the Social-Democratic deputy Karl Grillenberger about Marx’s document. 
Let us quote Bennigsen’s speech on this point so as to get an idea of the 
reverberations in the country: 

He [Grillenberger] has stressed that his position and that of his friends 
provide no basis for the charge that they intend a violent overthrow or 
revolutionary acts; and this is certainly very gladdening to hear. But 1 
want to point out  here that Herr Grillenberger， one of the leaders of the 
German Social-Democratic Party， thel'eby puts h imself in open con­
tradiction with the program of the intellectual head of the German and 
European Social-Democracy， Herr Marx， which was published not 
long ago by Herr Engels. 

Herr Marx said there， with a cIarity that leaves nothing to be  desired， 
that， between the present state of the bourgeois economy and state 
instìtutions and the social-democratic economic and political order to 
follow， an in-between state of alTairs must necessarily intervene; this is 
to be the state of affairs [called] the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
[Hear， Izear! on the right.] Is there anyone here in the House 、이10 thinks 
such a “ dictatorship of the proletariat" possible on the path of reform， 
to be carried out  in a gradual transition， [Mi!'!끼 instead of only on the 
path of a victorious revo!ution of the Social-Democracy? Even Herr 
GriIlenberger will maintain the contraη with difficulty; in any case he 
will not believe it. 1 2  

Herr D r. von Bennigsen， of course， knew well enough that Herr GriUenberger 
was furious at the publication of the Marx document; he wanted to get the 
Social-Democratic spokesman to repudiate Marx in public-and he succeeded 
handsomely. Grillenberger tool‘ the Ooor again， and toward the end of ‘he 
speech， confronted the challenge: 

Herr D r， von Bennigsen has • . . said that it seems we are not so 
serÌous about our reforming activity because the most prominent savant 
[GelelrrteJ whom the Social-Democracy has to show， the late Carl Marx， 
s tated， in the leUer that recently was made public， that as a transitional 
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stage from the present-day capitalist to the social-democratic society， a 
dictatorship of the revolutionarγ proletariat m ust come to pass. But 
Herr D r. von Bennigsen has forgotten to add that the Social-Democratic 
Party did 1l0t acquiesce to this programmatic proposal by Marx. Marx 
was， indecd， indignant  that the Social-Democracy made its program­
m a ti c  decisions  j ust  as it feIt was right for German  conditions， and tl1at 
i떼 consequence for us there was never a ny question of a revolutionary 
dicta to rship of the proletariat. Precisely that which we ought to get 
some appreciation f01"， the fact that we don’t j u m p  up and  salute when 
somebody from outside expects us to adopt all u nacceptable progr!lm， 
this is bl"ought up here agaÍllst us p3 

GriIJenberger and the party had， of cou rse， the right to separate themselves 
from M arx’s statement-if the party made a decision to that effect， as it had 
Ilot dOlle; but Grillenberger， no doubt carried away by rage at  the parliamentary 
difficuIties Marx was erecting for him， went rnuch fm1:her in this speech. 
“ Marx was indignant，" he told his chortling a udience， because the pm'ty 
insisted on making its own decisions，  without bcing ordered around “from 
o u ts i d e "  . . .  This was simple slandcr. 

It should be noted， too， that Gri I lenberger assumed that Marx was proposing 
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ f01" inclusion in the program. It is doubtful that 
he could rcad Marx’s words clearly through the red haze that obscurcd his 
vision. When the worthy burghcr repudiated the “ rcvolutiona.γ dictatorship 
of the p roletariat，" he certainly shuddered Icss over “dictatorship" than the 
word before it: after aH， the Social-Democrats knew as well as anyone how 
oftell ‘dictatorship’ had been on the Iips of thcir hero LassaIIe， and with an  
entirely familiar meaning. 

About  hvo rnonths later， Licbknecht took the 0001' to treat the qucstion il1 a 
different way. O n  the Ooor was a bill attacking the worket‘S’ right to organize. 
Ifyo u  dcstroy the right to organize， Liebknecht warned， the development of 
the workers’ movement “in peaceful， Iegal ways " would bc Ilegatcd; those 
who advocated “ forcible rneans" would be encouraged. He thcn veered off to 
discuss the recellt to-do about the d ictatorship of the proletariat. After this he  
came back to  his rnain subject i n  a passage which nccds quoting ÍI1  order to  
p rovide the  context. He  said: 

By giving the worl{ers full possessi 
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right to organize guarantees-as much as possible--the social peace 
that you， the Conservatives and National Liberals， have on your 
l i p s  . . . ’4 

This，  coming from a party leader， constituted a promise of “social peace" and 
opposition to revolution in return for dropping the bilI; it should be kept in 
mind 、vhen interpreting Liebknecht’s role in 1 895 of bowdlerizing Engels' 
introduction to Marx’s Class Struggles in Frallce. At any rate， it wilI help to 
dispel the notion that Liebknecht was following the line of revolutionary 
parliamentarism. It was in this context that Liebknecht formulated his 
remarks on the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’. Essentially， his tactic was to 
take the tu quoqlle line: 

In your press you have been throwing at our heads the phrase 
dictatorshψ ofthe proletariat used by Marx;-by the way， it is 30 or 40 
years since Marx used it. At your heads 1 thr。、，v the dictatorslzip ofthe 
bourgeoisie， or rather let’s say， the dictatorship of capitalism. What have you 
done in this Reichstag since 1878 other than dictatorially take care of 
capital’s business af'돼irs by means ofthe instrumentóflegislation， by the 
grain tariffs， by the whole of the so-called economic policies? Haven’t 
you systematicaUy shaped the economic conditions to your cIass 
advantage， and furthermore polìtically suppressed the cIass and the 
party that came out against you， that stood in your way， by an Allti­
Socialist Law? Can dictatorship be exercised in sharper， more brutal 
fashion than it is by the unitcd Gcnnan capitalist c1ass， to which the 
Messrs. Junkers over there belong as surely as do the Messrs. National­
Liberals， and in part also the members of the Center Party? Can one 
imagine dictatorship more sharply pronounced? When you take away 
from the “’orkers the right and possibility of carrying out their demands 
in legal ways， then you simply prepare the way for the revolutiol1 and 
make the dictatorship ofthe prolctariat a necessity.l5 

This was a c1evcrer effort than Grillenberger’s attcmpt to appease the right 
by slandering Marx. 1n effect， Liebknecht was arguing that a dictatorship of 
the p roletariat wOllld be the bourgeoisie’s punishment for abolishing the right 
to organize. He was probably unaware that he was giving a thoroughly falsc 
interpretation to the term: in his explanation， ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ 
became necessalγ only if the 、vorkers had to take powe 

* A reccnt biography of Lieblmecht by R H. Dominick states that “For him， the 
manipulative dictatorship 01' the prolcL'1tiat always rεmaincd an emban견ssing and 
incongruous pali ofMacκism. He flatly and public1y denicd that his party subscnbed 
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The Reichstag ruckus helped to give a cer때in p u blic notoriety to the 
p ublication of  Marx’s “Critique of  the Gotha Program" and to the term 
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’. And the frightened reaction of the Social­
D emocratic targets made the term seem， il! !;m짜parison， the very embodiment 
of  a revolutionary orientation. 

5. LOC U S  1.1: ENGELS ON THE PARlS C O M M U NE 

In between the speeches made by G.-illenberger a nd Liebknecht in the 
Reichstag， EngeIs finished his introduction to a new edition of Marx’'s Civil 
War Ín Frallce， adding the dateline: “London， on the twentieth anniversarγ of 
the Paris Commune， March 18， 1 89 1 ." The last words of this piece were: 
“dictatorship of the proletariaf." 

Let us folIow the line of thought developed by Engels in Ieading up to this 
cIimax. We start with a passage in the middle which also speaks of dictaíorship， 
specifically ofBlanquist dictatorship. EngeIs was here using a good deal ofthe 
material he had put  into his article “ Program of the Blanquist  Refugees of the 
Commune，" which at  this time had not yet been reprinted from its o.-iginal 
p eriodical form. 

Engels made the point that， although the Commune was composed largely 
of Proudhonists and Blanquists， yet， “in both cases the irony of history 
willed-as is usual when doctrinaires come to the helm-that both did the 
opposite of what the doctrines of their school prescribed." 18 In the case of the 
Blanquists ，  this meant the following: 

Brought up in the school of conspiracy， and held together by the strict 
discipline which went with it， they started out  from the viewpoint that a 
relatively smaH number of resolute， weH-organized men would be able， 
at a given favomble moment， not oniy to seize the helm of state， but also 
by a display of  great， ruthless energy， to maintain power until they 
succeeded in sweeping the mass of th e  people into the revolution and 
ranging them round the smaU band o f leaders. This invoived， above all， 
the strictest， dicíatorial centralization of  all power in the hands ofthe 

to it.，，16 This staternent is reference-noted to the Reichstag speech quoted here， 
obviously incorrectly. It would apply， h。、I\'ever， to Grillenberger. 

In 1 899 (beyond our tirne frarne) Liebknecht 짜rote his ’�II-known essay No 
COI.’IpromÎse !etc.J in which I!e denounced tlH� “ ’ “the 2irn of Social­
DemocracyÎs the dictatorship ofthe pro!etariat"빼샘lout so mucb 징 mention ofMarx. He 
wound up with an overt repudiation: “Not the estahlishmellt 야 à dictatorship ofthe 
pr이etariat， but tlte destructioll ofthe dictators.쩨 ofthe bourgeaÌste is the ()아ect ofthe politiclIl 
power which Social-Democracy wants to a t t a in‘ "17  
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new revolutionary government. And what did the Commune， with its 
majority of these same B1anquists， actually dO?19 

Here again， as in the 1 874 a l-ticle， Engels was pointing to the connection 
between the Blanquist conception of revolution and the B1anquist conception 
of d ictatorship.  Vet the Blanquists (Engels went on to say) found themselves 
acting În a diffcrent way. 

Firstly: instcad of thcir oft-proclaimed “dictatorship of Paris，" the Commune 
came out for a “free federation of all Frcnch Communes with Paris， a national 
organization which for the first time 、，vas really to be creatcd by thc nation 
itself.

，，20 Here， E ngels was echoing Marx’s views， as describcd in Chapter 2.2 1 
Secondly: instead of “the strictest d ictatorship， and centralization of all 

power in the hands ofthe new revolutionary government，" a whole series of 
dcmocratic measurcs 、，vas takcn against the old centralization and against 
the old typc of rcpressive state machinery. 

In this conncction Engels resurveycd the Commune’s expansion of 
democracy， a잃s h ad Marx befo이re.22 Th‘e working class had 10 “safeguard itself 
against its own deputies and oftìcials， by declaring them all， without exception， 
subj ect to rccall at any moment." The old state organs had 

tran5formed themselves fl‘'Om the scrvants of society into the mastcrs of 
socicty. This can be secn， for cxample， not only in the hercditatγ 
monarchy， but equally 50 i n  thc democratic republic . . .  I t  is prccisely 
in America that we sce best how thcre takes place this process ofthe 
s ta te power making itself indcpendent in relation to society， whose 
mere instru mcnt it ‘vas orginally intended to be. 

The Communc 、‘lent in the opposite direction:  

Against this  transformation of the statc and the organs of the state 
from servants of socicty into masters 01' society-an incvitable trans­
formation in al l  previous states-the Commune made use of two infaI­
lible means. In the tìrst place， it tìlled all posts-administrative， 
j ud ic ial  and educational-by clcction on the basis of univcrsal sulTragc 
of all concerned， subject to the right 01' recall at :my timc by the same 
electors. And in the second placc， all O l1ìcillls， h igh 01' low， 、vcre paid 
only the wages rcceivec: by other workers.23 

E ngcls explained that he was repcating this (as Marx had donc) 

because În Gcrmany particularly the supersitious belief in the statc has 
bcen carried over from philosophy into the general consciousness of the 
bourgeoisie and even to many workcrs.24 

This  “ superstitious reverencc for the state and everything connccted with it" 
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leads people to think that even a democratic republic would be a very bold 
step. But the state， as a machine of class oppression， is 

at best an evil inherited by the proletariat after Íts victorious struggle for 
class supremacy， whose worst sides the victorious proletariat，just like 
the Commune， cannot avoid having to lop off at once as much as 
possible until such time as a generation reared in new， free social 
condi!tons is able to throw the entire lumber ofthe state on the scrap 
heap.2S 

It was after this line ofthought that Engels had his say on the recent party 
uproar over Marx’s critique: 

[Locus 1 1 1  
Oflate， the Social-Democratic philistine has once more been filled 

with wholesome teπor at the phrase: dictatorship ofthe proletariat. 
Well and good， gent1emen， do you want to know what this dictatorship 
Iooks like? I，.ook at the Paris Commune. That was the dictatorship ofthe 
proletariat.ιO 

The Social-Democratic philistines who infested the party o:ffice had the last 
word in one respect: they changed the reference to “SociaI-Democratic 
philistines" to “German philistines" when the introduction was printed. 
(This little bowdlerization was a warm-up for the big bowdlerization to come， 
the one that sanitized EngeIs’ introduction to Marx’s C!，α�s S�ggles in}Crance in 
1 895.) 

But they did not dare change Engels’ essential idea: the Paris Commune 
was， in the view of Marx and EngeIs， the fearsome ‘dictatorship of the 
proletariat' that had the Reichstag Fraction trembling with fury. 1n calling 
the Commune a ‘dictatorship ofthe proletariat' EngeIs was repeating Marx’s 
banquet speech of l 87 1 .  

6 .  LOCUS 1 2 :  ENGELS O N  THE 
ERFURT PROGRAM 

Three months later， Engels had another bombshell ready for the “Social­
Democratic philistines": a critique of the new draft program of the pa따r 
which was to be taken up at the coming Erfurt Congress. He had written it， 
between June 1 8  and 29， for the edification ofthe party leadership involved in 
drafting the program. 

ln this critique， as he wrote Kautsky on June 29， 1 89 1 ，  he 

took the occasion to strike out at the peaceable opportunism of the 
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Vorwiirts a n d  at the frisch까011l1l1-f!δhlich-freie* “growth" of the dirty old 
business “ into socialist socie양 ，，27 

Engels' critique of the draft program was directed head-on against the 
trend toward reformist adaptation to the German imperial state. In the 
course， he sharply raised the question ofincluding a demand for the democratic 
republic as one of the “democratic" planks， and argued that a peaceful 
assumption ofpower was not possible in Germany: 

One can fancy that the old society could peacefully grow into the new in 
countries where the people’s representation concentrates all ' power in 
its own hands， where you can constitutionally do what you will as soon 
as you have the majority of the people behind you: in democratic 
republics like France and America， in monarchies like England where 
the imminent buy-out of the dynasty is spoken of day after day in the 
press and where this dynasty is powerless against the people’s will. But 
in Germany， where the government is almost all-powerful and the 
Reichstag and all other representative bodies have no real power-to 
procIaim something like this in Germany， and without any necessity at 
that， means to take the figleatoff absolutism and cover one’s own 
nakedness by tying it on oneself.α 

To forget the big essential considerations because ofthe transitory interests of 
the day is opportunism， he explained. 

[Locus 12] 
Now which are these ticklish but very essential points? 
Firstψ'. If anything is established， it is that our party and the working 

class can come to power only under the form ofthe democratic republic. 
This  is even the specific form for the dictatorship of the pr이etariat， as 
the great French revolution has already shown. It is after all unthinkab!� 
that

-
our best people should become ministers of state， as Miquel did.29 

He immediately added that it might be inadvisable for legal reasons to include 
the demand for a democratic republic in the program， but if so， this fact itself 
showed “how colossal is the il1usion that a republic could be instituted there 
[in Germany) in a goodnatured-peaceful way， and not only a republic but 
communist society‘” 

It is easy to understand why the reference to the ‘dictatorship of the 
proletariat' came to Engels' pen: there was not only a party but a public to-do 

* ηlis alliterative phrase (Iit.， brisκ pious， ch않빼 :free) is un뼈slatable밟뻐se 
its significance is that it was the watchword of Û1e chauvinist-nationalist Tumer 
movement (sports and gymnastics) founded by the pátrioteering F. L. Jahn ("Father 
Jahn"). Vonvärts was the party p햄gζ 어it려 by Licbknec4t. Here， the “버따r old 
business" means present강ay capitaIist 앓ciety. 
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ovel" the term. There are two other problems about this passage that have led 
to a great deal of confused discussion. 

(1) What “great French revolution" was Engels referring to? The assumption 
has been common that this combination ofwords meant the Great French 
Revolution inaugurated in 1789; and in fact EngIish translations tend to add 
the capitalization (which is Ilot in Engels' German texι incidentally). This 
assumption has been made from various standpoints， from Jean Jaurès30 to 
Lenin. Thus  the historian Daniel Guérin supposes that Engels was stretching 
the term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' to cover “ the  dictatorship of the 
sans-culottes in arms， democraticaIly organized in their clubs and in the 
Commune.，， 31 Not only does this fail to square with everything eIse that either 
Marx or Engels wrote about the Jacobin dictatorship32 but  it would require a 
rather tortuous interpretation to j ustify. 1 think it is next to impossible to 
believe that Engels thought a dictatorship of the proletari，“t existed in， say， 
1 793. 

There is a very simple aIternative to this impossible interpretation. At least 
in the nineteenth century， it was not uncommon to refer to recent French 
revoIutions-1848 and 1871-a5 “ the French revolution，" or even to caU 
them “ great." Two such cases can be found in the minutes of the General 
CounciI of the InternationaI in 1872， referring of course to the Commune.33 

Marx called the 1848 revolution “the French Revolution" in the letier which 
gave us locus 4.34 In a letter to Marx in 1 851 ，  Engels referred to the Great 
French Revolution of 1 789 as “ the first French Revolution."35 There is 
actually no problem at all in assuming that Engels was using “French 
revolu tion" to refer to the Revolution of March 1 8  (as it was long called) and 
that he was describing it as “great." Only three months previously， he had 
already described the Commune as a “dictator5hip of the proletariat": this 
new aIlusion to the same thought would requh"e no special explanation， 
especially since the document was not being addressed to the broad public but 
to the party leadership. 

(2) The  second problem is the meaning of Engels' statement that the 
democratic republic is “even the specific form for the dictatorship of the 
proletariat， as the [Paris Commune1 has already shown."* 

This  statement raises no problem for me: plainly Engels was thinking that 
the dictatorship of the proletariat would exis 

* The question has been further muddied by a fi쩍uently seen but el1"Oneous En밍ish 
translation of this sentence: “specific tòim of the dictatorship of the pl�마etariat" (The 
same erroneous translation appeared in French， e.g.， in Jaurès， also later in Guérin. 36 
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no incompatibility between the two concepts: they necessarily complement 
each other. 

I t  p resents a prohlem for those “Iho (llS was common in the Second 
Internlltiona l) regarded a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ as a special foml of 
s tate outlìtted with some special dictlltOrilll methods or institutions not to be 
found in lln “ordinllry" workers’ state. This was why Lenin， in his State and 
RevoluliOIl， implicitly offered a reinterpretlltion ofEngels’ words when he wrote 
thllt they mellnt merely “that the democratic republic is the l1earest approach 10 
the d ictatorship of the proletllriat."37 (My emphllsis added.) Lenin avoided 
repeating Engels' actual statement， that the democratic republic was “the 
specific form for the dictlltorship of the proletllrillt，" even though he hlld just 
quoted those words.* 

Let us bγ to disentangle some IÎnes of thought which have led many into the 
S llme difliculty. 

For one thing， there seems to exist a belief in some Marxist circles that the 
tenn “democratic republic" means only “ bourgeois-democrlltic republic，" 
ll n d  that it is forbidden to apply it to II workers’ stllte. τhe exegetical bllSis of 
this superstition mlly lie În II musclebound reading of Marx’s “ Critique of the 
Gotha Program，" which criticized 

vulgllr dcmocracy， which sees the millennium in the dcmocratic republic 
and has no suspicion that it is precisely in this Jllst stllte fonu of 
bourgeois society that thc c111SS struggle hllS to be delìniti、'ely fought out 

39 

Now this idell， thllt thc “democratic republic" (meaning the “bourgeois­
democrlltic republic")t is the “ last stllte form of bourgeois society，" lllso 
appellred in Engels' 1891 document， buí  it did not exclude the lldded thought 
thllt this state form， no longer bourgeois in content， WllS also characteristic of 

* Yet only a couple of years before， in 1 91 5， Lenin had completely accepted and 
echoed Engels' own formulation. He wrote thcn that “ Th e  political foml o f  a society 
whereill the proletariat is victorious in overthrowing thc bourgeoisie will be a 
dcmocratic 때ublic，" and in t“he v앤�:};; �:�샀t s않en따lηtel1‘πceι， cωon따lt띠t“il…I1 U삐l 
to thc ‘dicta“lto‘oπrsh피1너ip of the prolctariat. ‘ Hcrc thc two conccpts， far fl"Om being incom­
patible， were properly uscd as complements: the “democratic republic" is specifically 
called the “ political form" of the new proletarian state. It is the latter-day Marxist (and 
Lellinist) theoreticians that m uddled this simple q uestion， not Engcls. 

-， “ Bo u rgcois republic" was the fonnu lation when ElIgels referred to Marx’s views 
011 this point in 1894， in the ltalian press: 

A n d  the bourgeois republic， Marx said， is the only political form in which the 
struggle bctween proletariat and bourgeoisie can be decided.4U 

M arx did not make a precise use of these terms-bourgeois republic or democratic 
repu blic or bourgeois-democratic republic-with mathematical exactness， as if writing 
a thesis; you have to follow his train of thought. 
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the workers’ state. This was equally the combined thought in a polemical 
piece by Engels in the ltalian press in 1 892: 

For forty years Marx and 1 have repeated to the point of satiety that 
for us the democratic republic is the only political form in which the 
struggle between the working class and the capitaIist c1ass can be  first 
universalized and then reach its conclusion with the d ecisive victolγ of 
the proletariat.41 

Now even a musclebound interpretation of Marx’s words in the “Critique 
ofthe Gotha Program" can hardly maintain that the democratic republic must 
be the “ last" state form of bourgeois society， since both Marx and Engels 
thought it q uite possible that the embattled bourgeoisie might as a last resort 
institute a dictatorial regime against the threatening working c1ass. This 80rt 
of exegetical rigidity makes nonsense of  a fairly simple idea. That a workers' 
s tate would be a republic was unquestioned in the socialist movement; that this 
repub lic would be democratic-weIl， this too was unquestionable ullless one 
cOllllterposed dictatorship (ofthe proletariat) to democracy. Since the latier 1l0ti0l1 was 
incompatible with El1gels' 1891  critique， Engels had to be thrown into the 
discard. 

For another angle on this question ，  let us recur to the fact that Engels was 
allud i l1g to tl1e Paris Commul1e as the “dictatorship of the proletariat." In  the 
eyes ofMarx and Engels， the Paris Commune was Ilot the “nearest approach" 
to a dictatorship of the proletariat: i t  was a dictatorship of  the proletariat. 
(Leni l1 ’s il1terpl'etation was bedeviled by the assumptiol1 tl1at El1gels was 
referring to 1 793.) 

For stiU anothel. slant， we can come back to Engels' remark about “ministers 
• Iike Miquel." It is u nthinkable that our  leaders should enter the cabinet 

under a kaiser， El1gels said; and obviously he was saying this because it was not 
unthinkable that they should become ministers in a democratic republic whiclz is 
tlze specific form for tlze dictatorslzip o}‘the proletariat， that is， a democratic republic 
clothing a workers’ state. 

Why then did Lenil1 (and many others) boggle at  what is， after aIl， the 
s implest interpretation of  Ellgels' words， ul1d one which is in no way at odds 
with tl1e views expoul1ded in State and Revolutioll? The answer may lie in the 
aforementioned common assumption that the word ‘'democratic’meant only and 
exclusively ‘bourgeois-democratic’. 

This  terminological custom， sometimes found in Marx and Engels， became 
far more widespread in the period ofthe Second International， especially in 
poli 
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and specifies the class content of the regime. Or we can think of the pattern­
most common， 1 suspect， in the Russian movement--of distinguishing between 
the ‘democratic revolution' and the ‘socialist revolution'， without implying 
that thc latter is undcmocratic: thc ‘dcmocratic revolution' is simply a Sh011 
form for ‘bourgcois-dcmocrati� rcvolution'， a fOlm which cvcntually took on a 
lifc of its own. 

ln  short， part of thc difficulty with Iatcr intcrprctcrs， including Lcnin， is 
that thcy assumcd anachronistically that Engcls was using the later tcrmino­
logical pattcrn. Thcreforc Lcnin could not u nderstand how Engcls could say 
that a (bourgcois-)democratic rcpublic could also bc a dictatorship of thc 
prolctariat. 

Howcver， thc qucstion must now bc brought around to its bcginning. Thc 
cxcgctical difficulty wc havc bcen discussing would likcly havc bcen ovcrcome 
cxccpt for the morc important misundcrstanding bchind it: thc assumption 
that a ‘dictatorship of thc prolctariat’ /zad to bc somcthing more than a 
dcmocratic workcrs' statc， that it /zad to bc a workcrs’ statc with spccial 
dictatorial attributcs. This， at bottom， is thc conception that makcs it difficult 
for its holdcrs to acccpt Engcls' statcmcnt in locus 12. 

Oncc again， thcn-with apologies for thc repctition-we see what thc 
d istinction is: thc dictatorship ofthc proletariat， formula for thc class charactcr 
of the political powcr in thc transitional workers’ state， is c10thed in the 
democratic republic as theform ofits govemmental structure (01' state form). The 
first labcls a type of statc in class tcrms; the second， a form of government. * 

In this “Cl'itique ofthc Etfurt Program，" Engcls presscd thc dcmand fol' 
thc dcmocratic rcpub\ic on thc gcntlcmen of thc party’s Rcichstag Fraction 
who wcrc so appalIcd by thc idca of rcvolutionary dictatorship. H c  agrecd that 
Icgally thc program could not opcnly comc out so boldly， but insistcd that 
ways had to be found to cxprcss thc samc idca: 

* In a valuablc cssay on Mrux and tllC Pal1s Communβ Monty Johnstone， refcn꾀g 
to this vicw as Cxpl'CSSCd in my 1962 3liiclc， notcd that “Drnpcr appcars to havc 
m아lificd this subscqucntly. Morc rcccntly hc has 、mttcn that for Marx rutd Engcls ‘tllC 
idca ofthc Communc statc， any gcnuinc workers’ statc， is not mcrely a statc 께th a 
difièrent c1ass rulc but a new type 01 state altogcthcr.' '’42 1 do not undcrstand why 
Johnstonc sccs a modification. A workcrs’ statc， “any gcnuine 、'Vorkcrs’ statc，" is a 
ncw typc of statc altogcthcr， in Marx’'s vicw. A rcminder of this well-known fact has 
nothing to do with thc thcsis that for Mm-x tllC tcim ‘dictatorship of thc prolctariat’ [떼 
1101 denote special govemmental fOtnlS but only the workers’ state as such. Elsewhere in 
his essay Johnstone statcs his own opinion: my thesis applies to Mruχ up to the Paris 
Commune， but “aftcr the e째criencc of the Patis Commune， he added a general 
indication of the typc of state and thc fomδ of govemment" that he Iooked to. Yes， 
Marx added these “indications，" but-after the Commune as befOl용→lot once did he 
ever attach these “indications" to tJze term ‘dictatorshψ ofthe proletariat". And that is the 
whole point 
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StiIl， one  can possibly get around the question of the republic. But in 
my opinion what should go in and can go in Îs the demand for the 
cOllcelltratioll of all political power;1/ tlze lzulIds oftlze people’s represel1tatioll� And 
this would sufficë for thé time being if oné carÏnot go arÎy further.43 

So :  “concentration of all political power in the h ands of the people'’s 
rep1'esentation "  stands fo1' the ilIegal “democratic republic;’ and this in turn 
is “the specific form for the dictatorship of the p1'otetariat." Engels， the 
advocate of that revolutionarγ dictatorship which so perturbed the “Social­
Democratic philistines;’ was arguing with them that théy 5hould at least hint 
at their goal of a democratic republic instead of adapting themselves to the 
legality of the kaisel성 regime. 

7. ENGELS' TALK WITH VODEN ON PLEKHAVOV 

By a coincidence that was not entirely fortuitous， the Iast echo of ‘dictatorship 
of the proletariat' to be recorded during Engels’ lifetime， and involving him， 
points straight ahead to the next period， in which the term parted company 
with Marx and Engels. 

Alexei MikhaiIovich 、Toden was a young man of 23， a Russian Social­
Democratic émigré living in Switzerland， ‘，vhen he came to London on a visit 
in 1 893. Plekhanov gave him letters of recom mendation to a number of 
people in England， including Engels， whom 、10den was naturally eager to 
meet. A third of a century later， Voden wrote up his memoirs; we are 

，，44 interested in his account of " Talks with Engeis." 
T h e  ‘dictatol'ship of the proletariat' came u p  in one of these conversations. 

Just why it came up is not clear from 、Toden’s account; the two ‘，vere discussing 
the relations between Narodniks and Social-Democrats in the Russian 
movement， including Plekhanov’s attiturle to the Narodniks. The following 
passage occurs ill Voden’s memoirs without  even a paragraph break to 
introduce it: 

Engels asked how Plekhanov l1imself stood on the question of the 
dictaitorship ofthe proletariat. 1 was forced to admit that G. V. Plekhanov 
had repeatedly expressed his conviction to me tl1at when “we" come to 
power， of course “we" would aUow freedom to no one but “ourselves" 

. . . However， În response to my question who exactly should be taken to 
be the monopolists of freedom， Plekhanov answererl: thc working c1ass 
headerl by col1lt'ades who correctly u nrlerstand Marx’s teachings and 
who draw the correct conclusions from those teachings. And in response 
to my question on what comprises the objective criteria for a correct 
u nderstanding of Marx’s teachings and the correct practical conclusions 
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flowing thercfrom， G. V. Plekhanov limited himself to thc statement 
that i t  was all laid out “clcarly enough， it secms" in h is (Plckhanov’s) 
works. Aftcr inquiring whethcr 1 personally on the othcr hand was 
satisfied with such an objective critcrion， Engels expressed the opinion 
that the application of that 50rt of criterion would eithcr Jead to the 
Russian Social-Democracy’s turning into a sect with its unavoidable 
and always undesirable practical consequcnces， or i t  would give rise in 
the Russian Social-Democracy-at least among the é m뺑 Russian 
Social-Democrats-fo a series of splits from which Plekhanov himself 
would not benefit.45 

Engels also remarked that Plekhanov seemed to him a Russian analogue of 
H. M. Hynd man (Jeader of the “ Marxist" sect in Britain). Voden footnoted 
that Plekhanov took this as a compliment. A Russian analogue of Hyndman 
would not know any better， naturally. 

It goes without saying that the complete accuracy ofVoden’s 1927 recol­
lections cannot be guarantecd; but if they arc at least approximately valid， 
we have a prototypc and archetype of what the ‘dictatorship of the prolctariat' 
was going to mean in thc period of the Second International. We have alrcady 
emphasized the genel'al characteristic: the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ 
would be a special kind ofworkers’ state 01" pos revolutionary regime， one with 
special dictatorial attributes. In Plekhanov’'8 interpl'etation， specifically， there 
would be two attribuíes in particular: withdrawal of democratic rights 
(“freedom" ) from some portion of the popu latioll; exercise of the dictatorship 
by the revolutionary party (“we") 01' by its leadership (those who “correctly 
understood" ). 

Now we have seen that others had given a similady “dictaíorial" i nter­
prctation to the term， but this was the first time that either Marx 01' Engels 
was confronted with it and commented on it. Engels' comment to Voden went 
far beyond mere disagreement: in his view， such a perspective by the party 
would wreck the movement， either by a split 01' (what amounts to the same 
th ing) sectillcation. 

] 11 a few years， the Russian Social-Democl"atic Workers Party was going to 
bccome tl�� first socia!ist organization in the world to include the ‘dictatorship 
of the proletariat '  in its program-though Marx and Engels had refuscd to 
propose such a step. The tcrm was written into the paπy program by Plekhanov， 
who by that time was pcrhaps thc most prestigious theorctician of Marxism 
ou ts ide of Germany. 

Thus the new era of the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ was launched on its 
way-not  by Lenin (as the usual myth has it) but by thc future leader and 
theoretician of Menshevism， G. V. Plckhanov. The latter’s antidemocratic 



2α The Third Period ofthe 'Dictatorslzψ of tlze Proletariat ’ 325 

interpretation of the idea， though repudiated by Engels as soon as it was 
reported to him， was goin g  to blossom in  the Second  lnternational and 
p articularly in  the Russian movement. 

But  that is a nother story. 





SPECIAL NOTES 





S P E C I A L  
N O T E  

A 
MARXOLOGISTS 
AT WORK 

Various writings have been mentioned in the course of this work， but 
special bibliographical attention should be paid to those publications that 
purported to provide surveys of Marx’s， or Marx’s and Engels’， uses ofthe 
term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’. 

1. S URVEYS 

The first substantial effort to bring together 아1arx’s and Engels ' statements 
about th e  ‘d ictatorsl1ip ofthe proletariat’was Lenin’s State alld Revolutiolt-a 
work tl1at has rarely been given credit for its innovation simply in the field of 
scltolarsltip.l As originally pubIislted in early 1918， the first edition melltioned 
only four  loci in Marx alld Ellgels: the loci here numbered 6，7a， 9， alld 12 (two 
by Marx alld two by Engels); that is， llothing earlier than 1873. That Lenin 
was Ullaware of any earlier use was indicated by his statemellt， after qUOtillg 
some passages from the COTn11l1l1lÍstMall따sto， that these concerned “ the idea of 
tlte ‘dictato.'ship of the proletariat' (as Marx and Ellgels begall to caU it after 
tlte Paris C o m m U lle) . . . "2 

III his AnlÏ-Kauts망'，3 writtell in the fall of 1918 and published toward the end 
of that year， Lenin charged that Kautsky 

l11usl klloJV that both Marx alld Ellgels， ill their letters as weU as in their 
p ublished worl<s， repeatedly spoke about the dictatorship of the proletariat， 
before and especiaIly after the Paris Commulle. 

He added that Marx alld Ellgels spoke about the idea ‘'for forty years， between 
1 852 alld 1891 ."4 The referellce to 1852 showed that Lenin was now aware of 
Marx’s letter to Weydemeyer (Iocus 4); but it was not actualIy mentioned in 
this pamphlet. It  was， however， covered in a new section (Sectioll 3 of Chapter 
2) added in the secolld edition of State alld Revolutiol1， written December 1918 
and p ublished ill early 1 919. 
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Although Lcnin had written about the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ 
concept before the war， he had never pubHshed a sUI'vey of Marx’s use of the 
term (nor had anyone else). In his important pamphlet of 1905， Two Tactics of 
Social-Democraζy in the Dεmocratic Revolutioll， h e  had a closing section on “The 
Vulgar Bourgeois and the Marxist Yiews on Dictatorship，"s but here he 
d iscussed material he had found in the volumes edited by Mehring， Aus dem 
literal'ischen Nacltlass [etc.J， namely， Marx’s Neue Rheillisclle Zeitllng articles of 
1 848-1 849 about ‘dictatorship’ in revolution.6 

Kautsky’s brochure Tlze α'c(atol'ship ofthe Proletariat (19 1 8) gave only Marx’s 
10CIIS 9 (0치'tiq/le ofthe GOlha Pl'ogram) as  ifth is were Marx’S only use ofthe term; 
it a1so referred， without quoting， to Engels’ locus 1 1  (about the Paris 
Com m une). Kautsky alluded d isparagingly to “ the  little phrase， ‘thedicíator-
ship of the proletariat’， which Marx used in a letter in 1 875."7 Even in his later 
、、'ork Social Democracy Verslls COllllllll1zisl/l， Kautsky added only Engels' locus 1 2  
(on the EI-fmi Program)， even though much had been published o n  the 
subject by this time.8 

The  first serious attempt at a work entirely devoted to our subject was Ernst 
Dralm’s K，αrl Mat�" IIl1d Friedricl， Ellgels lIeberdie Diktatllrdes Proletariats (1920)， a 
pamphlet. D rahn， whose letter of rcsignation from the Social-Democratic 
Party was reprintcd in the pamphlet， signed himself “ex-archivist of the 
SDP." The  worl， is rather rambling; and though he could aIready have read 
Lenin’s State and RevolutÎoll， D l'alm knew only of loci 4， 9， and 1 1-이nitting 
threc that Lenin had already cited， and adding only one new one (Iocus 1 1 ). 

T h e  ncxt contribution was made by thc German-born historian of British 
and international socialism， Max Beer， in a three-part essay， “ An Inquhγ into 
Dictato l'sh ip ，"published in  the pro-Communist Labour Montlzly (London) i n  
1 922. A s  t h e  title indicated， its scope was 、vidc， and i ndeed Beer posed the 
question of the historical development of thc word ‘dictatorship’; and while 
his a nswers were inadequate， he deserves great credit for suggesting an 
approach that no one else picked up. Tn the third instaHment Beer mentioned 
Marx’s loci 1 a and 1 C as well as 4，6，  and 9-hence he was the 섭rst to bring u p  
Marx’s initial mention ofthe term in 짜e Class Struggles Ìl/ Frallce. He mention 
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paraphrased on ly， Diehl gave Ioci I c ，  6， 7a， 9， 1 1， and 1 2. These were all the 
passages 80 far pointed out， with the cxccption of locus 4 (the let1er to 
뼈veydemeyer). Diehl remarked in pa8sing that “There ure perhaps only a half 
d ozen places in all of Murx’8 and Engels' writings 깨here the cxpression 
‘dictatorship of the proletariat' is used" (though he himself had pointed to 
seven) “and  at that mostly in letters or smaU political but not În the 
major fundamental works. "10 Presumably he demoted The Class Stmggles in 
France from thc list of major works. In terms of interpretation， Diehl’s essay 
was  a rather standard anmment in favor of Bernsteinian Revisionism‘ But hc b 
had no idea what Marx meant by ‘dictatorship’: he thought thHt for Marx a 
d ictatorship was necessary “ wherever generally speaking there is no democratie 
constitutionai situatioll yet available."1 I 

For the next survey We j um p  to 1 93 1 .  Sherman H. M. εhang was a young 
Chinese  scholar， a foIlower of SUIl Yat-sen， who came to the University of 
Pennsylvania to study political science and wOl.lnd ull writing “ the I:h용t 
scholarly book on the Marxian Theory of the State" (as John R. Commons 
said in  the introduction). εhang’s TlzeMarxian Theoζv ofthe State expounded 
the viewpoint ofLenin’s State and Revolutiol1. H is two chapters on the ‘dictator­
sh ip  of the proletariat’ (Chapters 5-6) easily constituted the most thorough 
ana lysis seen u p  to that point. 

Chang n oted loci l a ，  lc ，  4 ， 6 ，  7a， 9， Hnd 1 1 ， thus doing sIightly better than 
Diehl，  and bcttcr than anything else up to the 1 960s. Yet Chang cited no loci 
that  had not  already been pointed to by Lenin， D ral1l1， 01' Beer; in fact， he 
omitted one  that Lenin had given， locus 12  (once again， difficult to unders없nd 
since he q uoted other passages from the same work by EngeIs). 

In 1945 a French periodical EcollomÍC et HumanÎsme published a survey by 
Charles-Fr. H ub ert， en tided “ Note Chronologique sur  1’Idée Marxiste de  
Dictatu re d u  Prolétariat." I t  looked like an  attempt to trace aU usages， but  
actuaHy， in  the midst of a s tandard exposition o f  Leni‘lÎst-Stalinist state 
theory， it offered o nly five loci: 4 ，6 ，  and 9 by Marx; 1 1  and  1 2  by Engels. 

If， up to the 1 960s， Chang did best， the opposite record was held by Stanley 
W. Moore， whose Critique ofCapitalist Democracy ( 1957) offered aD “introduction 
to the theory ofthe state in Marx， Engels and Len 



332 Special Notes 

There are a number of books whose titles look as if the main subject was 
Marx’s ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ but which are actually concerned with 
Russian Bolshevism and Stalinism， not with Marx. 

Here are three examples: 

• Tasin ， N. [pseud. ofN. Y. Kagan]，  La Dictadura del Pro/etarido se，형n Marx， 
Engels， Kautsky， Bernstein， Axelrod， Lenin， 칸'otzky y Bauer， Madrid， 1 920. 
• Priklmajer-Tomanovié， Zorica， “Contemporary Socialist Thought: The 
Discussion on Democracy and the Dictatorship of the Proletariat in the 
West-Eu ropean Communist Movement，" in Review oflntemational Affairs 
(Belgrade)， Vol. 17， No. 394-97， Sept. 5-0ct. 20，1966-A four-pali essay in a 
Titoist theoretical-propaganda organ. 
• Radjavi， Kazem， La Dictature du Prolétariat et le αp깅'rissement de 1’'État de Maα 
àLénille， Paris， 1 975. 

This listing  does not mean that these works lack interest on subjects other 
than our own.* 

2. MARXOLOGICAL MENTIONS 

General works on Marx customarily have a mention of the ‘dictatorship of 
the proletariat’， but， as we have said elsewhere， it is rather surprising to find 
what a high proportion of simple factual errors are to be found in these 
mentions. We are concerned here not with books on general subjects that 
happen to mention Marx， but only with substantial works on Marx many of 
which are considered authoritative. For convenience， the authors are listed in 
alphabetical order， with a brief note on what they do. Full bibliographical 
information is given in the Bibliography. 

Av inc l업hlomo. The Social and Po/itical ηlought ofKarl Marx. 11arx， says 
A、rineri， “does not use the term more than two 01' three times in his life， and 

"12 t�en always in what is basically a private communication." '. He lists only loci 
4， 5， and 9. Aside from the oddity o f  thinking that a speech at a banquet， 
reported in a daily paper， is a “private communication，" it is (as usual) hard 
to understand why Avineri does not know about the three passages in The 

* Other publications with relevant titles came out in connection 때th the Lenin-
Kautsl‘y debate: for example， L. Kamenev， 자e Dictatorship rýthe Pro/etariat (1920); κarI 
Radek， Proletarian Dictatorshψ am! Terrorism (192이; N. Bukha대1， "꺼le 꺼l00rγ ofthe 
Dictatorship of the Prolct'lriat，" published in 1919 in a collection. 1 、찌II discuss these in 
another worl‘ (see Forewol'd). 
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Class Struggles În Frallce， or any one of them; also， locus 6 was quite a public 
article. 

BerHn ，  Isaiah.  K(lrl Mar.λ:. This biography mentions no  loci， but offers one 
of  the most singular interpretations， highlighted by the betief tl1at the 
‘perm a nent  revolution' is “brought about" (or “dominated" ) by the 
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’.13 Berlin seems to have no idea of how Marx 
uses either term. 

CaIvez， J.-Y. La Pells강e de Kal'l Marx. Its section on the term devotes much 
space to the CommwzÎst Mallifesto but thinks the term was flrst used in Iocus 4; 
also mentioned is locus 9.14 

εarr， E. H.  The Bolslzevik Revolutioll 191 7-1923， VoIume 1 .  “In 1849 [he mealls 
1 850， Iocus l c  J Marx described B lallqui’s ‘revolutiollary socialism’ as ‘a class 
dictatorship of the proletariat’ . . .  " We have explained that this is a very 
common misquotatioll. Carr adds: “ in 1 852 [Iocus 41 he  adopted the term 
himself." Elsewhere εarr makes cIeal' he knows only locus 9 in additioll.ls 

Since much ofCarr’s discussion is 00 Lenin’s State and Revolution， it is especially 
odd  that he does not utilize the facts in this study. 111 his biography of Marx， 
which cited no loci， Carr thought the idea of the ‘dictatorship of the prolet3liat’ 
was an “ incidental after-íhought， which is devoid of any theoretical bas is  . . . ，，16 

Caute ， Dav삐. Introduction and notes to Essential Writings of Karl Mal'x， 
Caute mentiolls that Marx first used the term in  1 850， without  furiher 
reference， and among his excerpts， cites Iocus 9. He  opines that to Marx the 
term “ implied a harsher， post-revolution:uγ cOllcentration of power than 
mere working-class rule." He also thinks that Engels “ rashly" described the 

17 ParisCommune as the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
C <<lle， G. D. H. History of S’'ocialist Thought. ln  Volume 1， Cole retailed the 

Marx-Blanquist myth， as discussed dsewhere.18 In Volume  2， where Marx’s 
1 9 views are expounded， εoIe quotes ollly locus 9. 

D nncan， Graeme.Marx alld Mill. Duncan asserts that for Marx and Engels 
the proletarian dictatorship “requh'es a centndised， autocratic structure of 
p ower，" some p ages after he has cited loci 4 ， 9 ，  and but he makes no eδOl't 

_ 20 at  a tie-uD. 
F’etscher， Gnmdbegriσè des Mal'xÎsmus. Subtitled “A Lexico-

graphical Introduction "  to the concepts ofMarxism， Fetscher’s boolc has a 
section o n  “Th e  dictatorship ofthe proletariat and its political fo 
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Author of the theory ofMarx’s “rhetorical 
sin" (mentioned elsewhcre23)， Harrington daims that Marx uscd ‘dictatorship 
of the proletariat’ h is “ultra-Leftist period" of 1848-1850， and， it 
seems， “recovere!l from that tragic error ‘γithin a matter of months，" so that 
“in the 1 850s 1\윈arx became the first Marxian revisionist." Where Marx 
“revised" the rlictatorsh ip  of the pr씨eíariat is not I'cvealed. Harrington CÍtes 
locus 2， gives locus 8 i llcompletely， and aHudes to locus 1 1 .  

Hook， Sidney. Marx mul the Marxists. Hook says that “The p h ra s e  . . .  was 
not used În any major published 、vork ofMarx and only twice in  his corres­
pondence.，，24 1 0  this popular game of minimization， Hook must argue that 
Marx’s Class Struggles ill Frallce was not a “major" work， and that one ofMarx’s 
political docum ents on the list of loci was simply “ correspondence，" that is， a 
personal letter. He implies that there wel'e o nly three Marx 10CÍ. 

Hu nt， R. N. Carew. JII!arxism: Past mu/ Present. Hunt quotes loci 7b and 9， 
alludes to locus 4 and one  passage in locus 1， and asserts that “Marx only uses 
the expression . . .  on the three occasions n oted" (that is， loci 1 ， 4， and 9).25 ln  
h is  TheOly antl Prαctice OfCOm11lUIlÎS1ll Hunt knew only of loci 1 and 9 ，  plus 

2 6 E n g e l s ' ll a n d  1 2 .  
J ászi， Oscar. Article “Socialism" in  Ellζ}'clopaetlia ofthe Social Sciences. In  a 

passage on the ‘dictatorship of the p.'oletariat’ ， 、ve learn that “It was not only 
in  h is youth that Marx entertained such an  opinion; as late as 1 875 . .. "-an d  
h e  quotes locus 9 .  W e  do not find out  anything more about Marx’s youth i n  
this connection， or  about any other loci.27 

Landauer. Carl. European Socialism. Landauer asserts， as a fact so well 
known as to need no evidence， that “Marx accepted the idea" from Blanqui 
that a “convinced minority must establish its own dictatol'Íaì rule，" and that 
the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ means “depriving the persons of the 
enemy c1ass of political and personal libeliies.，，28 Apart from this， he CÍtes 
locus lc (mistranslated29) plus loci 4 and 9， also Engels’ 1 1  and 12. 

Leff， G ordoD. The Tyrallny ofCollcepts. Leff states that “It  was in 1875 that 
Marx in his Critique oftlze Gotlza Programme first publicly spoke ofthe ‘dictatorship 
ofthe proletariat.’ ，， 30 A footnote refers to the 1852 Weydemeyer letter (locus 
4) as a nonpublic case. But Marx’s three passages of 1 8  
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“quasi-’Jacobin."31 For a reference to the Paris Commune， see Chapter 17， 
Section 9 

The Thought ofKarlMIαnι Mentioning lod 4 and 9， evCrl 
McLellan faUs into the usual error: “This expression was seldom used 
Marx and never in doc‘lments for publication."32 (See the comment on 
published loci at the end ofthis section.) 

Sanderson， J. B.AIl Interpretatioll ofthe Political Ideas of Marx alld Engels. 
Though this book is specifically devoted to Maγx’s political theory and has 
separ�te chapters on the state， revolution， and future socie양， there are two 
bare lhentions ofthe te‘1ll: no loci are quoted or even alluded to; not Í)vo words 
are devoted to explaining what the tel1ll means.33 1 think Sanderson w따ks 
away with the pIize. 

Schapiro， LeonaπL Tlte ε'ommunist Party ofthe Soviet Ullion. This worκ of 
course， is not plimaruy about Marx， but it is piquant to quote an authm찌f 
who kno뼈 alI about Lenin’s State and Revolutioll: “ ... the idea ofthe ‘dictatorsh.ip 
of the proletariat，’ which Marx on one sole occasion had asserted wollid 
inte1'vene between thc conqu얹t ofpo、ve1' by the p1'oletaliat and the establish­
ment of socialism. "34 This teUtale case shows， 1 think， how many Autho히ties 
simply looked it up in Kautsky’s Dictatorshψ oftlze P1'Oletariat and t빼대lCWO뼈 
as gospel. 

The preceding is not iníended to be a complcte list-far JÌ'orn it-but only to 
record some prominent examples. A rollcali ofhowlcrs couId go on endl얹sly， 
but do bear with me while 1 p1'cscnt my personal favodte. It is ft뼈n Time 
maga깅nc’s 1948 “celebration" ofthe hundredth anniversary ofthe Commlmist 
Mallifesto， which (째th Marx on the cover) summaIized Marx'’s li짧 and ideas， 
communism， etc. It said: 

Toward the end of his life he 、，wote the words “ dictatorship of the 
proletadat" ... That phrase had always been b따ied in Marx’'s thought; 
he had in 싫ct used It in convcrsation. Wlitten down， it was to b않ome 
an extension of his own 샤rrannieal political methods •.• [etc.ps 
If Time장 、，VIÏters are scomed as politically illiterate， one cannot daim that 

all socialist theoreticians are necessalily more knowl떠geabIe. Tbe Socialist 
Labo1' Party issued an edition ofMarx’'s Critique ofthe Gotha Program， in which 
the publisher’s preface averred that “so far as we know， 않 contains Marx’s 
only dÎi'cct reference to and authority fo1' the phras얻 ‘the dictatorsmp of 뼈lC 
p1'oletariat' ，，3<) 

As 1 havc mentioned befo1'e， 1 do not understand why so many well­
intentioned authorities have rem삶ned 빵lOrnnt of 섬le fad that the ‘dictatorship 
of thc proletaiÏat’ appeared in Marx’s Class Stn땅gles ill France in 1850， three 
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timcs moreover. H is not an obscur� work. 、，Vhcn it was first publishcd in book 
form in 1 895， under Engcls’ editorship， it madc a great splash-not becausc of 
Marx’s brilliant analyscs， to be sure， but because of the bowdlerization of 
Engels' preface. Indeed， perhaps this controversy kicked up 50 much dust that 
no one paid any atíention to Marx’s writing. But whatever happencd in 1 895， 
this peculiar situation obtains to this day， as thc above cases show. It would bc 
breaking in an open door to point out that fcw of  our Authoritics arc much 
iníerested in finding out “what Marx really said." 

In part bccause ofthe fact that The C1ass Struggles in Frallce is commonly 
ignored， the above list shows how oftcn the asscrtion is cncountercd that Marx 
nevcr “ published" any reference to the d ictatorship of the proletariat 01' that 
hc never statcd it “ publicly." Yct ofMarx’s scven loci， all but one wcrc cither 
immcdiately publishcd 01' werc written with a vicw to present 01' fuíure 
puhlication. T h e  obviollS cxception was Marx’s 1852 leUer to Wcydemeyer 
(locus 4). Locus 1 was immediately pllblished， in three different insíallments 
of Marx’s essay; loci 3 and 6 、'1cre writtcn for pcriodical publication and 
published more 01' less prompt앙. Locus 2 (thc SUCR statemel1t) was written 
for publication-soll1c sort of ev�ntual publication; it rcmained unlmown only 
bccausc the society l1evcr came to life‘ Locus 9 was written immediately for a 
considcrable gl'oup of peoplc， the p3liy Icadership collc‘�tively， and undollbtcdly 
with a view to grcater publicity in thc fllturc. TI13t lcavcs loclls 5， the banquet 
spcech， which WlIS “published" (mlldc public) to a sllbstantial audiencc， and 
printed in a daily paper. Whatevcr the circumstances， 110t one of these six loci 
was a “pcrsonal" 01' “private" commll nicatioll in any scnsc. Yet the myth 
hangs on and rcpeats ÎtscJf with a\l ‘he tcnacity of the other myth that 야'1arx 
got the 、vhole thing I"rol11 Blanqui. 

Finally， Ict us look at thc oppositc end of thc spcctr‘Hn: thosc writers 씨!ho 
havc cxplained the ‘dictatOl잉lip of thc proletariat ’  with at Icast a basic 
31l10unt  of kl10wledgc and understanding. Bcfore 1960s this was qllite 
rarc; all the more reason to say a good word for .1. K. Turner’s Challe’1ge to Kiαrl 
Marx， H. B. Mayo’s DemoC1'‘lCy and lI!wxism (later revised to Introductioll 10 
!vfarxis 
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NOTE FABRICATION OF A FABLE: 

THE “MARX-BLANQUIST" MYTH 

The  substantive content of the Marx-Blanquist myth is taken up in several 
sections of this volume.1 describin!! the real relationshin between Marx and ’ '" ".� . �� . .  � '�"�"�"'I:' 
Blanqui or Blanquism. But a word is necessary on the myth itself， which Iies 
leadenly over aU the products of the marxological industtγ. In the usual way 
(repeated from one book to another， by one  eminent authority after another) it 
has by now been estab!ished as a rockribbed article of marxological faith that 
Marx’s revolutionary views were “ Blanquist" at least in his early yeal's. 

T h e  stal'ting point of this phenomenon is well kl1own: it was the book by 
Eduard Bernstein that presented his “Revisionist" version ofMarx， that is， 
his  successful effort to found a systematic social-democratic reformist doctrine 
tl1at pretended (in its first period) to be a “new and improved" form of 
Marxism. This approach was necessary in Gennany because by the time of 
El1gels' death the Social-Dcmocratic movement in that countrγ had solidly 
accep ted Marxism as its theorγ; in contrast， essentiaIly the same reformism 
could be established in England by the Fabians (Bemstein’s mentors) without 
any obeisances to Marx’s image. 

The history ofBernsteinian “Revisionism，" then， began with the pretense 
that this neosocialist reformism was simply a better kind of Manism， purged 
of revolutionary foolishl1ess and aU that. Later， Bernsiein morc 01' less dropped 
the pose when it was no useful.* ßut back ÎI1 1896 when， with Engels 
safely dead， he began cobbling up a sham-Marxism， Bernstein had to explaiú 
away in some fashion the revolutionary ideas that every Social-Democratic 
recruit was familiar with fmm the ct씨1I1uwistMall따'sto. He solved this pI'oblem 

* For example， in mid-1929 Bernstein “ChCCl한illy admittOO" to a visitor tilat he was 
a “method빼생cal reactionalγ" who was r짧ly “없 eighteenth-eentury ranonalist" 

Towards the close of the conve‘-satÎon when 1 askOO hlm whether he re짧I갱00 
this method to be the method of Ma뼈， he gowaed ilk voic aIId iIl mni끓ential 
tones， as if a!i돼빼 of ��g overh�‘Ù， said， “11!e J��)Jsh�� are oot i!lj� 
in c1�ÌI}Ù!lg �!an as thelr 싸찌1. Do you Know? M없것 had a strong Bòlshe찌k 
streak in hím!" 

The visitor who r맹ortOO this 매해 앞cret in 1933 was Sidney Hook.2 
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handily in his basic work ofRcvisionist thcOlγ， Die Voraussetzungen des SoZÌa[ismus 
und dieA씨영abell t!er Sozialdemokratie (1 899). It was translaíed into English in 
1 909 as El'olutÎollary Socialism. 

With this a curve ball brcaks into the picturc. Thc Vorαussetzungell had done 
the j o b  in its Chaptcr 2， “Marxism and the Hcgclian Dialcctic，" which in its 
Scction 1 cxposcd “Thc Snares and Pitfalls of thc Hcgclian-Dialectical 
Method，" and in Section 2 、vent to work on “ Marxism and Blanquism." (The 
link was the thcsis tl1at Hegel’s dialectic is the real dcvil of the p lot， but  we skip 
this aspect.) lt was În Section 2 that Bernstein set out the story that Marx had 
really been a “Blanquist，" and that a ll his revolutionism was really due to the 
pernicious inßuence of Blanqui. 

But the English version， El'olutÍonary Socialism， simply omitted all of Chapter 
2， without  a word to the haplcss reader. 

Not only in its first edition of 1909. For some reason， thc information that 
thc English version is seriously incomplcte has nevcr been brought to reade히rs 
a없ttc잉n따1t디ion by those from whom we would expect this scrvice. 1 know of no 
bibliographical reference to the book that mentions it. Not ollly was it kept 
mum by the publis‘ler in 1 909， but a ncw edition published in 1961 likewise 
forbore from Ictting it out-cven i n  the special introduction contributed by 
none other than Sidney Hook.3 The chicf English-language biographer of 
Bernstein， Peter Gay， found no call to mention the omission even ÎIl his 
bibliography.4 

The !'csult is that the vel-y source o f the “Marx-Blanquist" myth is scarcely 
known in English-spcaking circles， both Marxist and marxological. 

1. BERNSTEIN’S CASE 

Since Bernstein’s argumcntation on “Marxism and Blanquism" has ncver 
appcared in Ellglish， let us rcview it: what were those powerful argumcnts， 
those cogcnt Ïtcms of evidence， in Bernstein’s treatment tl1at were so i.rrcfutable 
that thcy convinced cveryonc  who was eager to be convinced? 

(1) Bernstein’s section begîns brisldy by putting the finger on precisely that 
early article by Marx from which everything went wrong. It was (says 
Bernstein) h is “ Critique of Hcgel’s Philosophy of Right: Introdudion，" 
p ublished in 1 844.5 ln this article， we are told， Marx “ idealized" the modern 
proletariat， exaggerated “its capacities and propensities，" and came out for a 
proletarian revolution. (It was， in fad， the very first article i n  which Marx 
idcntified the proletariat as the rcvolutionary class.) “This essay，" writcs 
B ernstein， “ led dil'ectly to Blanquism." 

This is a very c1ear statement， yet all the more p uzzling. The offenses 
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committed by the article， as Iisted， were undoubtedly serious from the stand­
point of Revisionism--but how did these sil1s lead to Bh‘ moreover 
“directly" '! Perhaps Blanqui al50 exaggerated and idealize생 the “modern 
proletariat"? This is th잉 reverse of historical to be sur용-in 
falsifiction. But we need not argue this point because Bernsiein does Ilot even 
raise it. 

What! he asserts that tlzis article ofMarx’s “led directly to Blanquism" and doεS 110/ 
say what it had in commoll with Blallqui? 

Right: he does not; not a word. The assertion stands by itself. 
(2) Having refrained from boring us with evidence f01" the first assertion， 

Bernstein goes on to a seconrl. What d，앙ìlles Blanquism， he stat얹， is not its 
“ method" (putschism， etc.) but rather its theory of thc “boundlessly creative 
power of revolutionary political forcc감’ its apotheosis of pure wm as the 
revolutionary drive.7 In fact， Blanqui’s putschism， he finds， is partly 
defensible--“ not  so irrationai as Germans think"-and besides Blanqui had 
some “ important temporary successes. "t 

Now unquestionably Blanquist  conspiratorial putschism (the “method") 
was indeed based on an extreme-、'oluntaristic view of poHtics. (As explained 
in Chapter 1 0， voluntarism is characteristic of Blanquism but  is not its 
defi nition.) Bernstein uses the ploy of CowlterposÎllg voluntarism to putschism， 
instead of Iinking them as a unity; for he has to get around the fact that Marx 
was a viruIent opponent of puíschism. Yes， Bernsíein keeps telling us， Marx did 
oppose putschism but-he was a Blanqu ist  because， Iike Blanqui， “Marx and 
E n ge l s  • . .  made ψure-and-sÎ1’tple will the driving force of revolution.’ ” 

* This has already been touched on in Chapter 2; see page 38. 、.Vhatever the terms 
he used， for， Blanqui the socia! struggle (“class" struggle ) was primarily between rich 
and poor， plebeian mass and aristocratic elite. Even insofar as the Blanquist group 
comprised workingmen， they tended to be not of the “modern proleta야at" but oftlle 
traditional artisanal crafts. Spitzer writes tl1at ßlanqui’s “conception of a revo!utionary 
elite was always focused on the Paris of artisa ns and intellectuals，" though he appreciated 
the promise in the small Lyons proletariat. In Blanqui’s primitive economic theorγ， the 
main villain was not capital but interest on capital; anyone who held this ancient theOlγ 
looked primarily not to the modern proletariat but rather to the working-class petty­
bourgeois elements-“the peasant proprietors， petty functionaries， shopkeepers， and 
self-employed artisans，" in Spitzer’s  summary: 1'0 print the claim that Blal1qui 
“idealized " the modern proletariat would make the toughest paper curl in despair. To 
be sure， it cannot be said that Bernstein actually makes this claim; but if he does not， 
what on earth is he talking about in this connection? 

t This is not true. Bernstein alleges that the proclamation ofthe republic in both 
1848 and 1 870 was “to a great extent owing to the intervention of the Blanquist social 

revolutionaries.’，. In fact， both times the Blanquist activisís 、.vere virtually on the shelf， 
admits the Blanquist historian of Blanquism， Charles Da Costa， in Les Blmlquistes. But 
it would be pointless to argue this question， since it is thrown in by Bernstein in order to 
shift the spotlight from conspiratorial putschism as the reality of Blanquism， and focus 
atfention in another direction. It is falsifiction. 
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What! Bernstein c1aims this ofMarx? But Izis very quotatioll about ‘ψure-ana­
simple will" isfrolll Marx’'s blistering A TTA CK 01/ this flotioll!9 What does he cite in 
evidence for this startl ing claim? 

Noth ing whatever. This cannot be proven by citation because there is 
nothing to c ite. “Nothing;’ writes Bernstein， “shows this more c1early than 
the study of the writings of κ'larx and Engels deriving from the period of the 
Commun ist  League."" Th is sounds like a prelude to such a study-but 
Bernstein does not make it; in fact he makes no pretense of citing a fact to show 
that Marx and Engels， Iike Blanqu i， made “pure will" the revollltionary 
d riving force. Since Bernstein’s chief butt is naturally the Marx-Engels 
“Address to the Communist League" of March 1 850， perhaps he thought the 
evidence was contained in that document? Unfortunately this address says 
nothing about the primacy of the will. So Bernstein writes that the Address 
says “ the Communists h ave to exert themselves to the utmost to make the 
revolu tion ‘ permanent.' '’ O n e  is supposed to gather that “exel1:ing" oneself 

1 1  (which is not Marx’s fonnulation anyway" ) = exerting the will  = willing the 
revolution = Blanquism: Set down in  black and white， this Jool<s sil ly， 
but  that’s all there is.  

(3) Perhaps more to the point， Bernsteill then argues that since a “theoretical 
u nderstanding" of capita’ism shows that socialism was impossible on the 
Continent at that time， advocacy of revolution must Izave beel1 based only on 
apotheosis ofthe WiII. Thcreforc anyone who advocated revollltion at a time 
when it 、\'as (in hindsight) impossible must Izave been relying on the power of 
\V i l l . . .  The 100âc of this anrument will Ilot overwhelm one. but it is nevertheless b 
vcry significant. For it means that it is 씨voca낀’ ofrel'olutioll that is “Blanquist." 
AII that logic-chopping about methods and voJuntadsm alld putschism was 
beside the point: if yOll advocate a revolution， you are a Blanqll ist， regardless 
of anyth ing clse. No matter what else might he pmvcn ahout Marx’s views， as 
!oug as it i s  clear that he advocated socialist ，'evo!lItion then i t  is deducible that 
he was a “ Blanqu ist." AII re\'olutionaries are “Blanqll ists" whether they are 
Blanqu ist  01" 110t: we are dealing with a code word. 

Even Bernstein’s biographer Peter Gay at this point departs fi 
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(4) But Bernstein cannot do without  the obfuscation， since he is not (in 
1899) yet willing to put  forward the above antirevolutionary conclusion 
baldly. Instead of trotting out  some evidence that Marx’s views entailed a 
BIanquist-type apotheosis of revolutionary wilI， he brings up a brilliant 
exploit in dialectics for which he has never been given due  credit. 

We h ave mentioned his cJaim that Man’s and EngeIs' writings in “the 
period of the Communist League" (1847-1852) cJearly “ breathe the BIanquist 
or Babou‘list spirit over and over again." And now he adduces evidence: we 
h asten to q uote it. 

In the Commrmist Man따510， significantIy， of all socialistic literature the 
writings of Babeuf remain uncriticized. Of them the Manifesto says 
on ly that in the great [French] revolution they [Babeufs writings] 
“expressed the demands of the proletariat"-which is anyhow an  
anachronistic characterization.13 

If this statement were true， we would ‘lave an extraordinalγ exploit in 
forensics. The fact that the Manifesto does not criticize Babeufis “'sign짜callψ” 
tipp ed to us as proving that Marx was then a “Babouvist，" or breathed the 
Babou、rist “spirit，" etc. (Otherwise why bring it  up so “significantly"?) The 
possibiIities of this polemical method are  endless: it p roves， fOI' example， that 
Marx was also breathing the spirit of Savonarola (wh o  is not repudiated 
anywhere in the Manifesto)， ofMoses and  Jesus  (neither ofwhom， significantly， 
is attacked)， and of Genghis Khan (who emerges from the Manifesío scot-free) 
. . .  If this method becomes generalized， the intellectual history of  the world is 
likely to be revolutionized. 

B u t  in point of fact， Bemstein’s statement is a fafsifiction. As it happens， the 
Manifesto d id  not leave Babeufs writings “uncriticized." The  first sentence of 
this  section stated prominently that it would not take up the Iiterature that has 
“given voice to the demands of the proletariat， such as the writings of Babeuf 
and others." Thereupon the Manifesto exercised the Ciceronian praeteritio (or 
paraleipsis) and devoted the whole next paragraph to fJrecisely this subject. 

Now it seems to me outside the pale o f  possibilities that Bernsiein tailed to 
grasp the fact  that this paragraph is about Babeufs movement and its 
similiars-about “The first direct attempts of the proletal'Ïat to atiain its own 
e n ds，" etc. (for this is how the paragraph begins). Only a few years before， 
Bernstein had h imself supplied an Aftenvord to his own translation of a book 
about  the Babouvist conspiracy by the  Guesdist， Gabriel D eville.’‘ Whom 
else did he  think the paragraph was about? 

B u t  for Bernstein to have brought out this paragraph of the Manifesto (the 
paragraph whose existence he ignored) would have been peculiarly embar­
rassing， for this paragraph refutes h im. This paragraph on Babouvism 
concIudes: 
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• these attempts necessarily fai!ed， owin g  to the then undeveloped 
s tate of the p roletariat， as 、vell as  to the absence of the economic 
c o n d ition s  that had to be prod u_ ced， and could be produced by the 
i m p e n d i n g  bou rgeois epoch alone. 15 

、Vith this，  the proof of Marx’S original-si n  Babou、rism would have blown u p  
before t h e  reader’s eye lert Bernstein’s page， s ince Marx here (as elsewhere) 
mal<es it crystal-c1ear that he entertaÎns no fanciful notion about “making" a 
revolution while the economic and class conditions for proletarian revolution 
were absenL T h e  Manifesto’s paragraph conti n u es with a stern criticism of 
ßabou‘rist-type movements :  

T h e  revolu tionary literature that accompanied these first movements of 
the proletariat had necessarily a reactionUlγ charactcr. It  inculcated 
u niv

-
ersal asceticism and social level ing Î n  its crudest form.16 

To be s u re， even i f’ Marx hatl left m ention of ßabeuf completely o u t  of the 
M a n i festo， this would hardly p rove him a ßabou、'ist. Marx had criticized this 
“crude c o m m u n is m "  before the Manifesto and would do 80 after it The 
i n d icatiolls  are that Marx decided a t  some point not  to include sections i n  the 
M a n i festo on those tendenCÎes that called themselves commun ist， viz.， Cabet， 
Weitling， Babeuf. A fragment of a n  early draft o u t\in e  shows that Marx 
o riginally did plan to cover thcse three17; a d iscussion of the p robable reasons 
for the change would be digressive here. ßut În any case， the whole business 
fails to prove that Ma rx was not o n ly a Babouvist hut also a Cabetist and 
、Neitl i ngite!

(5) Bernstein’s section on “Marxism and B1anquism" continues with 
blata n tly unsupported assertions. T h e  next one after the Babeuf bust is， 1 
think， as min d-boggli n g  as any: 

T h c  revolu tionary program of a ction of thc Manifesto is B1anquist 
through and through. 

This dictum refers to the ten-poin t  transitional program near thc end of 
Section H 18-a series o f  mcasu res popular Î n  leftist groups， proposed for the 
postrevolutionary period， somctimes scorned as  being u n expectedly mild. It 
does n ot， for eX�lmple， propose the gencral socialization of industrγ. “Blanquist 
thro u gh and through " ?  el'ery plank? T h e  demand for a graduated tax was 
“ B 1 a n q u ist"? frce education was “B1anquist" extremism? This begins to 
verge Oll Ilo n sense. 

、Vh c n this fair!y moderate p rogram is labeled “ B  
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says， the conqucst of proletarian powe." is the aim of eveFy prolctarian tendency， 
including the Chartists. There is tl1e crux. 

ßy this time， Bernsteinian Marxo-teratology begins to SUffel" some of the 
difficultics that confrontcd Senator J oe McCarthy， as he “revealcd" thaí 
cvcryonc  hc didn’t Like was a “Communist." lf personae who 、vcre f101l gratae to 
J oe McCarthy wcrc aU “Communists，" thcn--could Communists rcally havc 
tails and hooves'? And 80 McCarthyism started turning dialccticaUy into the 
old b usincss of  making Communist dupcs. Similarly: i f  anyonc who is not a 
Bernstcinian-revisionist parliamcntarγ-legalist-constitutional-cretinic refonnist is 
a “ßlanquist，" then C3a “ßlanquism" b e  all b a d ?  . .  But it is a falsifiction to 
say that politics divides betwecn ßernstein and ßlanqui， that is， between two 
ways of wrecking revolution. 

Two othcr aspccts 0/ Bcrnsíein’s argument are taken up clsewhere: the 
social composition ofthe B1anquist movement， and the meaning of‘terrorism’ 19 

Finally， ‘ct us cIear up a misapprchcnsion. At the start of his section on  
“Marxism and Blanquism，" BcrnsteÎn seems to  say that Marx was a 
“Blan qu ist" in the period that ended 1852. ßy the end of that scction he  was 
saying something different: 

Marxism has shaken off Blanquism only from one side-in respect to 
method. ßut as for the other side， the overestimation of the creative 
power of revolutionarγ force far the sociaHst transformation of modem 

20 society， it has never fully got rid of the  Blanquist conception. 

“Never，" says ßernstein now， having screwed himself u p  to a pitch of u ndoc­
u mented assertiveness: Marx and Engels (he must mean them) “never fully 
got rid o f  the Blanquist conception." Their “Blanquism，" then， was 
permanent. Bernstein has still not given a single statement by either Marx or 
Engels which “ovcrestimatcs" ctc.， but we can now recognize the code word. 
찌'hat they “nevcr fully got rid of"was their dedication to sodalist rcvolution. 
But  was it reaHy ncccssary for this news to comc from Bcmstein in this 
pcculiar way? Marx had said it for him， writing to a good friend and comrade 
about  the p h ilistine  crew that made up the London German sodetics: “ . . .  
these Gcrmans， young  and old， are nothing but all-too-cIever， solid， pl"actical­
minded men who regard peoplc likc you and m e  as immaturc fools who h avc 

，21 still not been cu 

2.  LICHTHEIM’S PUTSCH AGAINST MARX 

For about a half-century， Eduard Bernsíein’s authority made references to 
Marx’s “Blanquism" a common feature of  marxological presentatiolls. Even 
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some of Bernstein’s opponents， sharing the common ignorance， assumed that 
where there was so much smoke there must be fire (ncglecíing the possibility 
ofsmoldering rubbish). Thcre is a piquant example in a 1 932 lecture by the 
Menshe、때
adoption of the ‘dictatorship of the  proletariat’ into its progl짜n in 1 903. His 
argument was that the matul'e Marx was for majority revolution， thereby 
throwing the young Marx to the Bernsteinian wolves: 

Marx and Engels， in the years of their youth， no doubt pictured the 
d ictatorship of the proletariat in the “Jacobin" form of a seizure of 
power by a proletarian minority conscious of its revolutionary mission 
and basing itself on an amorphous social agitation inside the b road 
proletarian masses. But already in  1 845-46 . . .  22 

The phrase “no doubt" meant that he knew nothing about it; he was willing to 
make the concession in order to rescue the mature Marx from Bernstein’s 
c1utches. In point of fact， “in the years of their youth" Marx and Engels never 
mentioned the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' at all. 

Dan’s comrade Martov did veJγ much the same thing in his essay “Marx 
and the D ictatorship of the Proletai-iat.，，23 

During this half-centu/γ it cannot be said that any new contdbutions were 
made to the shoring up of Bernstein’s case. But in 1961 George Lichtheim’s 
Mal'xis11l made a notable effort \Ve review some ofthe features ofhis exposition. 

( 1 )  In one respect Lichtheim did not go as far as Bernstein， for he saw 
Marx’s “brief Jacobin-Blanquist aberration" as extending only to 1 852. The 
prize exhibits， of course， aJ"e the March 1 850 Address and the SUCR episode. 

In the March Address， says Lichtheim， is found “the entire compendium of 
Communist tactics" in 1848， including the establishment of “proletarian 

， 2-1 d ictatorship.’ (In fact， ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ is 110t mentioned in 
the Address.) But the question is :  what’s Blallqllist about al l  this? 

There is no answer in Lichthcim. 
(2) Marx， asserts Lichtheim on the same page， “was then under the 

i nfluence of Blanqui": what is the evidence? There are three erudite footnotes 
on this page of Lichthcim’s， but not a word or. this allegation. Lichtheim does 
not indicate that this is a deductioll ofh is (perhaps from what he calls a “hint of 
terrorism" in thc Addrcss， for hc does not know what ‘terrorism’ meant at that 
timc).  He statcs it as a bald fact. Since he is an Authority， a naivc reader would 
assumc thcrc is evidence behind the assertion， and would be disappointed to 
Icarn that Lichtheim is i nventing faIsifiction frechand. 

(3) Even in terms of the marxological habit of referring to SUCR as i f it were 
simply a “Marxist-Blanquist alliance，，，25 Lichtheim is one of the slippericst， 
for hc does not givc so much as a mention to the presence of thc  Chartists in thc 
enterprisc. Marx În 1 850， says Lichthcim， was 
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in a tactical alliance with the Blanquist  emigrants in London. The 
latter even persuaded him to join a super-secret international society 

26 

The  Blanquists perslladed Marx? Lichíheim， of cou rse， knows nothing of the 
sort; he  is i nventing his “ facts" with as much originality as any fictioneer. At 
the risk of boring the reader， 1 must repeat that he offers not a hint of evidence 
in  text or notes.* 

Marx， relates Lichtheim， “ never qu it e  repudiated his activities d llring this 
period."Z8 The afol'esaid naive reader would be eager to learn where M�‘rx 
almost replldiated them， if “ never qu i te." as 1 h ave detai!ed elsewhere， 29 
Marx a n d  Engels kept showing their approval ofthe 1 850 Address until the 
end. When Engels actually had the Address reprinted in 1 885， he  explained 
that this 35-year-old Address “ is stiU of il1terest today，" etc.30 Lichtheim even 
quotcs this， bec311sc， he says， “Engcls s kims ovcr this point， with a brief ’ '1'131 r cmarK . . ，" 

to 

sornc evidcnce that Marx ever 
110: an Lichtheim has donc is rcfraÎn from 
which Marx had been coups for scveral ycnrs 

confuse his rcadcrs. 

* In anothcr SllOrt 
“ perslluded"-by Blanqui 
pcrsuaded. 낌le fol1o、짜19 OCCUrs 
Bakunin and Lenin on the matter 

That last c1ause must have t'lken iron nerve to fm' a circumst .. mce “often Ilotcd" 
is the fact that Mruχ never met BIanqui; it wouId be veη， difficult for “leÍl' “ to 
pal't This statement that Blanqni (PCl잉onally) “pel'suade얘 Malχ" cdges c10se to 
something other than faIsifiction. Was Lichthein1 trying to see what enonnities hc 
could get away l찌tl1? 



346 Special Notes 

(5) Lichtheim quotes the passage in the March Address which sees the 
p l'oletariat as the successor to the bourgeoisie in political power. (1 give his 
translation， with his mistakes and omissions corrected in brackets.) 

Alongside 0아f the new offi꺼lκc미ia찌I go、ve밍rn끼nmen따lηt[s익1 they mus았t establish simuIta­
neously th‘heir 0\‘WI깨n re、vo애0이hωu따]t디io이na없r’γy ‘wo야r꺼k‘e아r상 government[s] ，  whether in 
the form of [municipal committees and ] municipal councils， or workers’ 
c1ubs or workers’ committees， so that the bourgeois-democratic authori­
ties [governments] . . .  from the outset see themselves supervised �nd 
threatened by authorities backed by the whole mass of the workers.‘” 

Lichtheim then states: “This was the Blanquist strategy in a nutshell." 
WIUlt! The B/anquÎsts /ooked to organize “tlze whole mass oftlze workers " Înto 

lVorkel상 C011ll1littees， etc.， as a “dual pOlVer" alongside the official state?! What B/anquist 

ever suggested anytlzilrg like this? 
None whatever; and the naive reader by this time should not be surprised to 

learn that Lichtheim makcs no effort to Iink this type of revolu tionary strategy 
with any Blanquist he ever hcard of. I1: is j ust  another assertion-diametrically 
contrary to the entire political character of Blanquism. In fact， the citcd 
passagc in thc March Address is the first great sketch of an approach to 
revolutionary power around what latcr came to be called workel's’ COllllcils. 

“This was the BlanquÎst strategy În a Itutshell": our naivc reader may wOllder 
why a certain somcthing seems to disappcar when Lichtheim is fabricating 
l inks bctwccn Marx and Blanquism. What disappears is the content of 
B1anquism as cOllspiratorial putschism by a small band of bravos. It simply 
vanishes from Lichtheim’s nu tshell. 

(6) After 1 850， says Lichtheim， the German Communists’ “actual circum­
s tances" had Iittle to do with Blanquist strategy， and so- Wc get another 
exercise in falsifiction: 

As soon as Marx reaIised this-it did not take him long-he dissolved 
the League， turncd his back upon the Blanquist  emissaries (though not 
upon Blanqui himsell)， and for thc remaind�! of his Iife adamantly 

35 refused to engagc in revolutionary conspiracy. 

Every phrase in this sentence is a triumph of creative imagination. There is no 
record of any moment when Marx realizcs， with 
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times of BilIy the Kid; and he  enjoys the same privilege as any director not to 
let mere facts interfere with his art. 

(7) AU this， says Lichtheim， amounts to “Marx’s tacit renunciation of 
B1anquism." “Tacit" means that Marx said nothing about “ renouncing" 
Blanquism: how trlle! This is something ofan improvement on the famous 
question by the fabled proseclltor who asked ， “When did you stop beating 
your wife?" In the up-to-date version， that cross-examination would go 
somewhat as foIlows: 

-When did you tacitly renounce beating your wife? 
-1 never said anything about renollncing beating my wife! 
-Exactly : that’s what I j ust said-you renounced it tac때… 

(8) T h e  rest of  Lichtheim’s faIsifiction is outside our  purview， for practical 
reasons. He ciaims that in abandoning “ B1anquism，" Marx aIso repudiated 
.“Comm unism" (meaning re、'oIuiionarγ sociaIism) and “abandoned the entire 
perspective of a worker-peasant rising" at least În Germany， becoming a 
respectable social-democrat.36 Naive readers who are eager to find out whea"e 
Marx performed these renunciatory feats wiU find that Lichtheim-is still 
d irecting BilIy the Kid. 

It  is such a beautiful story， this tale of the young fire-eater who settles down 
to be a parliamentary cretin even as you and 1 . . •  so touching that it  i s  
especially popular among types who h ave themseIves done some heavy re­
p udiating. Ex-Communists， for example， and ex-Marxists. T h e  Ex， or Former 
Person， knows with what pleasure Lichtheim reports: “ it is not too much to 
say that aftel" 1 848-49 he [Marx) became what is nowadays called an ex­
Communist.，，37 ommun띠l너is앞t. 

This is a delightful improvement on all that chor"tling over Marx’s revelation， 
“1 am no Marxist.，，38 It turns out  that Marx is an ex-Marxist. Just like 
Lichtheim himself， as it happens. A divine idea: the sky-pilots create God and 
Marx in their own image. 

3. DECRYING WOLFE 

Not long after Lichtheim， another ex-Communist went into the lists to 
m ake much  ado over Marx’s alleged period of“Blanquism" : Bertram Wolfe. 1 
think there is a connection between their own devolution from communism to 
anticommunism and the fact that these two have become the outstanding 
contemporary proponents of the “Marx-Blanquist" myth. These are men 
who early felI under the speIl of a rebellious sort of revolutionism， and then 
with the onset of age whined about their youthful foolishness: for such 



348 SpecÎal Notes 

lInfortllna tes， all  revollltionaries are 31so misguided d u p es of their early 
i l l usions. Wolfe writes in h is Chapter  9 :  

Marx 、vas complctely u nder the spell o f  the barricade and conspiracy 
traditions of Paris . . .  Marx’s socialism d udng this period 1 1848-1850 1 
was the  romantic， cqualitarian， strect-iïghting， barricade， and seizure 
01' p u blie-buildings brand .l>.f socialism of the Paris conspirators Babeuf， . 39 Buonarroti， aml B1anqui. 

T h i s  is s u ch a phantasmagorical description o f  Marx’s activity i n  Cologne， 찌S 
ha rd-working cditor of the most suecessful l'cvolutionlllγ d aily in Gcrmany， 

that  no o n e  clm doubt  who is sitting for thc portrait. l t  is alltobiographical 
b ittcrncss， typical of cx-Communists w h o  havc spcnt thc bcst ycars 01' thcir 
livcs working for a causc， and thcn havc thc rcst o f thcÎr ycars spitting o n  
t h c i r  formcr sclves. Anyway， out  o f thc scvcral vo!umcs o f w’ritings a n d  lcttcrs 
by M a rx alld Engcls d u ring thcsc ycars， 세lolfc cannot íind onc passagc in 
which thc llbovc typc of socialism is hc ccrtainly citcs 1I0nc. Hc is 
dOÌJlg thc Gnmdpa act: ‘써ltyes， 1I1)’ childl'ClI， 100 WflS (J I낀Jolutiona/'y wltell l 
’‘’as yOll11g αμd greel1， " ctc. This gocs \'cηr 、γc!l ovc1' a crackcr barrcl， but 
clscwhcrc o n c  that somc cvidcllCC will bc olfcl'cd tòr thc flat statcmcnt 
that “ Ma rx’s  socialisll1 " was 애wt ‘ “thc Paris conspira tors， Babcuf， 
Buonarroti， llud ßlanqui." 

But to avoid wc “’m 110W ig 
9 and look !ì)l‘ somc 01" Icaγing llsidc somc 

points  takcll up clscwhcrc. 
( 1 )  씨'olfc u ndcrtakcs to thc “ contcnt 01' thc mllch-

a b nscd Addrcss of Mllrch 1850. T h c  of coursc， is  n o t  whcthcr thc 
vicws in thc Addrcss arc but whcthcr arc Blanquist. 
Wolfc citcs thc Ad찌rcss’s up “thcir 0、vn rcvolutionarγ workcrs’ 
govc rn m cn ts in thc f0I111 o f workcl상 c1ubs :md workcrs’ committccs"-the 
s a m c  passagc Lichthcim a ml 영uotcd ahovc.‘40 \Vcll 110W， what’s 
Blanquist  about  tllllt? 、，Volfc cxplains in a parcnthcsis: 

Hcrc o n c  is rcmindcd of thc mal1y clubs formcd， o f  thc Jacobin 
clu bs  01' thc 1790s which 、‘!crc his modcl--:md 110 Icss of  his Jacobin 
ccntra lism il lld his conπ1'\、피‘ 

l all Fr건I1CCι씨 

AU this  j u s t  fl‘0111 thc mcntion of clubs!  fonned clubs， the Jacobins 
formcd clubs，  Marx 、，Y:ln ts clubs-uha!  Bümql/isl씨 

1 h es itatc to mcntion that cvcryollc i'ormcd clubs， republicans lcft and right， 
royalists， militant womcn， socicty d a mcs， coffc생IOp habitllés-for to makc 
this  point  might suggcst that this 、Volfian nonscnse should bc takcn scriously. 
B u t  it is pcrhaps bcttcr than borillgly rcpcating that 、Volfc shovcls in asscrtions 
without  a p retcl1sc of cvid en cc. 
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(2) Wolfe cites the Înjunction in the Address tl1at the Communists sl10uld 
seek to take the Iead in miUtant actions reßecting “the people’s revenge 
against hated individuals 01" public buildings . . .  " Aud he commcnts: 

In these words echo the storming ofíhe BastiHe， the clubbings to 
death with lifle butts， the heads raised on pikes， and I'ise and fall of the 
s harp blade of the guiHotine.42 

In Wolfe’s mÌI비 the “ston빼g ofthe BastiHe" is assimilated to mob slat뺑ter! 
Morc important， the wholc point of Marx’s exposition was pl'ccisely to 

replace wild mob passion with organized and l'ational political adion， dis­
cipl ined struggle， and leadership. But  in any invocation of revolution， aU 
Wolfe can hear is the “clubbings to death by rifle butts." Verγ well-who is 
cIubbing whom? Historically， of  course， it is usuaily the police， gendarmes 
and soIdiery who club demonstrating 1'ebels. Pc1'haps this is Law and Order， 
while the 1'everse is Revolutionary Anarchy? Ifso， it is not the “clubbings" 
that exercise Wolfe but the different question of whose noggin gets kl1ocked. 
T h e  apparently moral revulsion against “clubbings to death" then tums out 
to represent the opinion that only the revolutionarγ side sbould be consCÍcn­
tiously cudgeled. 

(3) Wolfe’s Chapte1' 9 is one of the worst cases of those who dist01't Iocus l c  
into a (mythical) avowal of B1anquism b y  Marx. (The middling cases are 
those who at least quote the passage， so that a 1'eade1' can see wl1at they a1'e 
doin g.) T h e  defeat of thc revolution， claims WoIfe (with Marx on the cOl.lch)， 

had fo1' the moment made Marx into a Blanquist and ßlanqui in Marx’s 
eyes into the Iiving incarn..ation of the movement of “revolutionary 

，43 socialism 01' communism. 

Notice that Marx is “a  B1anquist，" squarely， ßatfootedly， unqualißedly. The 
telltale words in quotes at the end leave 110 d oubt what Wolfe is using for 
this c1aim: Marx’s words in locus lc.  There Marx refers to “ revolutionary 
socialism，" “communism，" “for which the bou1'geoisie itself h.as invented the 
name of Blanqu i." In short， Marx writes that had become the 
incamation (etc.) in the eyes ofthe bourgeoisie; Wolfe alters this to “in Marx’s 
eyes" !  

1 1'epeat that 1 do not  think 찌Toife i s  consciously falsifying， no mattel' how 
hard it may be to explain this blatant alteration in any other way. 1 think that 
În his last incarnation Wolfe could no 10nge1' read English or plain 
German as SOOI1 as h is anticommunist buttol1 was touched. A red haze hung 
over Marx’s Address， there was a dull 1'oaring in the cars， and the d없nnedest 
things came off the pel1. 1 do not insist 011 this explanatiol1. 

(4) So fa1'， Wolfe’s Chapte1' 9. A strange thing happens in Chapter 10: it 
presel1ts a point of view according to which everything În Chapter 9 is 
nonsense. 
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1 have been told by an acquaintance of Wolfe’s that he had decided at this 
point to investigate Marx’s use of ‘dictatorship of the proletariat'， and was 
delighted to find that it had already been done--in my 1962 essay.44 He found 
this essay “thorough and dispassionate" and its “interpretation sound": so 
he states in Chapter 10， and proceeds to summarize my essay in his next ten 
pages. True， he leaves out some material that would ruin his “Marx-B1anquist" 
thesis， but it makes him uneasy. 

The  puzzling question is why at this point Wolfe did not throw away 
Chapter 9， if not more of his book. Instead， there is one point in Chapter 1 0  
where he seeks to retrieve some remnant o f  the “Marx-Blanquist" falsifiction 
in Chapter 9. This attempt hinges on the citation of Iocus 1 c， which， we have 
seen， he previously distorted. Now he does quote it， including the crucial 
phrase ‘'for IVlziclz tlze bourgeoisie itselfltas illvented the name oJBlanqui"; and he lifts 
a Iance. 

This Ieads Mr. Draper to conclude that in the cited passage Marx was 
not defining “B1anquism" but expressing his own views， the “ revolu­
tionary socialism 01' communism" which he himself advocated， and to 
which the bourgeoisie has given (invented) the name of B1anqui. 
Obviously， Mr. Draper’s “solution" of the enigmatic passage raises as 
many problems as it

-
solves.45 

What are these “problems"? Wolfe states four， which 1 quote in full 
seriatim: 

(a) “For when Marx wrote it， he was entering into his AssocÎatioJl with the 
B I a n q u is ts ;  . . .  " 

This refers to SUCR， which we have already discussed. Wolfe does not 
realize that Izis problem is whether Marx became a “Chartist" 01' a 
“Blanquist"-since both of these tendencies 、，vere supposed to become his 
allies in SUCR. The first problem is in pretending that SUCR was “a united 
front witlz tlze Blallqllists ，，46 

More important， we have seen that at the same time that Marx entered into 
this nearly nonexistent front that included the B1anquists as its French wing， 
he published a scathing dissection of traditional B1anquism. Now the next 
st!>ange thing about Wolfe is that he discovers this in his lle;"t chapter， Chapter 
1 1 .  There Wolfe suddenly reveals that (as 1 had stressed in my 1962 essay)--

Marx attempted to “ re-educate" the Blanquist emigrés， to induce them 
to substituíe his idea of “the dictatorship of the proletariat，" which 
Marx considered synonymous with the “winning of the battle of 
democracy，" for Blangui’s “ revolutiolJatγ dictatorship" of an elite， 
conspirative minority.’/ 

To be sure， he does not disclose what Marx actually wrote in 1850 about these 
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BIanquist allies of his (for this would have terribly confused the readers of his 
Chapter 9). But anyway: why on earth should Marx--described in Chapter 9 
as bubbling over with BIanquism， flatIy Iabeled “a BIanquist"-wallt to 
“re-educaíe" his feIlow BIanquists? What does this Blanquist Marx want to 
re-educate the other Blanquists to? 

No answer. In fact， no question. 
It is admittedly gratifying that Wolfe has learned， by Chapter 1 1， that Ma.-x 

attempted this “re-education" of the Blanquists， and it is good to report that 
he passes this information on to his readers; and 1 do not want to seem to 
demand too much of a marxologist. Yet one must mention that， in the same 
passage，  he quotes Engels’ devastating characterization of BIanquism in 1874 
(our Iocus 8)， but introduces it with these words: “'At least， so Engels has 
explained the matter." Does he offer any counterexplanation of his own? No. 

AII this， remember， in Chapter 1 1 .  When Wolfe， in the preceding chapter， 
had written as ifMarx’s “entering into his Associatio1Z" is a “problem" for 
which he has no explanation， the puzzling thing is why (after getting to 
Chapter 1 1) he  didn’t throw away this part of Chapter 1 0  into the same round 
receptacIe as Chapter 9. 

(b) “ . . .  he [MarxJ was agreeing to， or more probably he was writing， 
virtualIy the same formula into the joint statement of principles [of SUCR!; 

We now h ave a second point (out of four) on SUCR， which Wolfe obviously 
thinks is the “smoking gun" of Marx’s “ BIanquism." A minor point: the 
SUCR statement， as extant， is copied out in a handwriting that  is probably 
WiIlich’s， certainly not Marx’s or Engels'; and there is absolutely no information 
on who drafted it. When Wolfe writes that Marx “probably" wrote it， he  is 
simply inventing a falsifiction.48 Of course， it makes no difference one way or  
t’other; but  such  inventions suggest that mere facts do not quite suffice for the 
fable under discussion. 

The crux of this second Wolfian “problem" is: what is meant by “vÍliuaUy 
the same formula"? Same as what? Same as what Marx had written in locus 1 c 
(Class Struggles Îll Frallce)? I n  this case， 1 do not know what the “ problem" is. 
O r-is it possible?--does Wolfe mean “same as Blanqui장 formula"? But we 
have shown that B1anqui neve1' had a formula about ‘dictatorship of the 
proletariat' 01' anything like it. * What， then， is the point of trying to squeeze a 
second “problem" out  of SUCR? 

* The SUCR statement included reference to “permanent revolution，" and it should 
be mentioned that Wolfe is still， in Chap삐. 1α under the impression tl1at “Marx 뼈d 
acquired from BIanqui his fOlmuIa ofthe ‘revolution in permanence'’…"49_although 
he handsomely acknowledged 1파 debt to my 1962 essay for disposing of tIte parallel 
beUef that BIanq띠 had ori형nated ‘dictatorsbip of the proletariat’.50 The myth of 
Blanqui’s pnonty on ‘permanent revolution’ was 벼S뻐sed ofin KMTR 2." 



352 φecial Notes 

(c) “ . . .  he  was issuing his peculiarly ‘Blanquist’ Circulal'， ... "-íhat is， the 
March 1 850 Address. 

The  “problem，" obviously， lies with 、Volfe’s preceding demonstration that 
the content ofthe Address was Blanquist-not merely deplorably revolution31γ 
but Blanquist. The reader w피 remembel" that on this point we had to discuss 
clubs and “clubbings to death" ;  but a repeated examination of 、Volfe’s two 
I)ages on the matter turns up no other eff0l1 to make a connection.52 1 suggest 
there is an element of circularity here: Marx is a Blanquist because we Imow 
the Address is Blanquist， and we know the Address must be Blanquist 
because it is filled with revolutionalγ talk by a Blanquis t… 

(d) Finally: “ . . .  and he was using Blanquist conspirators as emissaries to 
the branches of the Communist League." 

This refers to Wolfe’s deduction from the June  1850 Address， based on a 
passage discussed in Chapter 1 2.53 I f  1 explained tl1at 씨'olfe’s deduction is 
half-imaginative， the reader might think that the deduction， if valid， l1as 
something to do with Wolfe’s fou rth problem. For present purposes， thcn， let 
us assume that Marx rea\ly did use “Blanquist conspirators as emissarics" to 
Communist League branches on the Continent. (1 can make this assumptioll 
all the morc happily since， pcrsonally， 1 hopc that Marx did gct some use out 
of these characters.) 

、:Vell now， what exactly is α!Iarx’s crime? 
In the first place: as we have seen， Marx is hγing to work on these French 

Blanquist elements politically (to “I'e-educate" them); and it is not fanciful to 
assume that he may have had some impact on two 01' three. As we have 
stressed elsewhere， these “Blanquist conspirators" were not hardshelled rev­
olutionary fossils: they 、vere largely young and relatively inexperienced 
recruits who 、vere “Blanquist" mainly because they admired BJanqui， wanted 
to be revolutionaries， and had never heard 01' any other way of being revolu­
tionary.54 Why doesl1't Wolfe ask himself why’ a “Blanquist conspirator" 
would consent to act as emissary for a rival tendency， Germal1 at that， which 
moreover published sharp critiques of their feJlow conspirators? 

\\'olfe thinks the al'rangement shows something awful llbout Marx; he does 
not realize that it sho‘vs something 1uite dilTerent about the selfselectet! “Blal1qUÎst 
conspÎrators " wlw agreed 10 1V0l'k for tl!e α. 1 thi 



B. Fabrication 0/ a Fable: Tlze “'Marx-Blanquis‘t" 짜’tlz 3정 

Wolfe-Marx (hmμion hea.찌): No! 1 cannotpennit you to help us. You 
are a (hiss) conspirator! 

Bl anquist (astonisheι1): Why， are you afraid Yll cook up a "conspiracy" 
with your CL branch? 

W-M (ht뺏ψ�: No， our Communists k:now very well to stay away 
from conspiracy. 

B (reasonablelike): Don’t you agree that our mission has to be kept 
secret， since the Continental govemments wil1 throw me and your 
people into the pokey if 1’m caught? 

￦-뼈 (c쨌nded): Yes， 1 understand the difference between secret 
Vvúrk and conspiratorial organization and have explained the difference 
severaI times. 

B (wheedling): Then， please， why can’t 1 do this seπice for you and 
your estimable CL? 

W-M (drawing himselfμrp): Because then the marxologists will be able 
to prove that 1’m a Blanquist. 

This “theater ofthe absurd" suggests a link between the pathos ofa. kind of 
marxology and the pathology of a kind of American anti-Communism. 

4. TARRADIDDLES AND S CIOLISTS 

Up to the 1 960s， when Lichtheim and Wolf농 published the books we have 
reviewed， most ref농rences to Marx’s mythical “Blanquism" were， 1 think， 
more or less routine echoes of Bemstein. Thus， in 19 12 Simkhovitch 
quoted the Manifesto’s introduction to the ten-point program near the erid of 
Section n， and opined that “Babeuf or Blanqui might have written this 
passage" because it was in keeping with the viewpoint of“conspiracy or 
forciblι overthrow."ss It seems that “conspiracy" and “forcible overthrow" 
fused in his mind like two fogbanks merging in a murk. 

Isaiah Berlin’s much-praised biography ofMarx-which on sσictly factual 
matters is one ofthe least reliable ever published-has Marx persuaded 
“ Weitling and B lanqui" in 1 847- 1 848 “ that a successful revolution could be 
made only [reaUy!] by means of a coup d’etat， carried out by a smaU and 
resolute body oftrained revolutionaries .. :，56 In the case ofBerlin’s biography， 
to complain of lack of evidence is an iπelevancy; but it is hard to see why he 
did not refer to 1 850， which more k:nowledgeable writers emphasize. But then， 
Berlin does not even mention the exisleηce ofthe March Address or SUCR. 
And ifhe did， he would be in trouble， for he has not the slightest idea what 
‘permanent revolution' meant.57 

Berlin had his rivals in sciolism (one of the m째or isms of history). Adam 
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Ulam， for example， repeating the obligatOlγ exposition ofMarx’s “B1anquism，" 
reveals that he thinks the B1anquists 、，vere anarchists， and that B1anqui was a 
pioneer of syndicalism ! 58 

Such a slIrvey could go on indefinitcly-

Before each tarradiddle， 
U ncowed by sciolists， 
Robuster persons twiddle 
Tremendously big fists . . .  59 

but to Iittle avail. However， two other cases have some claim on our attention. 
The lirst is the Marx biography by Nicolaievsky and Maenchen-Helfen， 

bccause it has so often been cited on this point as an eminent authority. This 
work by Nicolaie、잉‘Y (1 use his name as the major author) was partIy 
considered in Chapter 12 under SUCR， but anothcr， more gcneral passage 
reqllires notice. 

Nicolaievsky’s takeolI point is a Httle odd， for it is 1I0t the March 1850 
Address， the document in which Lichtheim and Wolfe had particularly 
discerned the imprint of the devil’s hoof. By not a word does Nicolaievsky 
suggest that the March Address is “B1anquist." What shakes his soul is 
appal'ently the paragraph about the Blanquists in the June 1850 Addrcss， 
with its news that Commllnist Leaguc delegates “had been entrustcd by the 
Blanquists with important preparatOlγ work in connection with the next 
French revolution." (This is the reverse of Wolfe’s problem， but the considera­
tions are similar.) Nicolaicvsky wonders: who were thesc delegates and what 
was this work? He replies that thc answel' to both questions is “unlmown." 

But what the Blanquists 、，vere occupicd with during the years 1850 and 
1851 is known.60 

He then summarizcs the oft-repcated characterization of B1anquist plans for a 
p lltsch by a small gang of mcn. This is followcd， without so much as a 
paragraph brcak， by this conclusion: 

The fact that Marx accepted this kind of revolutionism， which he 
condemned so violently both before and afterwards [note tμat， please!j， 
and was so utterly forcign in every way to thc essential nature of the 
proletarian rcvolution， thefact that he formed an alliallce lVitlz tlze Blanquists， 
provcs bettel' than anything clse the extent to which his judgement had _， 1 6 1 bcen affected . . .  I ltalics added.l 

“The fact tlzat M {//:y accψted this killd ofrel'ollltiollisl1l • • •  "-but  Nicolaicvsky 
(here 、ve get repetitious) has not adduced a single fact， note， argument， 01' 
ground to “prove" (his word) that Marx accepted the Blanquist putsch idea. 
Worse than that:fil'e pages later， he gil'es a sllbstal1tial passagefroJ/l the book review by 
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Marx and Engels which dissected conspiratorialism so cuttingly-published at exactly 
the same time that Marx “accepted this kind of revolutionism." No explanation 
for this self-refutation; apparently no consciousness of a p roblem. Was it poor 
Marx whose mind had been sadly affected? 

Moreover， the above-quoted paragraph by Nicolaievsky ascertains a second 
fact that shows how poor Marx’s mind was affected: this is “the fact that he 
formed an  alliance with the Blanquists" at  all. We have already said enough 
about this item of proof， insofar as it perfains to 1850. But Nicolaievsky is in  a 
stranger position than Wolfe 01' Lichtheim. For him， the Blanquist  aberration 
suddenly descends on Marx’s psyche in the midsu mmer of 1 850-nothing like 
it “before 01' afterwards，" he says-and all on the basis of the “unknown" 
revolutionary work done by unknown CLers with unknown Blanquists! 

Bernstein had seen Marx’s “ Blanquism" as covering 1 848-1852 at  least， 
and Marx’s whole life at large; Wolfe and Lichtheim saw it ectoplasmatically 
enveloping Marx at least through 1850; but Nicolaievsky sees it as a brief 
moment of midsummer madness unrelated to anything “before or afterwards"­
except the poor man’s shock (apparently much delayed) at  personally losing 
the revo l u t i o n  • . . 

This  approaches utter nonsense on the face of it; but to this baseless fantasy 
we can counterpose a historical fact nùt yet brought up. It concerns alliances 
with the Blanquists: a comparison. In 1850 the so-caUed united front “with 
the Blanquists" never got off paper; in 1872 what Wolfe caIls anothel' “united 
front with the Blanquists" never existed at aIl， since the Blanquists (Commune 
refugees) entered into the wide-open International. But a Iittle later came the 
period of real unitedfrollts between the French Marxists (that is， Guesdists) and 
the Blanquist  movement in  France， especiaIly when the latter was led by 
Vaillant (who， German-educated， had absorbed a considemble amount of 
“ re-education"). The peIiod of the development of the French socialist 
movement Ìn the 1 880-1890s， leading up to the u niñcation 00905 (when­
gll껴-they actually merged!)， is full of united fronts， alIiances， coalitions and 
collaborations with the Blanquists. Somehow this has never “proved" to any 
sane person that， say， Guesde (or Jaurès， sacreblell) had become a Blanquist. 
But when people wri 
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socialism at all. In  this context Moore has several pages arguing i n  favOl' o f  
ßernstein’s thesis about the you n g  “ Blanquist" Marx. 

Moore’s specialty is running Man-quotes through his interpreting machine， 
which m inces them up and reconstitutes them in the desired fonn Iike a 
s a u sa ge. Tnvestigating the contents o f these sau sages Îs VClγ space-consu ming. 
T h u s， o u t  o f  q uotes by M a rx 110t o n e  o f which comes near favoring “minority 
revolu tion，" he deduces handily (after pl'ocessing) that Marx proposed 
mÎnol'Íty revolution， j u st as ßernstein said;  a n d  he naturally ignOl'es all the 
p assages where， u n minced llnd u n p rocessed， Marx stated straight-out that he  
a dvocated majority-supported revolution. 

\Vhen Moore comes out with a whopper， he  stllrts off、vith “ U n de n iably ... " 
U n d e n iably Man: llnd Blan q u i  shared at that time the doctrines of 
cJass struggle， permllncll t  revo l u tion， llnd proletllrian d ictatorship.62 

Let llS taste o n e  sausage because it is a nother case of the distortion of locus 
Ic. Moore writes as  follows: 

T h c  c o m m u nÎsm of Blanqui，  he [Marx } writcs in The Class Struggles ill 
France， is “ the d eclaratioll ofthe pennanence o f the revolution， the c1ass 
d ictatorship o f the proletariat [ e t c . ]  .. ，"63 

T h i s  is a falsifiction， fabricated by j O Î n Î n g  Moore’S own words to the trllncatcd 
M a rx-Iocus. As we have seen more than o llce now， Mllrx rcally wrote that the 
bourgeoisie has “ i nvented the n a m e  of Blanq u i "  ior revolutioflmγ socialism 0 1' 
c o m m u n is m .  T h e  rump-quote used by !이oore thcn occurs in the IIe.X:t sentence. 

Not all of Moore’s falsilictions are as llnoriginal as this one. He strikes a new 
vein with the a rgllment that thc very name “ Commll nÎst League" was 
Blanq u Î s t. 

For the predominantly German-speaking League to call itsclf commllnist 
was to af!inn Ilublicly its solidarity with thc Frcnch followcrs ofßlanqui.""' 

He dedu ces this， he says， from locus for he is under the impression that i n  
those if  a German 01' French wor!<cr said “commun ist" hc  meant 
B l a n q u is t. Bllt if  our sciolist had Iαolí:ed in a ny one o f  scveral places， he  wOllld 
have found that În the 1 840s M a rx knew of a whole bushelflll of differcnt 
“ co m m u n is llls ."  

On :l s i ngle page of the Germall !deology， M oorc could have learned o f four 
differcnt kinds o f  com m u n ists: εabetists， who may ‘lave becn the most 
p ro lll inent， \Veitl ing， “ l1onrevolu tionary Communists，" and apparently the 
Ch artists:  110 mention 0/ B!.“IIqUÍstS.65 Another page o f the same work lists no less 
than fou ríeen E n glish commun ists alone， past a n d  present， besides Weitling， 
Cabet，  a n d  F ra nçois de ClUlstellux;  110 lIlellfio1/ 0/ Blanquists. 66 On a s ingle  page 
o f the lJol)’ Family， Marx mcntions the “co m m u n ists" Owen， Bentham， Cabet， 
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Dézamy， and Gay， besides the Babouvists; 110 menlÏofZ ofBlallq14ists. 67 I n  a 
pre-Marxist article of 1 843， written for the English 0、venites， Engels surveyed 
the ranks of French communists， beginning with Babeuf and fcaturing Cabet’s 
“ Icarian communism，" together with their differences from English 
“communism" (meaning Owenism). We learn fmihel" that Leroux is a 
communist， apparently also George Sand， Lemennais and Proudhon. But 
Blallqui is 1I0t mentiolled， nor any Blanqu ist.6s The label ‘communist’ usually 
referred to the εabetists. In 1850 Marx’s and En!!els' book review on the b 
conspiratorial societies clearly identified the “ communists" as the εabctists 
on ly， counterposing them to the professional conspirators.69 Another interesting 
case: i n  March 1 848， in Marx and his CL associates wrotc to Cabet， as 
editor of Le Populaire， asking him to publish their protest against thc “Gcrman 
Legion" schemc， since such a declaration was “in the interests ofthe communist 
party， and i t  is this，" the leUer adds， “which makes us count on your 
compliance."70 In other Cabet was viewed as a fellow communist. 

Of course， Marx later narrowed this u sage， it goes without ‘ but the 
usage t'cflected the of the time. Aud that is 
Mo망e is to-the 
does know that in the 
term as 

It is l10t Moore’s 
of a때 old 

unsavory 
Moore thc is 

T h e  small chameleo뼈 the 
red or 

whatever hue  
a smaU cham-e-Ie-on. 

is his demonstration 
need among 

" For the Bernstein‘ 
socialism with 

revolutionism. 
r얘 ’잉 

삐 삐 삐IC ‘ 

5‘ THE CASE OF ERNST SCHRAEPLER 

Since its pubHcation in 19η Ernst ’s H.αIldwerkerbiinde und 
Arbeitervereine 1830-1853 nas been as an authority 0[1 the car샤r history 
of German workers’ It appears to the naked eye to be well 
anl).otatcd and documented， and for aU know， may be so in general. But  the 
author  is not well served h is violent anti-Marx obsession， and where the 
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devil (Marx) shows up on the scene， scholarship goes to the place the devil 
came from. Especially on SUCR， 1 have run into severaI references to the 
authority ofSchraepler’s work. Let us Iook inío it， since Schraepler repeats the 
“Marx-Blanquist" tale. 

In the first place， Schraepler has found no hard facts， 01' soft ones， about 
SUCR that have not been known for fifty years. This is no fault of his， of 
course. He had to carpenter his own interpretation of the facts; but instead of 
doing so， he took an unusual course. He translated Nicolaievsky’s old 
biography-without credit. 

In question are some of the same passages by Nicolaievsky that 1 have 
d iscussed in this Special Note. In both Nicolaievsky and Schraepler the 
spotlight is put on the paragraph in the JUfle (not March) “Address to the 
CL，" referring to “Blanquist delegates" associated with CL delegates. The 
main point is made as follows in both books: 

Nicolaievsky 

Who these delegatcs were and the 
nature oftheir duties is unknown， 
But what the Blanquists were 
occupied with during the years 
1850 and 1851 is known. They 
、vere engaged in preparations for 
an armed rising， just as thcy had 
bcen beforc 1 848 .. ，72 

Schraepler 

There was nothing said about 
these delegates and the nature 
of their duties. But what the 
Blanquists were occupied with 
during thc years 1 850-51 was 
generally known. They were pre­
paring for an armed rising， as they 
had donc before 1 84 8  . . 73 

Taking the passage which we quoted from Nicolaievsky，74 beginning “The 
fact tl1at Marx accepted . • .  ，" Schl'aepler transposed a few expressions from 
other l ines， and came out with the following， the CI'UX of his conclusion (and 
Nicolaievsky’s): 

The  fad that the leader of the Communist League entered into a close 
alliance with Blanqui [sicJ， whom he esteemed as a resolute revolutionatγ 
though putsch mcthods wcre repugnant to him， proves unequivocally 
that after the breakdown of all revolutionary eITorts in Europe Marx 
had 108t above all his previous i nner certainty.75 

Note that Schraepler has added the falsifiction (which was not in his source) 
that Marx’s alliance was with “Blanqui"-the man himselr. Not for Schraepler 
the small beer of charging little alliances with inconsequential Blanquists in 
London. But outside or this artistic retollche， he has copied Nicolaievsky 
without cl'edit. Why he omitted the customary footnoted acknowledgment 
(without which this sort of business is called plagiarism) is hard to understand: 
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perhaps he wished to conceal the fact that he had nothing of his own to say. 
We trust that future footnoters will be saved from commirting thegaffe of 

I.eferring their own readers to  Schraepler’s secondhand version when the 
original fable can be read in Nicolaievsky. 



S P E CI A L  

N O T E  

‘ Dictators hip’  has  a c10se competitor i n  the contcst 1'or t h c  ninetcenth­
ccntury word most a buscd in m a rxological writings. T h c  original mcaning of 

‘tcrror’ a n d  ‘tcrrorism’ appcars to bc  almost complctely forgottcn today. Sincc 
m u c h  conj u ring with thesc words takes placc in discussiolls of  Marx’s 

“dictatorial" politics， the q u cstion has to bc takcn up.  

Many p assagcs in Marx and Engels makc n o  scnsc  whatcvcr if‘tcn'or’ is 

takcn in its currcnt scnsc; thc situatioll tcstilics to thc bclicf that our 

p rcscnt-day bcgan \"ith Adam.* τo bc su rc， cvcryonc Imows 

o f ‘ tcrror’ as a political tcrm lic În thc Frcnch Rc、'olution: but 

o f  the trouble: for distortiolls of  that historical 

o u r  01‘ what in thc 

τcrr o r." Not o n ly thc popula1' b u t  the vicw o f  thc “Rcign 
Tcr1'or" comcs I'l'Om sources by Tlze Scarlιt Pimpemcl: the Tcrror m cant 
thc b loodthirsty massacl‘c 01' innoccnt women and childrcn a fcw God‘-
fca1'ing noblcs) u nlcss thcy wcrc savcd Lcslic 0 1'， as  in ccrtain 

it mc:mt that thc masscs WCI'C as dcgencratcs 
at thc 

“n’ rcally in thc 
Ict alonc thc Frcnch RcvolutioKl il1 loto: wc arc only 

i ntcrcstcd in how uscd thc tcrm， that what ‘tcrror’ meallt 

to him. 8ut wc m ust immcdiatcly add that  it  was Ilot a 01' h is personal 

* Evcl1 Richard 아. H U ll t， 、'l'ho dcvotcs a long chaptcr 10 cxpoundillg thc COlltClltS of 
my 1 962 essay Ol1 thc ‘dictatorship of !he prolctariat’， llnd ‘vho is  thcreforc 、vcll a“!al'C o f  
thc n cvcl' stops to ask himsclf thc qucstion whcn hc comcs 10 the word ‘terror'， 
which chills h is social-democl'atic SOll!. Hc thinks that Marx’s and Engels' prollounce­
m ents 011 “r<!volutionary tcrror" wcrc “ bloodthirsty，" and tha! a “systcmatic policy 01' 
tcrro!''' mcant that “a minority would bc imposing its wm 011 thc rcluctant majority.'" 
Hc d ocs not  argue this-that is， prcscnt c、해e잉nκc앙←-‘-‘‘.b 
bc 115 axiomatic  as the bclicf that 11 pound of iron wcighs more than a pound of fcathcrs. 
lf this  is tl'ue of 뻐 u n t， it is hardly IIccessary 10 citc thc Icgiolls o f  vulgar statemcllts o n  
the  s a m e  s u bjcct. 

360 
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opini.on. Marx used ‘terror (ism)’ in the current fashion ofhis time. Indeed， the 
frrst question for an objective historian wouId be to inquire into what the 
“Terrorists" conceived themselves to be doing-what ‘terror’ meant to them. 
We will see， then， that a distinction will have to be made between the 'TerrOl‘’ 
proper and the fillal áegeneratioll ofthe Terror Î11lo a bloody carÎcature ofitself. We will 
be especialIy interested in the first; it is a mistake to confound the fLl"st wHh the 
second. 

Later， the political meaning of‘terror’ went through a new transmogrification 
at the other end of the nineteenth centurγ: this was due to the rise of what was 
called illdividual tιrrorism， especially as practiced by anarchists in Western 
Europe and by the Narodniks and nihllists in Eastern Europe. The term 
‘il1dividual terrorism’ arose precisely to differentiate this political mode from 
what the left had previously called ‘ten'orism’; and from there on， it tellded 10 
take over tlze Ism. Today the end-product ofthis process has brought it  abollt  
that ‘ terrorism’ is mainiy a short fOlm of‘individual terrorism’. I t  has merged 
in the public consciousness with what was previously the philistine calumnia­
tion ofleftist violence. The other side of the merger in this century has come 
from the m indless bomb-thrower， who has adapted himself to what thc 
calumniators toJd him was the proper way to be a “l'evolutionary." But this 
gets us inío territmγ we cannot explore here. 

We focus on what ‘ terror(ism)’ mean t  to Marx， and to political cirdes in 
his  time. 

1. MARX ON τHE JACOBIN TERROR 

We have already seen one important aspect ofMarx’s view of the French 
RevoIution: the distinctive emphasis he laid 011 the social-Girondin current 
(Cerc!e Social， etc.) and the “Enra ges" (Jacques Roux， Lederc) as the 
precursors of communism， witlt a concomitant devaluation of the Jacobins.2 
Marx and Engels were not “Robespierrists" in historicai interpretation: they 
did not regard Robespierre’s political current as tlte central progressive 
leadership of the revolution. * 

* This fact has been blun빼 over in Marxist literature since the dm띠nant iníer­
pretation has been heaviIy influenced by “Robespienist" histOl1ans 파‘.e Mathle:l and 
political forces 파{e the French Communist Party， including the able historian Soboul 
An analogOl.ls situation obtains ‘，vith res뼈ct to the English Revolution: paraIleI to 
“Robespierrist" histori야웠phy is the similar view ofα1lmw，어l as a쩔inst tbe deI까ocratic 
Levelers (not to S�월k ofthe True Levelers or Diggers). “ Cromw어lism" is tbe line 
embodied in Eduard Bemsíein’s “‘짜k Croltlwell alld COJ/lJ/lulIism. In generaJ， fuis appl없ch 
is characteristic of social-rcformism， not onIy of modem Stalinism. Verγ early (l업4) 
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Let us begin with an early reference by Marx to TerrorÎs11Ius (the Gallicized 
form， notSchrecklichkeit). This occurred in the very first political article written 
by Marx (in 1842， published 1 843)-hence while he was still a radical 
democrat but not a communist. H was t“the f짜irs앞t"ι-써‘"it야te이n o아f Marx양’녕s tw‘，V애o pow‘w‘，ve잉rfu띠 tl l 
po이le잉m띠lics in favor of complete freedom of the press.4 The government’s 
censorship decree permitted suppression for a writing’s “ tendency，" its inten­
tions 01' point ofview; and Marx argued that this creates a police state and 
“sanctions of lawlessness": 

The writer is thus subjected to the mostfriglztful terrorism， the jurist강CtiOIl of 
Sllψicioll. Laws about tendency， laws that do not provide objective norms， 
are laws ofterrorism， such as 、vere conceived by the state’s exigencies 
under Robespierre and the state’s I"ottenness under the Roman emperors.5 

Now， obviously the writer who was subjected to this “terrorism" was not 
about to be guiIIotined and did not require LesIie Howard’s services; blood 
was not flowing like borscht. What was this “terrorism" which reminded 
Marx of Robespierre’s rcsOl1: to similar Iaws? 

Bcforc answering this qucstion， lct us 1001\. at Marx’s remarks on the 
Jacobin terror soon after adopting communist views， in a period of intensive 
s tudy of the French Revolution. Perhaps he became more favorable to Robes­
pierrism after bccoming a communist? The oppositc is true， for plainly seen 
reasons. ln an articIc of the summcr of 1 844 Marx focused on the neglcct of 
socia! issues by thc Jacobin lcadership of thc I'evolution. Robcspierre， he 
wrote， saw the existence of cxtreme!. of povcrty and weaIth “only as an 
obstacIc to pure (/，ιmocracy '’ not as a social issue to be overcome. His solution 
was “a univcrsal Spartan frugality." His politics were based on the glorification 
of thc will: 

1F0r Robcspierre) The principle of politics is the will. The more onesided 
. . . .  the political mind is， the more does it believc in thc 01111/ψotence ofthe 
wiII， the more is it blind to the natural and spiritual limÎtsof the will， and 
the more incapable is it thereforc of discovering the sourcc of social 피S.6 

With this line of thought Marx naturally rcjected the Jacobin tcndency in 
fllvor of the rcvolutionary elemcnts who confror.tcd “ the source of  social ills." 
He specificd this in his next worl<， The Holy FaI1lÎ，ψ in thc passage on Babcuf 
and the Enrllgcs tl1at we have quoted.7 

ln Tlze Holy Famiψ Marx certainly connected the Tcrror with the work of 
thc guillotine， lil<e evcryone else， but what exactly WllS the connection? 

Engels mllde the connection: “Cromwcll is Robespiene ánd Napoleon rollcd into one 
. . .  "3 Man’s 찌e、，vpoint is distinct fium histOlical “Robespierrism." 
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Bloodthirstiness? In point of fact， his mentions of the Terror (or Terrorismu.잉 
were associated with the following: the use of porters by the secret police; the 
campaign against speculative hoarding; the “terroristic attitude of the French 
Revolution to reIigion" ;  Napoleon as “ the last struggle by the revolutiollury 
Terror against the bourgeois s oc ie ty  • . • ， "  and a couple more similar associa디ons 
that did not run with blood， to which we have to add the ahove-mentioned 
passage on Babeuf and the E nragés.8 

If we ask what conception unites all of these usages， the only answer is: the 
idea of coercion througlz illtimidation. This indeed is the original background 
meaning of terrorÎZation. The Oxfol'd English Dictionary’s “genel"al" definition 
of‘terrorÎsm’ says: 

A policy intended to strike with terror those against whom it is adopted; 
the employment of methods of intimidation; the fact of terrorizing or  
condition of being terrorized. * 

Now “intimidation" can be accomplished by various methods and on 
several planes; and Marx’s and Engels' use of the term ‘terror’ evoked 
different kinds of cases， from purely psychological intimidation to “bioody" 
force. But when forceful intimidation of the enemy is canied on by government 
troops in a war-is this ‘íerrorism’? It was in Marx’s language， speaking of 

10 Napoleon ’s wars. <U Engels also remal"ked that Napoleon’s “reign of terror" 
took the shape ofWal .. 1\ Internally， Napoleon applied “revolutionary Terrorismus 
to the liberal bourgeoisiel2-、，vhile the Scal"let Pimpernel took a rest 
In an 1847 article Man associated the Reign of Tenor with “bloody actiol1，" 
right enough: “ the bloody action ofthe people" (not Robespiene) that cleared 
away “the remnants of feudalism from French soil 、wit야h its powerful hamme야 r . 

b비10\‘w‘ν'l'S’S".γιι 
co이mp미leted in decades.，， 13 During the revolutionalγ year of 1848， Engels 
compared the reactionarγ Belgian government’s prosecution of republicans 
with the “ mock trials" framed up dUl"ing the Reign of Tel"l"Or in 1793， though 
“even the fanatical Fouquier-Tinville" did not conduct a oial with so much 
barefaced Iying as the Belgians.14 The same yeal"， Man returned to his 

* The O.E.D.’s specimen 倫 I없i3 、‘’잃 6αn a 、뼈-k on political economy: “Ifanyone 
sh애Id disobey the decision of the meeting， he WI삐d subject himseIf. • •  to a 앙)CiaJ 
terronsm." Its general definition of‘terrorist’ is t삐s: “Anyone who aítempts to fUI성g 
his views by a system of coercive intimidation" (followed by a refe윈lCe to  the “extreme 
revolutionary societies in Russia"). As for Gennan Iexicograpl1y: Ladendorf confinns 
tl1at Terrorismus 앉me into the ianguage as the des땅nation ofRobespierre’S l뺑me of 
1793-94， buí it quickly “became a catchword and is now 따ed with the most fi얹Iy 
뼈nsferred sense." He quotes a 1뺏 passage ifum W때없ld， in whicl1 the wise statesm와l 
is ad찌sed that goyemmental management should supplement the usual virtu엉 께th “a 
little terrorism.’" Oearly not very bloodthirsty. 
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analysis ofthe Terror with this seminal observation:  “'All Frellclz terrorism was 
nothing but a plebeiall way of dealing with the enemÎes ofthe bourgeoisie， absolutism， 
feudalism and phiμstinism." 15 By the same token， it was no model: the 
wicldcrs ofthis powcr “'crc doing i t  for anothcr c1ass clcmcnt， without po\itical 
consciousncss of what thcy wcre rcally doing. lt was ncithcr a horriblc 

abcrration of history nor a glorious prototypc. 

ln 1 85 1 ，  rcvicwing Proudhon’s rcccnt book in a Jcttcr to Engcls， 1\‘arx 
n otcd its positivc or favornblc sidc: its “wcll-writtcn attacks on Rousscau， 
Robcspicrrc， thc Montagnc IJacobin groupl ，  ctc. 

，， 16 From The J-loly Family， in 
which hc castigatcd Robcspicrrc’s iIlusions， Marx’s rcfcrenccs to Robcspicrrc 
arc on ly scattcrcd passagcs， but thcsc arc always cool or h ostilc， whcthcr in 
conncction with thc Jacobill’s supprcssion of civil libcrtics or thcir antiworking­
c 1ass Icgislation.17 

This vicw， up to now cxprcsscd by both Marx and Engcls i n  bricf rcmarks， 
was givcn its sharpcst fonnulation by Engcls În discussion with Marx. 、Nriting
to Marx as Bonapartc’S cll1pirc fcll in Scptcmbcr 1 870 all1idst a chaotic rising， 
E ngcls' thinldng mlldc a conncction:  

Froll1 thcsc pcrpctual littlc o panicsOof thc Frcnch-which llll llriSC from 
fCllr of thc mOll1cnt 、vhcn one iïnaUy ll1ust facc thc truth-wc gct a much 
bcttcr idca o f  the Rcign of Tcrror. 에'c tllkc this to Il1can thc rcign lor 
rulc)  of pcoplc 、.\'ho inspirc tcrror; on thc contrary， it is thc rcign of  
pcoplc who arc thcmsclvcs tcrrorstrickcn. La terreur i s  i n  largc pmi 
usclcss crucltics cOll1mittcd by pcoplc who arc in fCllr thcmsclvcs， for 
thcir own sclf-assunmcc. 1 am convÎnccd thllt thc blamc for thc Rcign of 
Tcrror in ’93 lies almost cxclusivcly on  thc shouldcrs of  thc tcrribly 
frightcncd bourgcois bchaving like patriots， and on thc Iittle philistincs 
who  arc shHting in thcir pants， and on thc lumpcn-ll1ob makillg a prolit 
o u t  o fthc terrellκ Thcsc are cxactly thc classcs i n  thc prcscnt littlc terl'eur 

1 8  too. 

In this vicw thc of τcrror i n  thc narrow sensc was rcgardcd as the 
termÎnal stage of  the revolutionary tcrror alrcady in pathological condition. 
This d istinction of stagcs was statcd again by Engcls in a latc Icttcr to 
Kautsky: 

As for thc tcrror， it was csscntia“y a war measure as long as it had any 
scnsc. Thc class， or factional group of thc class， that alol1c could cnsurc 
thc victory of the rcvolution not on ly kcpt itscl f in  control in this way 
(this was the least of i t  aftcr thc victory ovcr the revolts) but assured 
i tsclf of frccdom of movement， oelbow room，o the possibility of conccn­
trating forccs at the dccisivc point， the fronticrs. 

By early . 1794 (Engels went on to say) thc defense against foreign intcrvention 

was going 、，vcll， and Robespicrrc， who wallted an end to the war， saw thc 
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revolutionary wing as a danger to his power， especialIy the Commune led by 
the Jacobin left: 

T h e  Commune， with its extreme tendency， became superfluous; its 
p ropaganda for revo!ution became a hindrance for Robespierre as weU 
as for Dan ton， both ofwhom wanted peace--though each in a different 
way. I n  this conflict of three elemenís Robespierre won out， but IIOW 
terror became for him a meam: of self-preservation and thereby became 
absurd . . .  

When the fOi"eign threat seemed t o  be completely ended， Robespierre became 
superfluous in turn: 

On  June  26 [ 1794) at Fleurus Jourdan laid all Belgium at the republic’s 
feet; with this， it [the terror) became u ntenable; on July 27 Robespierre 
fell， and the bourgeois orgy began.19  

찌'here popular history sees only bloodthirsty irrationality in the last， patho­
logical stage of the Terror， this interpretation made a q uite different analysis. 
But  our  own subject is not the French Revolution， only the meaning of‘terror’. 
Before summing this up， let u s  note a last statement by EngeIs aIong these 
Iines. It  came two years after the lerter to Kautsky， but said exactly the same 
thing: 

. WhHe the Reign of Terror was now Întensified to the point of 
madness because it was necessary to keep Robespierre in control under 
the existing internal conditions， it became totaUy superfluous as a resuIt 
of the vicíOlγ at Fleurus . . . ， and thereupon Robespierre became 

20 superfluous and feH . . .  

I n  this IeUer EngeIs， furthermore， counterposed the peace perspecnve 
pursued by Robespierre and the of the εommittee of PubUc Safety 
against the left-wing εommune elements “who wanted the propagandist war 
and the republicanization of Europe" (that is， who wanted to internanonaüze 
the revolution in order to deepen it). It is this issue， measured at the nme in 
the fortunes ofwar， that Engels saw as the very “heart beat" and central nerve 
ofthe whole revolunon and of tl1e ups and downs of the plebeian wing “whose 
energy alone saved the revolution." This wing which the “war for the 
Iiberation of the nations" was proved to be in the right， 앓id Engels-but only 
after Robespierre had beheaded ie1 

This passage in Engels' letter was 
Ìlldicated his agreement in a 
Engels had not this 

We see that from Marx’s veηT first po‘itical year 렀 ’  old age， in a 
cOlltinuous  and consistent both mer 
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Hébertists or the “Enragés，" that is， in terms of the Îlltema[ pattern of the 
revolu íionary forces.'" 

T h e  apotheosis of Robespierre a n d  his methods came o u t  of the Jacobin­
c o m m u n is t  (Blanquist) tradition from ßabeuf o nwards. ln  line with the 
p rinciple that i t  is m u c h  easier to Îmitate great mell’s flaws thall their feats， 
B l a n q u is ts tended to glorify the path ological side 01' the Terror as well as its 
n ecessities. When the Blanquists repeated this pattern with respect to the 
Paris Com m u n e  of 1871，  Engels com mented (in the article which will produce 
our Iocus 8) on the silliness of  s u c h  a n  u ncritical approach ..  lf (he told the 
B l a n q uists) you glorify even the stupidities that are inevitably committed in 
the c o u rse  of a mass revolution， if you declare everγ mcasure sacred and e、rery
s tep i n fallible， thcn-

Docsn’t  this mcan maintaining that， d u ring that weck i n  May ( 1 871 )， 
the p cople shot  exactly those persons it was necessarγ to shoot， and no 
morc;  that thcy burncd down cxactly those b uildings which had to be 
b u rn c d  down， llnd n o  morc? Doesn’t it mean the same as  saying of  the 
first Frcnch revo lution : every s ingle individulll behellded got his j ust 
duc--first those whom Robespierre got beheaded， and then Robespierre 
himself? This is the kind of childishness reached when people who are 
basically q u ite  good-natured give frec rein to thcir desirc to sccm 

23 fearsomcly hair-raising. 

Marx’s a n d  Engels’ a nti-Robcspicrrist viewpoint n atm띠ly conditioncd 
their vicw of  thc Terror. The precondition was thci1" anlllysis of what thc 
Terror was-the rcvolutionary terror as s u ch， apllli from the pathological 
distortions cngrafted by Robespierrism. The revolutionary terror ’‘’as the 11I0bilizatioll 
oJJorce to intimidate tJze COllllterre}'oluûoll， to dcfend the revolution against its 
e n c m ics， to “ tcrrorize" thc rcaction. Sincc we are not dealing with a scienti꺼C 
tcrm， it tcnded as uSÌIlll to sprawl-to include intimidatory action by thc 
central govern m e n t， by the Com m u n e， 01' by the plebs from below. But it had 
nothing whatsocver to do with what today’s newspaper hcadlincs 01' govern­
m e n t  c o m m un i q u és call ‘ tcrrorism’. 

La Ten낌11'， as the orga nizcd use o f force to rcprcss (terrorize) the countcr­
rcvolu tion， cntcrcd into thc vocabu la ries of Icft and right through thc ninetccnth 

* Since this tact does not fit into marxolo혈CaI fables， the opposite is 0빼1 asse때 
、띠th grcat dctcrmination llnd 110 documentation. For cxamplc， Bcrtram Wolfc’s 
Marxism: “The l1aturaI authoritmianism of Marx’s tcmpcmment was reinforced by the 
dcep admiration he and Engels cOllccived for the Jacobins in . .thc first Frcnch 
Revolution， who had striven to� makc Pmis the I1ller of all France.，，22 Thc last clause， 
hlCked on 빼th a relative prolloun， is a special ttiumph of the historian's art sincc， as we 
havc secn， Marx llud Engels nevcr imitated the social-dcmocrat Louis ßlanc and the 
Jacobin-communÎsts in advocating the dictatorship ofParis. Wolfc’'s llSSCliÏon is simply 
falsüìction. 
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century， except that the right wing of politics turned it inside-out like a pocket. 
If the White Terror tended to be systematically bruíal and murderous， that 
fact could be gleaned only from serious histories， while popular literature wept 
only over the aristocratic victims of popular vengeance for centuries-Iong 
cnmes. 

In  the course of the nineteenth centUl-y， as we will see in Marx’s and Engels' 
writings， the meaning of ‘terror (ism)’ broadened out and weakened-like a 
light beam-until at tÏmes the term meant little more than some form of 
coercion. Since we have been discussing the French Revolution， we have seen 
‘terror’ used for a revolutionarγ government’s strivings to defen� itself from 
counterrevolution， but the meaning did not remain so confined. 

2. MARX ON ‘ REVOLUTIONARY TERRORISM' 

It should be clear that ‘terrorism’ as tl1e use of force or  other coercion in 
social struggle was not a usage peculiar to Marx. The fact that we focus on h is 
writings should not give a false impression; Marx used the term precisely 
beca use  it was a “ catchword，" as Ladendorf sa id.  Lorenz Stein， a very 
cIever young man of a declassed noble family， looking over the French scene 
before and after 1848， found the catchword at hand and fitted it into his own 
line of thought， like everyone eIse. 

Stein’s thought was that the proletariat could never gain power through 
universaI suffrage， contralγ to a widespread opinion; only force was open to it. 
Therefore the 안ule of the proletariat" (he used this term freely) would have to 
be a despotism. 

Like all domination， this despotism is directed against whaíever 
threatens its rule . . .  The proletariat m ust use its power to destroy not 
o nly the opposing class， but also the social foundation ofthis class. Here 
a struggle starts wÌlÎCh we call terrorism， a bloody and essentiaUy endless 
struggle. 

Since working-class power is an irnpossibility， terrOl훨m rnust seek to 
accompIish its goal by “mass murder"; then the tide is reversed and “the 
counter-movement begins." Any temporary victory by the proletariat is swept 
away; the ruling class usuaUy takes “bloody revenge，" and may establish a 
d ictatorship (as we saw in Chapter 5).24 

Stein’s use of‘terrorism’， then， is almost explicitly c1ass-boulld: it  is what a 
proletariall revolutionary power has to do for its end of a ci까1 war. What the 
ruling c1ass does is called police power， law and order， self-defense， etc.， even 
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though it may eventuate i n  a ‘dictatorship’. Fmihel' o n ，  we finrl a n  amenrlment: 

terrorism is the i n evitable result not  o n ly of a proletarian bid fOI" power but “the 

necessary conscq u e n ce of the situation in which state p owel" was exclusively in 

the h a n ds o f  democratic extremists." The function o f  terrorism is defined as 

follows: “ the use of  state power against any differences i n  society which might 

lead to differentiation withi n  the state. "25 Stein unrlerstood the relation of 

state pOWCI' to wealth and property; he  brought ‘terrorism’ down from thirst 

for blood to thirst for something else that the ruling class possesses in greater 

a b u n d a n ce. N o te that ‘terrorism’ is t h e  use of state power În a ccrtain way， not 

the use o f  bombs against the state power. 

H ere， then，  was o n e  prominent explanation of ‘terrorism’ published at  

없'o u n d  the m iddle of the century. We saw， i n  Section 1 above， that Mal’X’s 

very first use of the term spoke of the govem mel1 t’s cel1sorship as a form of 

‘terrorism’ against a writer， that is，  a form of  coercive intimidatiol1. No 

rumblings about “ mass murder" like Stein. Hc used it again i n  a few months­

d u ri l1g  his first year as a radical democrat-in a context that was 1I0t evell 

political. In a sally against a right-wing religious paper， he concludcd by 

asking whether half-al1d-half or lukewarm types ““떼 get on better with the 

terrorism offait1t than with the terrorism ofreason."26 There Îs no “ terror" really 

Învolved here; the term merely means ‘coercive pressure'. Bruno Bauer had 

recently used the term in much the same way in a letter to Marx: a believer i n  

the efficacy of  ideas t o  change t h e  real world， Bauer had referred to “ the 

terrorism of  real theOlγ" whose j o b  i t  was  to “clear the  ground.'
，27 

씨'e find n o  less “soft" a meaning when the tenn occurs in a letter by Engels 

to Marx in 1846. The contcxt was self-explanatory， as Engels discussed 

d ebates 00 communism in the Paris branch of thc of‘ the Jl.Ist: “By dint 

o r  �l l i ttle patiencc a lld some terrorlsm have 

one think that h e  Cl.lt 311 opponent’s throat while with glec; i t  was 

d o n e  with h is He described hi5 "terrori5m" : his speech 、γ3S 50 

“ i n timidating" tl1있 all opponent made “ lashed h i m  50 mercilessly with 

my tongue t111ìt he never showed his 싫CC 3g11in.
，
，2lì Of coursc， nUlrxologists like 

to provc that ]\'1a1’x and Engels “'ere mean to oppOllcnts (ulllike the 
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Jocularity was difficult as  the revolution of 1 848-1849 sputtered out in 
political tragedies and counterrevolutionarγ m assacres. In the Neue Rlteillische 
Zeitullg， Marx and Engels used the term ‘ten-or(ism)’only a few times， but 
usually in connection with its basic historical content: coercive intimidation， 
in this case in the exigencies of civii war. Another part of the context was the 
practice of mass slaughter by the reactionary governments-mass killings 
which historians do not habitually call White Terror. Marx and Engels were 
more evenhanded about the terror of civn war， and in fact the first occun-ence 
Qf the term in their NRZ articIes was in such a balanced fashion. It referred to 
tbe terrible June  Days' fighíing in Paris: “After a battle like that of the threc 
J u n e  days ，"  wrote Engels， “only terrorism is still possible whether it be carried 
out  by one side or the other.，， 30 

“One  side or thc other，" red terrOl' 01' whitc terro1'， the meaning of ‘terrorism’ 
was determincd by the reality of civil war， coercion at its maximum. Ci찌I war 
was also the sign over Marx’s formulation in Novcmber， after the bloody 
suppression of the democratic revolution Ín Vienna. Only cqualIy ruthless 
warfare could have won for the revolution， wrote Marx: 

1야1 e  fruitless massacres s ince the June and October days， the long" 
drawn-out sacrificial rites since FelJrualγ and March， the cannibalism 
of the counterrevolution itselfwiII convince the peoples that there is 
o nly one way to shorten， simplify， and condense the mu1'derous death­
agony ofthe old society and the IJloody birth pangs of the new society­
only one way: revolutionαly terrorism. 31 

This  “revolutionary terrorism" was 110 more and 110 less exactly what the 
revolutÎon was doing in 1 848 whencver it reaUy fought back. Of coursc， Lorenz 
Stcin considered that the shooting of live ammunition i n  the direction of the 
eounterrevolutionary was “mass mUl'dcr"; we nmst aUow him his dass 

of view. 
Engels this “revolution:uγ terrorism" in when he saw， 01' 

thought he saw， thc re、rolutionary movement under Kossuth 
seizing the situation with ardor. S‘ the situation of the revoIution 
as 1 849 began-“ the new ltalian movement，" “the war against the Ma잃rars，" 
the defeats， etc.-he wrote: “The last act of 1848 함asses through terr，θrism into 
the first ad of 1849." it is not a tlu‘eat of the furure but a description of 
the recent past.) 

For the first time in the revoIutionary movement of for the first 
time s Înce 1793， a l1ation surrounded counten:evolutionary 
forc앙s darcs to counter the cowar야ly co‘mterrevolutionary fmγ by 
revolutionary passion， tbe terreur blanche the terreur 1'Ouge.32 

White terror or rcd terror-this was the choice. ￦itb this chaUenge Enge‘s’ 
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article celebrated Kossuth， whose effort to “terrorize" the Whites has not 
tagged him in history as a Red Terrorist. 

There were a couple of other such occurrences of the term in the NRZ in  
1 849， referring to  “revolutionatγ terror" by the  Democrats.33 For an ilIustr따ive 
case， we can look to an article by Engels on the Austrians’ defeat of the Italian 
army lighíing under the Piedmontese king， who would be afraid to use the levy 
en masse as a revolutionary instrument: 

But the uprising en masse， the general insurrection of the people， 
these are means which a monarchy shl'inks from using. These are 
means that only a republic uses-1793 offers proof of this. These are 
means whose carrying out pl'esupposes revolutionary terrorism， and whel'e 
has there been a monarch 、이10 could resolve to make use of that? 

It would mean “a I'eal revolutionarγ war" and “a nationaI mass uprising，" 
possible “if the conventional strategic ‘var of armies had been turned Înto a 
people’'s war， Iike that waged by the French În 1 793.'’ 

B ut， really now! Revolutionary 、val'， mass uprisÎng， and terrorism­
the monal'chy will nevel' �gl'ee to this. It would rathel' make peace with 
its bittel'est enemy of equal l'ank than make common cause with the 

34 people. 

Hel'e “ terrOl'ism" and “ revolutionalγ war" are virtually synonymous， 
especially when the question is raised of the possible adoption of these means 
by the nationalis t  monarchy. 

Final\y， thel'e 、vas Marx’s farewell piece in the last issue of the NRZ， as the 
paper bowed out  before government harassment. This defiant editoriaI 
s ta tement quoted the passage on “ l'evolutionary terrorÌsm" published after 
the Vienna  fighting， and promised merciless revolutionalγ stmggle the next 
time around: 

We are merciless; we ask 110 mercy jromyoll. Wlten Ollr lum comes， we will make 110 
excllsesfor terrorisl11. But the royal terrol'ists， the terl'Orists by the grace of 
God and Right， in practice are brutal， contemptible and vile， in the��γ 
cowardly， underhanded and deceitful， in both respects dislzollorable. 3S 

T h e  안nerciless" tone of this im:lI'ecation has been found very dazzling by 
quoters， for marxologists tend to be violent champions of mel'cy in civil war 
except when dealing with the June days of 1848 and the massacre after the 
Paris Commu ne-so dazzling that they fail to Ilotice that the view of 
“ terrorism" here is again two-sided， There are the “royal terrorisís" (the 
Pmssian mOllarchy) as well as the I'evolutionary terrorists， j ust  as there is a 
White Terror and a Red Terrol'-În fact， j ust as thel'e is a dictatorship of the 
proletariat and a dictatorship of the bourgeoisie--though it does not follow 
that both sides of the dichotomy are on the same moral piane În terms of social 
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interests. The  white terror， the counterrevolutionary violence of the reaction， 
is always the terrorization of the majority by a minority; the revolutionmγ 
terror is the “movement of the immense majority， in the iníerest of the 
immense majority" (to paraphrase the Manifesto). So Marx helieved， at any 
rate， and that is what we are investigating. 

3. ‘TERRORISM’ AFTER 1848 

The  period of the revolution concentrated the meaning of ‘terrorism’ on 
what was actuaIly happening: civil 、，var. After it， as before， the light-beam 
effect could again operate， that is， the meaning could broaden out and 
weaken. 、Nriting about the upheaval in the immediate postrevolutionary 
period ( 1 850-51) ，  Marx tended to use ‘revolutionary terronsm’ (when used at 
all) to mean j ust about the same thing as revolutionalγ action in  general. 

For example， in his Class Struggles in France Marx stressed the political 
heterogeneity of the leftist alliance which the reactiol1 called the “party of 
anarchy" : 

From the smaHest reform of the old social disorder to the overthrow 
of the old social order， from bourgeois liberalism to revolutionary 
terrorism-as fa1' apal't as this lie the extremes that fOr!ll the stai.ting 
point and the finishing point of the party of “anarchy."찌 

Now， whaí the right wing caUed the “pa1'ty of anarchy" was， in  Marx’s 
language， the Social-Democratic party; and he cOluzterposed it to the p1'oletarian 
party of “ revolutionary socialism" 01' “ communism" which stood fo1' the 
d ictatorship of the proletariat (cf. locus lc ，  for cxample). This “coalition of 
diffe1'ent Ínte1'ests" was， then， Ilot even the left wÎng of French politics but its 
left-center; and it was this left-centrist coalition that included the acceptance 
of “ revolutionary terro1'ism" on its ßank. But fo1' Marx this was me1'ely the 
equivalent of sayÎng that the leftmost wing of the SociaI-Democracy advocated 
revolutionary action. 

How wiHing Marx was to ascribe “ revolutionary terrol'Ïsm ’‘ to relatively 
moderate elements was best shown， the same yea1'， in the March 1850 
“Add ress to the Communist League，" which is 50 often ignorantly cited by 
marxologists as an expression ofwild 1'evolutionism. In this document， the 
“ petty-bourgeois Democrats" (the German equivalent ofthe F1'ench Social­
Democracy) were expected to íake power in the coming revolution; the taskof 
the communists was to press the revolution to the left， “to make the revolution 
pe1'manent" until the bourgeoisie was ousted from power. This enti1'e section 
desc1'ibed the va1'ious ways by which the proleta1'ian revolutionists would 
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exert p ressu re 011 the centrists i n  power. It was in this context that I애arx and 
Engels wrote the following: 

A b ove all  things， the workers must  cou nteract， as much as is at  all 
p ossible， d u ring the conl1ict and i m mediately after the struggle， the 
bourgeois cndeavors to allay the storm， and must compel the Democrats 
to carry o u t  their present terrorist phrases. 

A n d  a couple of pages later: 

If  from the o u tset the democrats come o u t  resolutely and terroristically 
against the reactionaries， the Înfluence of the latter in the elections ‘viII 

37 be destroved in advance. 

It is hardly necessary to add that the terrorist “phrases" being used by the 
respectable Democrats were not bloodthirsty o n es，  merely revolutionary­
s o u n d i ng. They were promising to c1ean o u t  the old regime with energetic 
forcefulness. The Address challenged these moderates to canγ out their “telTorist 
ph rase5，" not  κlarx’5! Yct this plain statement has been denounccd as a 
terrible revelation by Marx of his sanguinary proclivities. * 

Energctic forcefulness: this accou nts for the way the term crops up in a 
production by Engels o f the same year， The Peasant War in G，εrmany. Usually， 
‘ terrorism’ referred to action against the ruling-class encmy; here it came to 
Engels’ pCI1 i n  a n  el1tirely different context. Recounting the desperate defense 
o f T h o m a s  M ii nzer’s plebeian forces against the princes’ tI"OOpS， he described 
the last life-or‘death struggle in w h ich thc revolu tionary army was finally 
d u p ed ，  defeated， a n d  m assacred in the thousands. The pril1ces had promised 
i n d ulgence to the rebels if  they delivered their leader Miinzer alivc; a Imight 
and :1 spoke in favor of s u rren der-that is， in favor of bchcading both 
M ü n ze r  and the revolution. Münzer had them executed. “This act of terrorist 
el1ergy， j ubilan tiy received by resolute revolu tionaries， instilled a ce때in 
order a mo n g  the " the historian related.39 Others who wanted to 
s u rrcn der 110 생 o u b t  found the prospect int imidating， in fart terrorizing. 

In as of its preparation of the Cologne witchh u n t  trial of 
εom m u n ist싱 that took place the ncxt year， the government conducted raids 
which t urned up the text of the “ Addrcss to the Com m u nist Lcague.‘’ It was 
published in the press; there was a blast of dcnunciations; middle-el:lss 
Democra ts w h o  were cooperating with the εom m unists show 

* Thll s  Bertram 、Volfe， in Marxism， cites p:
.
ecisely this passage to show “the streak of 

terrorism that then possessed him í 
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not to arrive m uch εooner， together with the big bourgeoisie， at the 
necessityo때 nzer I'ouge [going through the red sea-word-play 
on the Biblical refel‘encel. The fellows will more and more resign 
themselves to the n ecessity of a momentary terroristic rule of the 
proletariat-after all wiU tell themselves] this can’t last long， for 
the positive content of the document is indeed so l10nsensical that there 
can’t be any question 생bout rule by such people and even­
tuaUy carrying out such 

The vein here， of course
， 

is  ironic; the passage itself contains the 
p roof (if needed) that did not suspect anyone would regard the 

contents of the Address as ""�，，，， .. ，au “ terrOlistic" in some unusual sense. 

After some argurnentation he asked: “ 상len， the outcry now ab아!t a 
program that simply sums up in a very calm and 얻articularBy quite impersonal 
way what was printed and h e  out， “Any haffi，vay intclligent 

Democrat rnust have known from the first what he had to expect from our 
p:uty-th e  document could not have told him much that was new:，40 τhe 
d ocument also could not have reeked of as  he vie、ved its 
language. 

‘Terror(ism)’ occun-ed in the slIbse앵uent writings of Marx 
a n d  Engels， espedaUy ifwe exclude passages ÎI1 which it Äs used to 

mean individual ten-onsrn in the late-ceníuγy fashion. We can find one case in 

the large corpus of New York Daily Triblme a rticles: a reference to 
Bonaparte’8 “ system of d o mestic terroris때1." makes “attempts at 

playing the dictator of Europe"; but these are failing; he needs to overawe 

France (that is， intimidate or terrorize it). “Conseqllel1tly， the reign of terror is 
progressively extending.，，41 The readers of the NYDTkflew weH enough that 

the guillotine was l10t being overworked il1 France. 

The term occurred in Capital io connection with the “ methods of p rimitive 
a ccumulation" that induded “the usurpa야00 of feudal and clan property and 
its trallsformation illto modern private property under drcumstances of 

ruthless terrorism.，，42 Very similar was its use by Marx in 1867 in a lecture 

o u tline 00 Ireland， referring to “English ten-orism" in that island during the 

“time of transition" after 1 776.43 

I n  the C’'illil War ifl France， it was the bourgeois republic after the June days of 

1848-“tbe ParliamentalJ’ Repllhlic， with Louis 
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l n  the last usage that 1 can trace， ‘terror’ appeared as IittIe more than the 
cveryday word. This case underlines vcry nicely how ‘lerrorism’ came to be 
uscd for thc defense of revolutiomuγ power. ln  his 1873 allti-anarchist polcmic 
“。11 Authority，" Engels argucd that the victorious prolctariat must be prcparcd 
to mai lltain its state “authority" with armed force， as did the paris COll1mune: 

. " alld if the victorious party does not wallt to have fought in vain， it 
must ll1aintain this rulc by ll1eans of thc tcrror which its arms inspirc in 
the rcactionarics.45 

Herc it is hardly a political term; col terrore， in the (Italian) text， might j ust as 
well bc translated “through the fca r  . . .  " ßut in the last analysis there is little 
more to thesc usages of the tcrm ‘tcrror (ism)'’about which marxologists have 
raiscd such a brouhaha. Thcir unwillingncss to investigate the changing 
meaning of  political language is characteristic of  the industry. 
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This  Note takes up four ghost-Ioci and four goblin땅arbles. A ghost-Iocus 
(on the analogy of a bibliographical ghost) is a locus that isn’t there: that is， a 
quoted passage in which Marx or Engels is erroneously alIeged to use the term 
‘dictatorship’ 01' ‘dictatorship of the proletariat'. A goblin-weU known to the 
spirit of I'esearch-Ìs a sprite (says Merriam-Webster’8) conceived as malicious 
or mischievous， sometimes sinisíer. Goblins produce garbles. 

Mangled quotations are mischievous i ndeed， especially when they appear 
in a book， for then they may reverberaíe down the marching columns of 
others’ quotations， on :md on inío the vast stretches of scholarly notes which 
110body ever rechecks. For e x a m p l e  . . .  

1 .  G HOST-LOCUS: FEUER O UT OF MAYER 

Lewis S. Feuer’s Marx and the Intellectuals (1969) offel용 a number of essays 
which， the author feels， provide an antidote to the “irrationalism and amorality 
of the new movement" of the 1960s which evinced a quickened inferest in  
Marxism. Striking a sturdy blow against irrationalism， Feuer discovers that 
Marx suffered from a “lifelong Promethean Complex"; and his essay on this 
subject offers a numbel' of innovations， including the revelation that the newly 
detected Promethean Complex was centered in Marx':; liver troubles and 
“determined" his philosophy of history.1 This Iiverish Iucubration is 
accompanied by splenetic slips of a factual nature that dot the work. 

Among the innovations， 1 find， is a passage by Engels using the tenn 
‘dictatorship of the pl'oletariat’ that 1 had l1ever pre，!iously seen. The new 
locus is given by Feuel' as follows (the suspension points are his): 

In  1 850， he [Marxj was writing that  “the revolution is imminent." 
Engels was reassuring him that the capitalist system was at the end of 
its tether: “There are no more new markets to o p e n ，  . . .  i t  is obvious that 

375 
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the domination o f the factOlγ'-owners has reached its end. 、Vhat then? 
. . .  Social revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat， say we."ι 

U n fortunately， though there are two other footnotes on the same page， 
giving sou rcc rcfcrcnccs， thcrc is nonc for this coníribu tion. On thc facc of it， it  
would scem to bc from a lcítcr by Engcls to Marx (“Engcls was rcassuring 
h i m"). 

I n  actual i ty， Fcucr (unbcknowl1 to himscll) is quotil1g this from thc English 
cdition of Gustav M aycr’s biography of Engcls， whcrc a fullcr vcrsion o f thc 
pa‘sagc is givcn in its Chaptcr 13.3 Thc words “dictatorship of thc prolctaliat" 
do appcar in this cdition. 

Maycl ’s book givcs thc sourcc a ccuratcly: it had 110thing to  d o  with “ rc­
assuring" Marx， but  occurrcd in El1gcls' articlc 011 “Thc TCII Hours' Qucstion"  
i n  thc 1 850 Democratic Review， which  wc quotcd in OUl' Chaptcr 13.4 lf wc look 
back to this passagc， wc find that thc phrase “ dictatorship of the proletariat" 
docs 1I0t appcar in it; instcad， it says: “Socia! re�'o!lItioll alld proletariall ascclldallcy， 
say wc." (ltalics i n  thc origin al.) Thc  a rticlc was in English， and  so thcrc would 
appcar to bc no problcm of  translation. 

How did “prolctarian asccndancy" gct transmutcd into “dictatorship of 
thc prolctariat" bctwccn quotc marks? 

Thc  a nswcr is that thcrc ’‘’“s a translation problcm: not Fcucr’s， for hc was 
s imply copying without chccking. (Hc could not havc bccII copying d ircctly 
from thc English-Ianguage Maycr sincc the paragraph in qucstion promincntly 
idcntifics thε correct sourcc.) T h c  problcm thcn shifts from Fcucr to thc 
English cdition of M aycr. 、Vhat did Maycr actually writc? 

lt was Ilot Maycr’s Gcrman tcxt that inscrtcd “ dictatorship of thc pro­
lctariat."s That was donc in thc E nglish cdition of his book. This cdition is 1l0t 
rcally a translatiOIl of thc work， though it is so labclcd: “Translatcd • . .  by 
GHbcrt a n d  Hclcn Highct/Thc tnmslation cditcd by R. H. S. Crossman." H is 
a cOlldcnscd  rcwriting of M aycr’s book. 

H is o n ly a part of Maycr’s work， thongh therc is 110 warning o n  the book's 
titlc page 01' vcrso tlla t  it is not complctc. Howcver， the introduction by G. D. 
뼈. Cole statcs that h c， Colc， wclcomcd “thc chance o f  a rranging for my flicnd 
Professor Gustav Maycr . . .  to rcwritc his classical Gcrman biography for thc 
English-spcaking p ublic." This i mplics that Maycr himsclf. 
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T h e  introduction of the ghost-locus o n  ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' was， 
then， only one  example ofhow this book was treated. In a sense， Feuer was one 
of  the victims， ou t  of  innocent ignorance. 

2. GHOST-LOCUS:  IRING FETSCHER 

1 ring Fetscher's Gnmdbegri야 des Marxismus (Basic Concepts ofMarxism)， 
subtitled “ A  Lexicographical Introduction，" presents itself as a reference 
work. B u t users had better beware: Fetscher .free(v rewrÎtes qllotes from Marx and 
Engels between quote marks withou t  noti ce. Sllch rewrites are pllt in itaIics， but 
italics are aIso used for two othe1' purp oses， so you never know whether the 
Marx “quotation" you are reading is by Marx 01' by Fetscher! This remarkable 
system is revealed to those careful readers who notice a “Teclmical Remark" 
following the table of contents. 

Feischer actually does rewrite Marx and Ellgels to make them say， between 
quotation marks， what Fetscher thinks they should have said. In his section 
on “ The  Dictatorship of the Proletariat and Its Political Form，" Fetscher 
“ p roves" a difference between Marx and Engels by plltting this unique 
method to work: 

In distinction from Marx， who in 1871 had greeted the Commllne as 
“ the political form at last discovered o f the dictatorship oftlze proletariat，" 
EngeIs pointed in his critique ofthe Erfurt Pr앵rnm (1891) toparliamentary 
democracy as the form for the dictatorship of the p roletariat . . .  6 
1 n this case the italics indicate rewrites. Two pieces of misinlormation are 

offercd: 
( 1 )  In The Civil War in France， what Marx actually wrotc was that the 

Communc was “the political form at Iast discovercd under which to work O ll t  
t h e  cconomical emancipation oflabor."7 T h u s  what Fetscher daims i s  that 
the worrls “ work out  the economic emancipation of labor" síand for “dictator­
sh ip  of the p roletariat"-a daim which is distorting even if the reader 
understands Fetschet'’s peculiar practice. There is evidence (as we have seen) 
that Marx looked on the Commune as a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’， but 
Fetscber does not mentioll it .  

(2) In Engels' locus 12-which in  fact Fetscher then proceeds to quote 
correctly-it is 삼le “democratic repubIic，" lIot “'parliamentary democracy，" that is 
sllggested as the specific form for the d ictatorship of the proletariat.8 In effect， 
wha t  Fetscher claims， without analysis， is that these two phrases are mere 
synonyms. This Ís confusion compounded. 
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3. GHOST -LOCUS: GEORGES G URVITCH 

DisCllssillg “Marx’s Notes on Bakunin’S Book"9 we emphasized that a t  one 
point  Marx declined to use ‘d ictatorship ofthe  proletariat’， as he  commented on 
Bakunin’s distortion of h is views. No use: this did not serve the pllrpose of the 
SOI"bonne sociologist Georges G ll rvitch， in h is book Etudes sur les Classes 
SoCÌales. Gllr、'itch proceeded-he too-to “correct" Marx by rewriting his 
words between quote marks. One reads in this book that， in these notes on 
Bakunin，  

Marx insists: “ The dictatorship of  the proletariat is the class rule of the 
workers over the remains of the old wodd [ etc.  J • • ， ，， 10 

The  Gurvitch operatiol1 is a l i ttle more complicated thal1 a simple insernol1 of 
the term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’1. He has taken this already rewritten 
passage and h itched i t  Ol1to the rront end of another passage some pages 
away-thercby cOllstructing a quota tion that satisfied him. 

씨1ith all that going 0 11，  we had bcítcr ignore the fact that Gm끼ritch’s word 
“ I"emains" (in his French， vestiges) is a mistranslation of‘ Marx’s “strata" 
(Schicht낀1); the mistake blurs thc menning a Httle but doesn’t matter much. 

4. GHOST-LOCUS: EASTON-GUDDAT 

The E aston and  Guddat collection Wl'itings ofthe Youug Mal'x 011 Pltilosophy 
aml Society was “le first， and i s  still the most comprehensivc， of the anthologies 
cove ring Marx’s tìrst yClIrs În poJitics; but  nobody is perfect. It providcs an 
example om 요host-loClls cngcndered solely by trallslatio!l. Accol"ding to an 
unwÎse rcndering， the first politic“1 article thai thc young Marx wrotc for 
publication containcd a refcrenc(.' to “dich뼈orship." B u t  it did 110t. 

H is 1I 얘‘Iestion of、 Marx’s article “ Comments on the Latcst l>russian 
Censorship 1 I1struction，" wriUen in JlIlluar"y-February 1842 and publishcd in 
a collection a full yCf‘r lajer ÎIl Switzcrland to cscape the German ccnsorship. 
At one point thε I<:aston-Gm!dat translation rclers to the Prussian state， 
01' a similar govεrnmcnt， llS a “ dictatorship." Actllally， Marx labeled i t  
a Zwangsstllllt， a state bascd on coercion， “ coerdve statc" În MECW’s 

1 ’ translation. 
This bears 011 our d iscussioil În the last 잉gcs of Chapter 2. 12 
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5. T H E  GOBLINS O F  LOCUS lc 

There is a telltale situation around locus 1c， namely， the passage in the 
third part o f Marx’s ClassStruggles Îll Frallce which speaks o f  “'coml1lullism， for 
which the bourgeoisie itself has invented the name of Bl，αI1qui. " This passage 
goes on to speak of the ‘permanent revolution’ watchword and the “class 
dictatorship of the proletariat." 13 

We have already noted more than one garblcd interpretation ofthis passage， 
especialIy tl1e kind brought off by astute paraphrasing. Thc frequent aim-as 
we know from our discussions of the “Marx-BIanquist" .nyth--is to work i n  
B1anqui’s n a m e  8 0  as t o  have Marx saying tl1at he， BIanqui， represellted 
communism， Marx’s commullism. This，  ‘，ve saw， is supposed to make Marx a 
“Blallquist." 14 

T h e  stumbling block is the fact that Marx’s referellce to B1allqui is quite 
cIear: the bourgeoisie， h e  says， has i1tvented the name of B1anqui for commullism; 
it is the bourgeoisie that has attached Blanqui’s name to the thing as a bogey. 
A nd we saw in Chapter 1 1  that this referred to what actually happened Îll 
1 848 to “invent" the BIanqui-bogey.15 

AII this ofTers marxologists a chaUenge to ingenuity. O n e  simple solutiol1 
is-mistranslation. 

There is no  problem about Marx’s statement in the original German: 

. . .  commllllism， for which the bour- . . ，  Kommlmislltus， fiir den die Bour­
geoisie itself has invented the name geoisie selbst den Namen Blallqui 
of Blal1qui. erfunden hat.16 

T h e  crux is the wOI"d ‘invented’; the German verb used here (erfimlell) offers n o  
problem: i t  is 뼈le ordinary， standard， customary word fo1' ‘ißvent’. I t may varγ 
slightly in the direction of‘fabricate’， ‘concoct’， bl.lt these syl10nyms only drive 
the point home more fll:mly. 

N ow consider three translatiol1s. 
(A) Vladimir G. Simkbovitch’s Marxism VerslIsSocÎa!ism (1912)， a l\’ork often 

praised by I챙ht-minded anti-Marxists， translates the crucial passage as 
follows: 

. . .  com_�'lUnjsm， which the bourgeoisie has had inte.rpreted to it by 
BlaIlqui-l7 

According to this， Marx says that became tlze interpreter of 
communism. T h e  difference is blatant. One ‘nust wonder how Simkhovitch 
convinced h imselfthat ，'rTnu:rpl1 찌eans 

(B) Carl Landaucl‘’s two-vohnnc 
ing translation of the same wo>>'ds: 

the follo‘，'1'-
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• communism， which to the bourgeoisie is symbolized by the name ! 18 B1anoui. 

This finds another odd way to avoid saying that the bourgeoisie has illvellted a 
B1anqui bogcy. One  still wondcrs: how did Landauer transmogrify e펴ndell 
into ‘symbolizc'’? 

(C) Robcrt C. Tuckcr’s The Marxiall RevolutÎollary Idea raiscs a diffcrcnt 
problcm about locus 1c. 

My 1962 cssay on “Marx and thc Dictatorship of thc Prolctariat" had a 
footnotc warning that a ccrtain cdition ofMarx’s Class Strllggles ill Fraflce gavc a 
garblcd vcrsion of locus 1c. It was thc Intcrnational Publishcrs cdition (Marxist 
Library， Volume 24) publishcd about 1 935.19 This vcrsion inscrts sLx words 
into the passagc， given hcrc in brackcts: 

This socialism is the declaratioll ofthe permanence oftlze revolutioll， Ithe class 
d ictatorship of thc revollltion，) thc ClllSS dictatorshψ of thc prolctariat as 
thc ncccssary transit pomt [ctc . . . .  ) ω 

Thc rcsult is that a brand-ncw phrasc has bcen 떠bricatcd and Ìnsclicd in 
Marx’S namc: “ the class dictatorship of thc I"cvolution." lt  makcs littlc scnsc， 
but this has ncvcr bccn an insupcrable obstaclc to Man intcrpreters. At any 
ratc， Tuckcr’s book camc out with preciscly this garbled vcrsion 01' thc 
passagc. Hc plainly likcd the ncw nonscnsc-phrasc: aftcr quoting it oncc， hc 
citcd it yct again a fcw pagcs latcr as cvidcnce for thc proposition that Man 
I'cjcctcd “dcmocratic protcction of the rights of thc c1ass minority.，，21 Hc likcd 
it so velγ much that hc citcd it a third timc.22 Scnd not to ask how thc ncw 
garblc was supposcd to provc thc old mythj Tuckcr did not cxplain. 

Latcr， Lalldallc，'’s citation of loclls lc (partially qlloted abovc) insertcd thc 
samc garblcd formlllatioll-“thc class dictlltorship ofthc I'cvolution"-but his 
rcfcrcncc Ilotc c1aimcd to be translating from thc original Gcrman. This was 
pllzzling. 1 evcntually traccd thc common sourcc 01' thcsc garblcd citations. lt 
was indccd a Gcrman cditioll 01‘ Marx’s work: that of 1 9 1 1 .  23 

Thc  phrasc invcntcd by an crrallt typcsettcr， “thc class dictatorship 01' thc 
revolution，" will 110 doubt rcvcrbcrate down the hlllls of scholarship from 
tomc to tomι as marxologists rcdiscovcr it 01" copy it from Tucker or Landaucr. 

6. THE GOBLlN 

When 1 startcd on this inquiry in 1 960， thc very first mystery encountercd 
was young Miqucl’s lettcr to Marx.24 The invaluable Karl Marx， Chronik seines 
Lebells (KMC)， which the Marx-Engels Institute published in 1934， dated 



D. Ghosts， Goblills， alld Garbles 381 

Miquel’s letter at February 12 ， 1 850.25 This is what created the mystery， for 
the letter spoke of the ‘“‘dict않atol야r’앙lÎp of the working c이la싫ss센" a잃s Marx'성s ‘a며?떼im . . 
Where had Mi띠que마1 seen this phrase? The  very first appearance of the term­
locus l a ，  i n  the first installment of Marx’s Class Struggles ill FrafZce--did not 
come off the p l'ess until the first week in  March， though Marx had written it in 
January. How could the young law student il1 Göttingen have known of it? 

KMC gave two sources for its information. (1)  E. Bernstein had published 
the letter in the 1、Teue Zeit in 1 914.26 But the d ate he assigned to it was not the 
one  in KMC: it was evel1 stranger， viz.， “the second half o0849." At this time 
not even Marx had yet "een the phrase. (2) The other source did clear up the 
dating problem， though not the KMC mistake: it was WilheIm Mommsen’s 
biography ofMiquel. Mommsen said nothing about the February 12 date， but  
he pointed out  that  the letter had been correctly dated by Bebel back in 1893 
when h e  read parts oOt to the Reichstag. In addition Mommsen gave more 
evidence to show that the letter was written in the summer of 1 850.27 

In 1981 a volume in the New Mega series summarized the dating problem 
a n d  its answer， without adding new information.28 But part of the  mystery 
remains: where KMC and ßernstein got their respective dates. 

7. ECTOPLASM1 C  QUOTES: D O까fMANGET 

There a re \l number of quotations  ascribed to Marx that float， disembodied， 
without  a local habitation and a name--noted and quoted， but seldom 01' 
never pinned down to a source. Since we have focused on Marx’s view of 
Blanqui and the attendant myths，  we should not overlook an ectoplasmic 
Marx-qu ote  used by Dommanget. 

Dommanget objected to the derogation of his hero in Engels’ article 
“Program ofthe  Blanquist Refugees ofthe Commune，" and wanted to show 
that Marx’s opinion of ßlanqui was higher. He offered evidence wÎth the 
following statement: 

. .  it is  known that Marx， as reported by Edouard Vaillaní-who 
frequented him in London after the  Commun옹-not only thought that 
ßlanqui  was “the most profoundly socialist of the FI"ench and the most 
revolu tionary，" but  that he  had arrived at a “correct[exacte] conception 

� __________ !_-__ ，，29 01 commumsm.“ 

His  footnote gives sources. The first q uote is entirely believable， a s  we have 
seen，30 given Marx’s opinion of ßlanqui’s rivals: Blanqui was the “most 
revolutionary" of the French (it is n ot clear if this is the same as “profoundly 
socialist"). But  Dommanget is citing from an anniversary article of ceremonial 
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rccollections published by Vaillant in 19 1 1 ，  where the ch3loacterization of 
31 Blanqui is put between quote marks without any indications ofits source. 

O n e  can be fairly sure that Vaillant was giving his memory’s version of various 
old statements by Marx which we have already reviewed (for example， in 
Chapter 9， section 3). 

The second quote is a shady thing， befitting a wraith. Dommanget quotes 
it-with his own “improvements"-from a book by Léon de Seilhac， Le MOllde 
Socia/iste (1 904)， which contains a “quick h istOlγ" ofthe B1anquist party done 
by Vaillant， apparcntly for this volume. Vaillant prcsents his news in a 
subordinate clause in a sentence about the convelogence of socialism and 
communÎsm in F.'ance: 

If Blanqui had arrived at a correct conception of communísm， as Marx 
recognized， it is evidently one more proof of that  necessatγ progression 
that has more and more caused socialism and communism to converge 

32 

찌'e see: (1)  There are no quote marks. 、'aillant does not claim to be quoting 
any specific statement by Marx. (2) The reference to Vaillant’s association 
with Marx after the Commune was inserted by Dommanget. This addition 
gave the impression that Vaillant was relating something Marx might have 
told him， also the impression that this dated to the post-Commune period. 
Unlil{e Dommanget’s version， Vaillant’s subordinate clause did not sound 
Iike a new revelation， but merely a reference to public Imowledge. ln other 
words， there was 110 new Marx-quote involved here at all: the ectoplasm 
dissolves as light is turned on it. 

1 think it likely that what Vaillant realIy had in mind was our locus lc， 
utilizing the pro-Blanqui interpretation of that passage which was by that 
time becoming common among anti-Marxists and Bernsteinians. After all， if 
it was becomìng standard anti-Marx dogma that Marx had been a “Blanquist， " 
、'aillant would be quite willing to exploit the story-if only to carpenter a 
subordinate clause. 

In this operation with， 01" on， Vaillant’s remark in Seilhac， one can see 
Dommanget’s predilections-which have been pointed out more than once in 
these pages. Here is as good a place as any to ←ummarize an u l1derstand，ing of 
Dommanget， whose work is  too valuable to be ignored and too onesided to be 
accepted naively. 

Dommanget， who was associated politically with the French Communists， 
、vas capable of excellent scholarly contributions in the handling of historical 
material， and of extreme tendentiousness in his argumentation and conclusions; 
but  the d ividing line was usually clear. He did not twist facts to support his 
ideological ends; hence the weakness of h is line was more apparent. His 
motivation was the opposite ofBernsíein’s: he did not want to make Marx a 
Blanquist so much as he w3nted to make Blanqui a Marxist. Still， he was 



D. GllOStS， Goblills， aftd Garbles 383 

capable ofuncriticaUy quoting Bemstein’s ch표rge about Marx’s “ Blanquism" 
as it this testimony va!idated his own view."-Careening along on his hobby­
horse， Dommanget could go to lengths as fantastic as. Bernstein in assuming 
without evidel1ce what he wanted to p rove. For example， he assumed that 
Marx’s French sons-in-Iaw， Lafargue and Longuet， both “ strong friends 
and admirers ofBlanqui， " mllst have been speaking also for their father­
in-law when ol1e or the other wrote something to Blanqui.34 Given Marx’s 
reiterated low opinion of their polHical capacities， this takes great 
determinati ol1. 

8. Q U ESTIONS A B O UT MECW TRANSLATIONS 

The English translations presented in  the Marx-Engels Collected Works are 
bound to be ofthe greatest importance fm' Marx studies; their reliability is 
vital to all work in the field. We are here concerned with a case of tendentiolls­
ness in translation which blurs the understanding ofMarx’s views 011 a certain 
subject. 

We have devoted a great deal of attention to the “ Marx-Blanq‘list" myth­
the claim that at some period Marx u nderwent a “ Blanquist aberration，" 01.' 
i ndeed “ was a Blanquist. " This marxological campaign comes mostly from 
the anti-Marxist (bourgeois or social-democratic) right. In  analyzing this 
claim， it is crucial to distinguish between a revolutio1Z and a putsch in Marx’s 
view. WeU， it is precisely this d istinction that is systematically obscured and 
confounded in M ECW， at critical points ，  50 that the MECW translations 
throw a veil over Marx’s critique of Blanquism. The articles in which this 
occurs are discussed in Chapter 10. 35 

The first case in which this occurs (in terms of Chaptel' 10) has to do with 
the use of the word ‘putsch’ (in German Putsclz) in the final warning “ To the 
Workers ofCologne" published in the last issue ofMarx’s Neue Rheillische 
Zeitllllg in May 1 849.36 As ooíed 00 page 158， this was the first time tl1at this 
word occurred in Marx， for it was still quite new. But amazingly enough， the 
MECW translation refused to use ‘putsch’ in the English， substituting the 
word ‘ revolt’. Th is word has no pejorative force， in terms ofMarx’s views， and 
is broad enough to cover both revolutionary uprisings and almost any kind of 
outburst. The significance of its use in the translation is that Marx is not seen 
as condemning putsches. 

MECW had to go out  of its 、vay to insert this translation. An English 
translation ofthe fareweU warning had appeared in a previous colIection of 
Marx-Engels writings put out under the same auspices， published j ointly by 
Progress Publishen of Moscow and InternationaI Publishers ofNew York: 
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The RevollltiOIl 01 1848-49 ( 1 972). There， on page 266， PlItsch was translated 
‘putsch’. The translation was by S. Ryazanskaya， “ edited by Bernard Isaacs." 
In MECW 9， five years later， the translator was the same Ryazanskaya. But 
plltsch had now been pursed of its content and transmogrified into ‘revolt’ 

This  incident might be considered an aberration; but the hypothesis wil\ 
not hold when we come to Marx’s crucial attack on B1anquist conspiratorialism 
and putschism in 1 850， namely， the book review of A. Chenu and L. de la 
Hodde， which is the subject of Chapter 1 0， Section 6. Here there are several 
cases， not one， of the same tendentious mode of translation with the same 
effect: blurring of the distinction between putschism and revolution， through 
the use of English words chosen to avoid the ‘putschist’ connotation. 

EXaJ’ !fJle 1. Where Marx (01' Marx and Engels) 、vrote that movements 
provoked by small coteries remained mere “ émeutes " (using Emellten in the 
German) ，  MECW makes the word ‘ insurgency’ 37 Now the French word 
l!mellte is not an obscure term， being fairly common even in English. It means a 
.'iot， 01' riotous outbreal<， or a disturbance. To render it as ‘insurgency’ takes a 
deal of strenuous reaching. 

Example 2. Where Marx called the B1anqui-Barbès putsch of May 1 839 an 
‘émeute’， MECW makes it ‘revolt’.38 Since we are dealing here with an actual 
event， we can say that ‘revoIt’ is downright unhistorical， as well as erroneous 
translation. There are other loci where MECW uses ‘revolt’ to translatel!meute 
(or Marx’s German form， Emelltell).39 

Ex“mple 3. This is the most striking case of all. It is a question of the French 
term COllp áe main， which is not as common in English as its related COlψ á'etat.A 
COllp de maill is as close as need be to the word ‘putsch’. The German Iiteral 
translation 01 COllJ’ de main (which means a ‘blow ofthe hand’) is H a1/ástreich. 
Well now: where Marx referred to “ coups de main，" an editorial footnote in 
MECW translated it as (are we ready for this?)-“ daring raids. " In the same 
passagc Marx referred to “ daring Hamlstreiche "; and the MECW translation 
makes this “ daring raids" as well!40 “ Raids " indeed-the COllp áe maill has been 

“vanished " out of sight， as magicians say. 
The，'e is a party line operating hcre to conceal the strength of Marx’'s attack 

on adventurist politics and putschism， hence to distort Marx’s views. For 
some reason 
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MARX-ENGELS LOε1: 
SUMMARY LISl‘ 

The (W) column gives the date ofwriting; the (P) column， the date offirst 
publication， with brackets for dates of posthumous publication. The last 
column gives the page number on which the locus is quoted in this volume. A 
brief citation from the locus， just  enough for reminder or identification， is 
placed in the third column， in italics (with emphasis removed). 

Loc. 

la M 

lb M 

lc M 

Writing / Source (W) 

Ålrtide sedes: Class Struggles J an . 
In F‘rance， Ch. 1. 1850 
“ .. .  there appeared the bold slogan ••• " 

Ditto ， Ch.2. 
‘'... to seize the revolutiollary 
ιfictatorship ••• " 

Ditto， Ch.3.  
“ ... cOllllllllnism껴rwhich the bOllr-
geoisie itselfhas illvellted the lIame of 
Blallqlli .•• " 

Mar.4 
1 850 

Mar. 5- 1 5  

2 M-E SUCR Statutes. Apr. 
“… the dictatorship of the prole- 1 850 
tari，“I/s ... " 

3 M St뼈tement to Neue Deutsche 
Zeitung. June 
“ ... )'011 taxed me with advocatillg the 
rule alld tlte dictatorslzip of씨e 
workil/g c/ass ••• " 

4 M Letter to Weydemeyer. Mar. 5 
“_. tlze c/ass strllggle necessarily’ leads 1 852 
10 tlte dictatorship oftJze proletariat • • . " 
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(P) Pg 

Mar. 178 
1850 

Mar.20 179 
1 850 

Apr. 180 

[1926] 185 

July 4 223 

[1906 -07 ]  247 
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5 M Banquet speech at the 7th 
Anniversary Celebration Sep. 24 01" Oct. 15 2 9 3  
of the International. 25. 1871 1871  
“ .，. aproletariaJ/ dictatllre Jl'ollld 
become IIeceSSIIη' ... '" 

6 M Article， “ Indifference to Dec. 1872 to Dec. 1784 295 
Political Affairs. " Jan. 1873 
“ .，. workers SlIbslilllte Iheir revolll-

tionary dictatorship for the dictatorship 

oftlte bourgeois class，… ” 
7a E Article series:  The Housing Jan. Feb. 2 9 7  

Question， IU. 1873 1 873 
“.，. the proletariat ... its dictatorsl，새7 

as the trallsitioll to ... " 

7b  E Ditto. Ditto. Ditto. 2 9 7  
“ … every real proletariall party …has 

al’‘’ays pllt forward …the dictatorship 

of the proletariat. " 

8 E A rticle， “ Program of  the June June 26 302 
Blanquist Refugees of  1 874 1 874 
the Commune. " 
“ … the dictatorship ..• of tlte elltire 

revollltioJ/aηI class， Ilte proletariat ... 
ρIOtJ of oJ/e persoJ/ or a fe.ι ” 

9 M Circular to party leaders: Apr.-May [Jan. 304 
“ C ritique of the Gotha 1875 1 891] 
Program. 
“… a po!ilical traJ/sitioll period whose 

state call be J/otltillg bllt ... " 
1 0  E Letter to Conr-ad Schmidt. Oct. 27 3 10 

“ ... H’e jight for the political dictator- 1890 
ship oft!te proletariat ... ’ 

1 1  E Introduction t。 이1arx’s εivil Mar. Mar. 3 17 
War in France. 1891 1891 
“ ... tlte Paris COlllllllllle. Tltat ’‘’as 

the dictlltorshψ ofthe proletariat ... " 
1 2  E Circular to party leaders: June [ 1 901] 3 1 X  

“ Critique of the Erfurt 1891 
Program. " 
“… Ihe delllocratic repllblic [isJ thc 

spe‘γìc form for the dic/atorshψ 

of the proletariat. " 
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nSH = International Institute for Social History (씨nsterdam) 
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KMTR as KarI Marx’s Theory of Revolution [see under Draper， Hal] 
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N R Z  R e v u e . N e u e  R h e i n is c h e  Zeit u n g， pol it isch-ö k o n o m i s c h e  Revue 

( L o n d o n ，  1 850) 

N Y D T = N ew York D ai l y  Tri b u n e  

Rev. a fter = Revised aftcr ( origin a l  text j  

Rev.  fro m  Revised from (an e x t a n t  translatio n (  

q u .  q u o t e d ，  q u o ta t i o n  

t r  tra n s l a tiol1 ，  translate d  il1 

For fuIl b i bl iographical  d ata on a bove titles， see the ßi bliography. 

1 .  FROM ROM E TO ROBESPIERRE 

1. Spencer: Dictatorship， in  Ellcyclopaedia ofthe Socia/ Sciellccs， Vol. 5.  
2.  Lenin: The Victory o r  the Cadets ( etc. l ，  i n  his Coll. Wks. 1 0:245. 
3. Cobba n :  Dictatorship， 135; this is the source of all figures cited 011 the il1vocation of 

Article 48. 
4. Rosenberg: History of the German Republic， 306. 
5. Rossiter: Constitutional Dictatorship; the three passages cited are rrom page vii， 

14， and the last page of the book. 
6. Rossiter: Marxism， 187. 
7. I bid.， 1 07. 
8. Merriam: The New Democracy and the New Despotism， 2 2 1 .  
9. M aclver: Leviathal1， 105. 

10. H a lévy: Era of TyranÌ1ies， 266 fn. This is from an essay that H a lévy originally 
published in 1 936. He repeats this idea in other parts of his book， e.g.， 306， 308. 

1 1 .  0 11  H alévy， see below， Chap. 2 ，  Sec. 3 ，  p .  35. 
12. Columbia Encyclopedia， p. 1 220. 
13. E:  ßritish Disaster in  the Crimea， in NYDT， J a n .  22， 1855 (M ECW 13:569). When 

M arx revised this a rtic\e for publication in  NOZ as “011 the English M ilitary 
System，" this passage did not appear; therefOl.e M EW， which carries the NOZ 
version only， does not contain this passage. 

14. M achiaveIli: Discourses on the First Decade of Titus Livius， Chap. 34; in  his Chief 
’Vorks 1 : 2 67. 

15. I bid.， 269. 
16. Spinoza: Tractatus Politicns， Chap. X， 1. 
17. Mau was using a Gerlllan translation of Spinoza: Theologisch-politischer Tractat; 

see M EGA 1， 1 .2:104， 1 08-09. cf. also Rubel: Cahiers de Lecture de K. M.， 396. 
18. M ilto n :  Paradise Regained， ßook 1. 
1 9. Sidney: Discou rses Concerning Governlllent， Chap. 2， Sec. 13; in  his ’Vorks， 126. 
20.  Furetiêre: Dictionnaire U niversel  . . .  (1691) .  
2 1 .  Acadêlllie Française: Dictionnaire . . .  (1 694). 
2 2. Dictionnaire Universel François et Latin /colll/l1ollly called Dictionnaire de Trevouxl 

(1 734). 
23. ( Diderot， Denis， ed.:1 Encyclopédie o u  Dictionnaire R a i s o n n é  ... ， TOllle 4;  article 

“ Dictateu r，" by Chevalier d e  Jau c o urt. 
24. Rousseau: Social COlltract， ßook 4， Chap. 6， p. 1 25. 
25.  Federalist Papers， No. 70，  p.  423.  
26. Q u .  in Levy: Jefferson and Civil Liberties， 18. 
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27. For example: ibid.， 90f. 
28.  Bax:  Last Episode of the French Revolut ion， 16. 
29. M: Eighteenth Brumaire， in  M ESW 1 :398. 
30.  I b id. ，  399. 
3 1 .  E :  I n tro， to Marx’s ClassStruggles ill Frallce， in MESW 1 :189. 
32.  Cobban :  Dictatorship， 63.  
33.  Culver: Brissotin-Robespierrist Struggle [etc.] ， 144f. 
34.  Ibid. ，  1 0 1 .  
35. I bid.， 1 14. 
36. Ib id.，  1 06 ， 1 1 2. 
37. I b id .， 154f. 
38. I bid.， 1 87，1 94. 
39. WolIstonecraft: French Revolution， 267f. 
40.  M :  From the Memoires de R. Levasseur， i n  MECW 3:364， 369; scc also 3:608 n. 

1 27. 
4 1 .  Cobban， 67. 
42.  Encyclopacdia Britannica， 1 1  th ed.， “ κ1arat� by Robcrt Anchcl， 17:669. 
43.  Gottschalk: Marat， 1 1 0  (re Rousseau)， 1 1 4， 137. 
44. In Maraf’s Appel à la Natioll， qu. in  Bougeart， 2:47. 
45.  Journal de la République， N o. 1， in Bougeart， 2:56. Thc italics， here and elsewhere， are 

possibly added by Bougeart. 
46.  L’'Ami du Pellple， No.  177， in Bougeart， 2:56f. 
47. JOllrnal de la Répllblique， N o. 4 1 ，  in Bougeart， 2:57. 
48. Bougeart: Marat， 2 : 1 1 9-23. The quotes from Marat’s specch that follow are in 

2: 1 26-28.  
49.  Mathiez: French Revolution， 240.  This sentence is not  in  Bougeart’s citation. 
50. Bougeart: Mara t， 2 : 2 2 1 ，267. 
5 1 .  Article “ Despotism，" in  Dictionary ofthe History ofldeas， 2 : 14. 
52. Q u .  in Laski: Socialist Tl'adition in the Fr. Revolution， 22. 
53.  Kropotkin: Great Fr. Revolution， 16 1 .  
54 .  Lefebvre: French Revolution， 1 :209. 
55. Robespierre: Discours et Rapports， 395. 
56. Ur， M to E， Dec. 2， 1 856， i n  M E、'v 29:88f. 

2. SOCIALISM A N D  D ICTATORSH I P :  T H E  BEGINNING 

1 .  Laveaux: Nouveau Dictionnaire de la Langue Fr. ( 1820). 
2. Philipon de La Madelaine: Dictionnaire de la Langue Fr.， abrêgê du Dict， de 

l’'Acadêmie(1823).  
3.  Littré: Diction naire de la Langue Fr. ( 1863). 
4.  Larousse: Grand Diction naire Universel du X I Xe Siecle， Tome 6 ( 1870). 
5. H eard over KQE D -TV (PBS， San Francisco)， June  20 ， 1974. 
6. Bulwer-Lytton: Rienzi， 22， 1 40f， 3 17. 
7. Buonarroti: Conspiration pour 1’Egalitê dite de ßabeuf， 1 : 109f; the cited passage is 

on 1 10. 
8. I bid.， 1 1 1 . 
9. I bid.， 1 12f. 

1 0. I bid.， 1 13f. 
1 1 . I b id.，  209f. 
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12.  Eisenstein:  First Professional Revolu tionist， 130， 127， 1 29. 
1 3. From a Buonarroti ms. qll. by Eisenstein. ibid.， 92. 
14.  From a Bllonarroti notebook， ibid.， 40. 
15. Eisenstein， 40， 135. The reference to M arcllse is p3liiclllarly to his essay “ Repressive 

Tolerance " inA Critique o.fPlII’e Tolerance by R. P. Wolff et al.; see especially p. 1 06， 
109f. See also Marcuse’s essay on Babcllf (listcd in Bibliography)， bllt it is more 
opaquc. 

1 6. Bourgll in :  Le Socialisme Français de 1789 a 1 848; qll. in Martov: State and 
Socia!ist Revollltion， 29. 

17. For Bernstein’s contribution to the myth， see the beginning of Special Note B. 
1 8. Cole: H ist， o f  Socialist Thought， 1 :165; see also 1 64，1 7， 2 1 .  
1 9. Berlin :  Karl Marx， 14. 
20. Halévy :  Era of Tyrannies， 279f. 
2 1 .  Sombart: Socialism and the Social Movement， 1 1 8. Lonvin :  Blanqlli， in Encyclopaedia 

o.ftlze Social Sciences， 2:585. The first sentcnce of‘ Blanqui’s " Instructions pour une 
Prise d’Amles" (omitted from abridged versions) should be especially noted. 

22. Spitzer， 1 76. 
23. Dommanget: Idées Polit. et  Soc ，  1 7 1 ; see al50 378. 
24. Postgate: Out  of the Past， 54; sce also 60f， 70. 
25. I bid.， 6 1 .  
26. Leroy: H is toire des Id�es Sociales， 2 :414. 
27. Q u. Î n  Mason : Blanqui and Commull ism. 
28. Blanqui: Critique Sociale， 1 :219， qu. ill Ma50n， ibid.， 508; cf. also S. Bernstein: 

Beginnings ofMarxian Socialism il1 Fl'ance， 13 .  Another il1terpretatiol1 is offered 
by Spitzer， 164. 

29. Spitzer， 96-98， 1 02. This point is also made by Rosel1berg: Democracy and 
Socia!isl11， 3 1 .  The ambiguity ofBlanqui’s attitude towal'd the class struggle has 
often becn 110ted; e.g.， see Landauer: ElIropean Socia!ism， 1 : 1 040， 1 045， 2 9 1 ，  and 
Cole: Hist， of Socialist Thoughí， 1 :307. 

30. Dommanget: Idl!cs })olit. et Soc.， 173. 
3 1 .  Ltr， E to κ1， July 6 ， 1 869， Îil l\1EW 32:336. 
32. δ1: Notebool， on !he Paris Coml!1unc， 35. 
33. M: Civil 、 in Frallo!c， in MESW 2 :221-23. Sce al50 its First Draft， in ME:  、，Vrit，

on Paris ε0111.， 166， alld Intro， to Marx’s CMI �샤1r in Frallce， in MES\V 
2 : 187. 

34. 샌u.  În Max Beer: An Ill(]UÌlγ into Dictatol'ship， Art. IlI， in Labolll' Montlzly， Aug. 
1922. For Mal'x’s and ’ opinion of Girardin， see their review of a book ofh is， 
in MECW 10:326. 

35. QlI.  În Kalltsky: Dict:‘torsl‘ip of the Proletariat， 20. 
36. Nomad :  Apostles of Rev띠l'tion， 29. 
37. 영 Il .  in  Morton: Life and Iùeas of Robert 01ven， 171. Morton thinks that remar!，s 

Ii 
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44. E: Condition of England-2. The English Constitution， in MEW 1 :571 (MECW 
3 : 49If] .  For a word on Engels in  this period， see KMTR 1 : 2 16-18. 

45.  ME: German Ideology， in MECW 5:461 [MEW 3:448). 

3 .  D I CT ATORSHIP IN 1848 

1. B1anc: 1 848; H istol"Ìcal Revelations， 296; the cnlargcd Frcnch vcrsion of this book， 
which Blanc publishcd in 1 859， has the same passage on p. 320. The expression 
“ dictatol"Ìal authority" comes from the earlier (1850) book by BJanc， Pages d’'Histoires 
(ctc . ; ，  79. An  English-Ianguage abl"Ìdgment of this laticr book was published in  
Harney’s magazine Democratic Revie’‘’'， J uly 1850; the quote i s  on  p.  70. 

2. Loubcrê: Louis Blanc， 95. 
3. Ibid. 
4 .  I bid.， 96.  
5. This is citcd from thc abridgcd version in  the Democr“lic Review， 70 (scc notc 1 

abovc). 
6. B1anc: Pagcs d’Histoirc， 80; thc samc idca is in his 1848; Historical Revelatiolls， 297 

(or 321 in the Frcnch edition). 
7. l bid.， 97 ，7 1 .  
8 .  Same a s  note 6 above. 
9. Q u .  in  Larousse [etc.] du X I X e  Si�clc， 13 :1 1 12， under “ Revolution. " 

10 .  B1anc: Pages d’Histoire， 1 9. 
t t .  I b id . ，29 .  
12.  Le 1↓IOlliteur UlIiversel， Mar. 8，  1848， qu.  in S. Bernstein: Blanqui， 148. 
13 .  Blanc: Pagcs d ’Histoire， 96. 
1 4. See Chap. 1， p. 11.， 
15 .  M: Class Struggles in France， in MES、，V 1 :224-this passage in particular， but all 

of Chap.  1 is relevant. 
1 6. Jean  Vidalenc， in an article published in 1 948， as quoted by De Luna， 152. 
1 7. Gan1Ïer-Pagès， 106. 
1 8. }'ÏelTe， 383; see also De Luna， 138. Girardin republished th\� piece in hís book 

Questiolls de λ1011 Tel1ψs in 1 858. 
1 9. This account  follows Gamicr-Pages， 106-08， supplemellted by De LUl1a， 138. 
20‘ Garnier-Pagès， 270. 
2 1 .  The account ofthis sessÎon follows Garnier-Pagês， 271 -75; JOllrllol des .Df!bats， June 

25， 1 848. Also see Pierre， 385. 
22. Robel't징011 : Revolutions of 1 848， 97. 
23. FOI" cxample: Robertsoß， 96; Langer， 421 ; Duvellu， 157. 
24. Oe Luna， 1 75; the quote gives Cavaign3c’ε 。、" 11 ‘vords from the oflicíal rιport ofthe 

scssiol1. 
25. Duveau， 155f. 
26. D당 Luna， 200-0힘 Lougee， 99-1 0 1 .  
27. D e L u n a ，  174. 
28. lbid.， 2 101. 
29.  Ibi<.t， 2 12 .  
30. Rossiter: COllstitutional Dictatorship， 8 1 .  
3 1 .  한 :  I n tro， ω Marx’s Class Struggles in  France， i“ MESW 1:202f (MEW 22:5261. 
32. See Chap. 2， p. 39f. 
3 3 .  Kl.lh n :  Oerj unge Hermann Becker， 1 : 107， qu .  in Bund d .  Kom.， 1 : 1 121 .  
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34. MEC、N 7:650 n. 346. 
35. Wticltter am Rlleill， Aug. 23， 1 848， qu. in Bund d. Kom.， 1 :827， 1 1 22; in the latter 

work， the editors separate the quote into two parts， the less reliable second pari 
being relegated to the end notes. 

36. For Marx’s views on this question， scc KMTR 2， Chap. 7. 
37. 、Nittkc: Utopian Communist， 259. For thc Communia cpisode， sce ibid.， Chap. 13， 

cspccially pp. 2 50，259，269. 
3 8. Ltr， M to E ，Jan .  29， 1853， in MEW 28:209. Cf. thc discussion of this in KMTR 

2 :640f. 
39. Wittkc， 136. For a notc on somc othcr aspccts of 、NcitJing， sce KMTR 2 :654-59. 
40. In tl.o. by Orton in Bakunin: Confcssion， cspccially 1 9-26; Carr: M. Bakunin， 

222-26. 
4 1 .  Bakunin: Confcssion， 9 1 .  
42. Ibid.，98f. 
43.  I bid. ，96.  
44. Ibid.， 1 1 2 ， 1 1 8f. 

4. T H E  D I CTATORSHIP OF THE DEMOCRACY: 
MAILX IN 1848 

1. D rapcr: A Notc on thc Fathcr of Anarchism (see Biblio.). 
2. Proudhon: Carncts， 3 :235， written ca. July/Aug. 1849. 
3. I bid.， 192; writtcn June 13 01" 14 ， 1849. 
4. I bid.， 248; writtcn Scpt. 20， 1849. 
5. Ibid.，  300; writtcn Apr. 23，1850. Ibid.， 249， Scpt. 20， 1 849. 
6. I bid.， 20; writtcn ca. Mar. 2 ， 1848. 
7.  Ibid.， 39f; writtcn Apr. 1 ，  1848. 
8. FOI" thc tcrm， sec KMTR 2:176f， 1 93 ，2 1 I f，212n，254.  
9. This briel1y summarizcs KMTR 2， Chap.  7. 

10. D i tto， Chaps. 8-9 and p:u-t of 10. 
1 1 . Vidal:  Second American Rcvolution? (scc Bihlio.). 
12. ‘，vebb: What Happcncd În 1931 ，  p. 3. 
13. E: Assemhly a1: Frankfurt. in NRZ， Junc  1 ，  1848， in ME、，v 5:14 [MECW 7:16]. 
14. M: Camphauscn’s Statcmcnt， NRZ， June 3， 1 848， În MEW 5:26f [MECW 7:311J. 

The quotcs given hcrc are from Camphauscn’s specch， rcportcd În Marx’s articIc. 
15. E: Programs ofthc Radical-Dcm. Party and thc Left at Frankfurt， NRZ， Junc 7， 

1 848， in MEW 5:40 [MEC\V 7:49J. 
16. I hid.， ME\V 5:41 [l\'1EC、;v 7:50j. 
17. E: Bcrlin D chate on thc Rcv.， NRZ， Junc 16， 1848， in MEW 5:71 [MECW 7:80J. 
18. M E :  Valdcnairc’s Arrcs!， NRZ， June  19， 1848， in MEW 5:84 [MECW 7:95J; ME: 

Marrast and Thicl's， NR킹 July 3， 1 848， În MEW 5:157 [MECW 7:168J. 
1 9. E: Conciliationist Scssion of Ju ly 4， NRZ， July 1 1 ， 1 848， in MEW 5:195 [MECW 

7:205]. 
20. M: Crisis and the Countcrrcvolution， Articlc 3， NRζ Scpt. 14， 1848， in MEW 

5 : 40 1-03 [MECW 7:430-32). 
2 1 .  I hid.， MEW 5:403f [MEC\V 7:43211. 
22. E: Rcv. and Coulltcrrcv. in GCI'.， Chap. 7， in MESW 1 :336. 
23. Mchring:lntro， to Aus delll literarischen Nachlass[ctc. J ， 3:53f. Mchring did 1I0t namc 
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the source of the attack. His citations from Waldeck and Bucher were without 
quote marks. 

24. E: Rev. and Counterrev. in Ger.， in MECW 11 :40. The other two passages 
mentioned are on 86， 92. For mentions of the word ‘dictators’ ， etc.， see 5， 22， 41. 

25. Ibid.， 86， 92， 41. 
26. M:  Crisis and the Counterrevolution， Art. 2， NRZ， Sept. 13， 1848， in MEW 5:400 

[MECW 7:429). 
27. The curious investigator will find these passages in MECW 9 : 1 02， 357， 441， 444. 
28. The passages cited are found on the foIlowing pages ofMEW 5 [bracketed page 

numbers correspond to MECW 7) :  1 16 (128) ，  120 [132) ，  376 (402)， 123-25 [ 134-
36)， 148 ( 160). 

5. THE “DICTATORSHIP OF THE PEOPLE":I 
CONSERV A TIVE VERSION 

1. Holcombe: Government in a Planned Democracy， 171. 
2. M: Manteuffel’'s Speech， [etc. ) ，  NYDT， Dec. 12， 1853， in MECW 12:512f. 
3. M :  Czar’s Views [etc.]， NYDT， Feb. 1 1， 1 854， in MECW 12:592. 
4. TocqueviIIe: Old Regime and the Fr. Rev.， 167， 208f; cf. KMTR 1:639n. 
5. M: Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right (Ms.)， in MEW 1:223 [MECW 3:22). 
6. Guizot’s book was quickly published in English. In the English edition， Democracy 

ill Frallce， the passages referred to are found on p. l0f， 5 1 ，  58 ，60，65;  but other parts 
of the book are relevant too. 

7. Graham: Donoso c.， 40; see also 41 f. 
8. Donoso Cortés: Obras， 3:255. 
9. Ibid.， 256f. 

10. Besides the preceding references， see Graham: Donoso c.， 147， on the speech. 
1 1. Donoso Cortés: Obras， 3:274. 
12. Stein’s 1850 edition was titIed Geschichte der sozialen Bewegung i1l Fra1lkreich VOll 1789 bis 

allfulIsere Tag; for previous editions see the Biblio. A one-volume abridgment in 
English was published as The History oftlte Social Movemel1t;11 France， 1 789-1850， ed， & 
tr. by κ Mengelberg. In my opinion the translator took unwise liberties with 
Stein’s political terms， and the result is sometimes misleading， especialIy for our 
purposes; hence the English edition， though used here， has had to be checked 
against the German original at times. 

13. Stein: History . • .  ， 90. 
14. Ibid.， 89. 
15. Ibid.， 89 f. 
16. Ibid.， 90. 
17. Ibid.， 192. 
18. Ibid.， 193. 
19. Stein :  Geschichte ... ， 3 :2 13. 
20. Stein :  History . . .  ， 398. 
2 1 .  Ibid.， 400， bit revised after the German， 3:289. 
22. Stein: History . . .  ， 400. 
23. Ibid.， 400f. 
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6. T H E  SPECTRUM O F  DlCTATORSHIP 

1 .  See  Chap. 1 ，  p .  25 ，  Chap. 5 ，  p. 69. 
2. For accounts of the word ‘dcspotism’， scc the artic\c by M. Richtcr in the Dictionary 

0/ the Histo/y 0/ Jdeas， 、'01. 2， 01" the study by Kocbnel" (see Biblio.). Their conc\usions 

do not always follow from thek facts. Richter knows Marx:’s usage only in the tcrm 

‘Oriental dcspotism'; and his account ends ahout thc timc ours has to hcgin. 
3. M: Class Strugglcs in Francc， in MECW 10: 1 02， 107. 
4. ME: Communist Manifcsto， in MECW 6:491 ，  504. 
5. M:  Eightcenth Brumaire， in MECW 1 1 : 1 1 1. 
6. Ibiù.. 185 
7. This vicw hcld by Marx: is cxplaincd in K뼈TR 1 ，  Chap. 18. 
8. M:  Civil War in Francc， in MESW 2:218. 
9. M: First Draft， in ME: Writ. on Par. Com.， 127f. 

10. I bid.， t60; for anothcr similar fOl'mulation， 1 27. 
1 1 . I bid.， 128. 
12. Ihid.， 2 1 1 . 
1 3. See， for CX.， ibid.， 198， 210. 
14. Ibid.，  198. 
1 5. Ltr， M to Fontaine， Apr. 15， 1865， in ME: Corr. (Fr.)， 8 : 165 [MEW 3 1 :473]. 
1 6. Lafargue & Licbknecht: K.M.， His Lifc and Work， 5 1 ;  Rcmin. M. & E.， 1 17; and 

cf. McLellan :  K.M.， 271 (but McLellan’s rcfcrence is mistaken). 
17. J\!lorrison， in The Piol/eer， Apr. 26， 1 834， in what was probahly the first feminist 

“Woman’S pagc" i띠n jOlωu띠Ir…rn끼nalis야t“ic ‘h…l나ist!“‘01' 
a socia list tra‘de.애. 
h…l니istory.) 

18. E: Dialectics of Nature (Notes， ete.)， in MEW 20:312， 464. 
19. Ltr， M to Sorge， Nov. 5， 1 880， in ME、N 34:477. 
20. M: Contrib. to Critique of Political Economy， in ME씨( 13:76 fn. 
2 1 .  E: Marx & NRζ in MEW 2 t : 1 9  [MESW 3: 167]. 
22. For the articles of thc NRZ Company as :l busincss， see MECW 7:543-53. 
23. Ltr， M to Lassalle， Sept. 1 5， 1860， in MEW 30:565. 
24. Fol' Engels' article “On Authority，" see MES、N 2:376.
25. E: Revolution and Counterrevolutioll in Germany， in M ECW 1 1:22. 
26. M: Eliurt Echoes in 1859， in MEW 13:415f [MECW 16:405fl. 
27. ME: Lettcr to the Brunswick Comm.， in MEW 17:269. 
28. For Marx， see his article “The Civil War in the U.S.，" Die Presse， Nov. 7， 1861，  in 

MEW 15:343f. For Engels， see ltr， E to Weydemeyer， Nov. 24， 1864， i n  MEW 
3 1 :425. 

29. E:  Refugcc Lit.， H I， Volksst‘wt， Oct. 1874， in ME、V 1 8:539. 
30. Ltr， E to Sorge， Apr. 1 2， 1890， in M EW 37:381 .  
3 1 .  E :  England， Jan .  1852， in MECW 1 1 :1 98 (MEW 8:208]. E: Prosecution of Montal­

embcrt， Nov. 24， 1858， in MECW 1 6:91. See also Itr， E to M， Dec. 1 0， 1851 (a few 
days after Bonaparte’s eoup)， in MEW 27:385 (MECW 38:509]. 

32. M: Constitutioll of the Fr. Republic， in MEC、N 10:580. 
33. M: Bonaparte’s Present Position， NYDT， Apr. 
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English version in Time， which was overseen by Engels himself， had the formulation 
given in my text. The second locus mentioned here is the letter， E to Borgius， Jan. 
25，  1894， in MEW 39:206. 

37. Engels' discussion of Boulangism is contained in the col1ec야on， the Engels-Lafargue 
Correspolldellce， especialIy Vol. 2. It is obvious that a number ofEngels’ letters to 
Paul Lafargue， critical of the later， somehow did not survive the period during 
which they were held by the Lafargue family heirs. For Engels' references to 
Boulanger’s politics as Bonapartism， see Vol. 2，  p. 131， 1 65， 1 93， 209， 302，371.  

38.  Ltr， E to Laura Lafargue， June 3 ， 1888， ibid.， 2 :131;  :md see al50 2:109. 
3 9. Ltr， Lafargue to E， July 25， 1 888， ibid.， 2: 147. 
40. Ltr， E to Lafargue， 아'Iay 7， 1889， ibid.， 2:238. 
4 1 .  For the article， written for the New AmerÎcall Cy’clopaedia， sce MECW 18:219; fc이' a 

comment， see KMTR 1:438. 
42. See especially the passages at MECW 1 8:230， 225， 231， 22lf. 
43. M: Affairs in Prussia (confen'ed title)， in NYDT， Dec. 27， 1858， in MECW 16:126. 
44. Ltr， E to Liebkllecht， Dec. 1 ， 1885， in l\1EW 36:398. 
45. M: Aftenvord to his pamphlet on the Cologne Commullist trial， in MEW 18:570. 
46. Ltr， E to M， Apr. 13， 1866， ill MEW 31 :208. For discussioll of Ellgels’ view as 

expressed ill this letter， see Kl\:1TR 1:413 and Chap. 16 as a whole. 
47. E: Role of Force in History， in MES、，V 3:398. 
48. Ib id .， 400. 
49. Ibid" 419. For minor loci， see also 415， 416. 
50， M: Palmerston， NOZ， 1\1ar. 3 ， 1855， in MECW 14:50 [MEW 1 1 :92]. The first such 

statement 1 Imow was in the same paper， ‘Jan. 30，  1855， in MECW 13:607f [ME찌I 
1 1: 1 1]. See al50 another article in NOZ， June 18， in MECW 14:275 [MEW 1 1 :2991. 

5 1 .  The first such statement was in M: New English Budget， NYDT， Mar. 9， 1857. For 
one ofMarx’s more extl'eme assertions， see the beginning of his article in NYDTof 
Mar. 15，  1858， “The Derby Cabinet [etc.]." AII of the NYDTaliicles mentioned in 
notes 52-56 below have not yet appeared in l\1ECW， since Vol. 15 is still unpublished， 

52. Ltr， M to E， Mar. 18，  1857， in MEW 29:UlL 
53. M: Defeat of the Palmerston Ministry， NYDT， Mar. 25，  1857; the same paragraph 

twice more referred to Palmerston’s “dictatorship." 
54. M: Coming Election in England， NYD T， 1\1ar. 3 1 ，  1857. 
55. M: English Election， NYDT， Apl'. 6， 1 857. 
56. See the following articIes:-M: Defeat of Cobden， Bright aud GibsOll， NYDT， Apr. 

17， 1857; M: untitled article， NYDT， Mar. 15， 1858; M: ulltitled article， NY. 
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Mar. 1852， I I:45. In its Chap. 2， by the way， it was incidental\y mentioned that 
Cavaignac “was made dictator" in France， but this was not taken as a matter for 
comment. For a routine reference to Kossuth as dictator， in the NRZ of 1849， see 
MECW 8:299 (not in MEW). 

67. ME:  Great Men of the Emigration， in MECW 11 :279， 280. 
68. Ibid.， 287， 309; see also 3 10. 
69. M: Espartero， NYDT， Aug. 19， 1854， in MECW 13:342f. 
70. M: Herr Vogt， in ME、:V 14:584 (MECW 17:228); for other references to Fa긴I as 

“dictator，" see MEW 14:544， 548， 656 [MECW 17: 1 87， 192， 229， 302). 
71. M: Poland， Prussia and Russia (a manuscript)， in M: Manuskripte über die 

polnische Frage， 134. 
72. Ltr， M to E， Nov. 12，  1869， in MEW 32:388; and E to M， Nov. 17， 1869， ibid.， 390. 
73. M: Civil War in France-First Draft， in ME: Writ. on Par. Com.， 143. 
74. Some usages are obscure. Thus， in the letter E to M， Feb. 1 1 ，  1853， in MEW 

28:212， there is a reference to “these great dictators， quite à la Seiler，" but it is not 
c\ear what this mention of Sebastian Seiler implies aþout the man. 

75. Harrington: Socialism， 62. 

7. SOME DICTATORS OVER THE PROLETARIAT 

1. Richard: Bakollnine et 1’Internationale， 139. 
2. Ibid.， 1 29-33. 
3. BakllniÌl’s leUer to Nechayev was published in full by its discoverer， in its original 

Russian， in Calziers dll MOllde RlIsseet Sol'iétique， 1966; in French， in his book Violel/ce 
tlatls la Violelzc，ι 106-49. An English translation was published in E/lCOllflter (London)， 
July & Aug. 1972. No excerpts can do justice to this document; it mllst be read in 
fu)). 

4. Ltr， M to E， July 27， 1869， in MEW 32:351. 
5. Ltr， M to De Paepe， Jan. 24， 1870， in ME、N 32:645. 
6. M: Confidential Communication of March 1870， in MEW 16:409， 412. 
7. Ltr， M to the Lafargues， Apr. 1 9， 1870， in MEW 32:673-77; original French in M: 

Lettres et D o c.， 173-76. 
8. Ltr， E to Lafarglle， Jan. 1 9， ] 872， in E & Lafargues: Corr.， ] :40. 
9. E: GC to 씨1 the Members letc.) (AlIg. 1872)， in GCFI 5:440. 

10. E: Refugee Lit.， II1 ，  Volksstaat， Oct. 1874， il1 MEW 18:539; see also 540. 
1 1 .  Ltr， M to E， Aug. 10， 1869. The publicatiol1 was L'llItematiollal， published in 

London with French goverl1ment subvel1tions-not to be confused with L’1l/terna­
tiollale of Brllssels. 

12. Marx’s relations with， and views on， Lassalle will be covered in the nextvolume of 
KMTR. For present purposes 1 suggest two available works 011 the background: 
David Footm:lIl’s biography of Lassa))e， and the study of Lassa))e’s politics written 
by E. Bernstein IInder Engels' eye in LonØon， translated il1to English under the 
title Ferdillallll Lassalle tlS a Socitll Reformer. 

13. Ltr， M to E， Mar. 5， ] 856， in ME、:V 29:28. 
] 4. Marx reported this in a letter to Engels， Aug. 7， 1862 (ME、，V 30:270)， after 

Lassalle’s London visit. 
15. The citlltions are from Marx’s letter to El1gels， July 30， 1862 (MEW 30:257f)， 

giving an account of LassaIle’s sojourn in London. 
16. Ltr， M to E， Apr. 9， 1863， in MEW 30:340. 
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17. Ltr， Liebknecht to Marx， June 12， 1864， in Liebknecht: Briefwechsel mit M & E， 
37. 

18. G. Mayer: Bismarck und Lassalle， 6Of， where this lettcr was first published in 1928. 
19. Ltr， M to Kugelmann， Feb. 23， 1865， in MEW 3 1 :451. 
20. For Engels， see: ltr， E to Kautsky， Feb. 23， 1891， in MEW 38:40; and E: Role of 

Force in History， in MESW 3:418f. Marx used it also: cf. Itr， M to E， July 30， 1862， 
in MEW 30:258. 

2 1 .  Bernstein: F. Lassalle as a Social Reformer， 172， 176， 178f. 
22. Ltr， E to M， Feb. 23，  1877， in ME、;v 34:30f. 
23.  Ltr， E to Bernstein， Oct. 25，  1881， in MEW 35:230f. 
24. Ltr， E to Bernstein， Nov. 30，  1881， in MEW 35:238. 
25. Ltr， ME to Edit. Board of Social-Del1lokrat， Feb. 23， 18_5， in MEW 16:79. 
26. For a c10seup look at how the Lassallean dictatorship over trade unions operated in 

practice， see the case described in KMTR 2， Special Note B; also the discussion at 
p.  133-35. 

27. Ltr， M to E， Sept. 29， 1868， in 끼1EW 32:169. 
28. Ltr， E to M， Sept. 30， 1868， in MEW 32:170f. 
29. Lh.， M to Schweiti:er， Oct. 13 ， 1868， in MEW 32:571. 
30. See above， Chap. 3 ，  p. 55， re WeitIing. 
3 1 .  ME: Circular Letter to Bebel et al.， Sept. 1879， in MEW 34:402n; this stricken 

passage is not in any English editions of this document so far publishcd. 
32. Ltr， E to Sorge， Aug. 9， 1890， in MEW 37:440. 
33. Ltr， E to Kautsky， Feb. 23， 1891，  in MEW 38:41. 
34. Dominick: Licbknecht， 303， 304， 308， 3 16，323， 351， 370， 396. 
35. M:  Civil War in France-First Draft， in ME: Writ. on Par. Com.， 161. This 

passage distinguishcs bctween the French and British Comtists. 
36. Ltr， E to Kautsky， July 19， 1884， in MEW 36:177. 
37. Ltr， E to Bebel， Jan. 24， 1 893， in MEW 39:13. 
38. Ltr， E to G. Trier， Dec. 18 ， 1 889， in M윈W 37:327f. 
39. People's Paper， Jan. 26， 1856， qu. in Saville’s intro. to his coliection Emest JOlles， 

Chartist， 6 1 .  
4 0 .  This account follows Saville， ibid.， especially p .  48� 6 1 ， 68.  
4 1 .  Ltr， M to E ，  Apr. 1 0 ， 1856， in MEW 29:38. 
42. Ltr， M to E， Nov. 24， 1857， in MEW 29:218. 
43. Ltr， Harney to E， Feb. 19， 1886， in Harney: Harney Papers， 308. 
44. Ltr， Harney to E， Feb. 2 1 ， 1892， ibid.， 330. 
45. Ltrs， Harney to E ，  July 2 1 ，  1893 and Feb. 23， 1894， ibid.， 350， 355. 
46. Cadogan: Harney and Engels， 79. 
47. Ltr， M to E， Mar. 3 1 ，  1 851，  in MEW 27:227. 

8. INTRODUCTION TO THE INVESTIGATION 

1 .  This appeared in the first good English translation: The German Idcology (parts I 
& IU)， Marxist Lib.， Vol. 6 ( 1 939)， p. 23. The version in MESW 1:35 is a bit 
bctter， that in MECW 5:47 morc so; for thc original， see MEW 3:34. 

2. Ltr， E to Van Pattcn， Apr. 1 8， 1883， in κIE: Sel. ε01‘1".， 362. 
3. E: Communists and K. Heinzen， in MEW 4:317 [MECW 6:2991. 
4. Text of the rulcs， in MEW 4:596 [MECW 6:6331. 
5. See above， Chap. 4， p. 59f. 
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6. E: Principles of C o m m u n ism，  i n  κlE W  4:372f. 
7. T h e  following fou r  passages are translatcd from the 1848 text of the Manifesto: 

M E 、，V 4 :473， 474，  4 8 1 ，  482. For thc standard English (Moorc-Engcls) version o f  
thcse passagcs， scc M ECW 6:495， 4 9 8 ，504，505f. 

8. Scc， for e x a mplc， Chap.  13， Scc. 5. 
9. J ones:  To the Chartists， i n  Northιm Star， J u ly 1， 1 848， repr. i n Alltltol. Chartist Lit.， 

358. Savil le:  I n lro.， Erncst Jones， Chartist， 192. Schoycn: Chartist Challcnge， 207. 
1 0. For both Bcer and Macaulay， sec BeCl': Hist， of British Socialism， 2 :281，135f. 
1 1 . Engcls' vicws 、verc exprcssed by him at a London mceting report떠I in the Workmall’s 

Times， M a r. 25，1 893.  
1 2. Wolfc: M a rxism， 208. 
13.  Scc note 6 above. 
1 4. M: Conspectus of Bakunin’s book Statism and Allarchy， in MEW 1 8:634. 
1 5. J o h ns o n :  Utopian CommunÎsm in France， 247. 
1 6. I bid.，  288， 290. 
1 7. Cabct: History 0 1'. .. Icaria， 229. 
18. Cabet: France [ctc.j，  i n  Democratic RevielV， Sept. 1850， 1 3 6-39. 
1 9. Cabct: History 0 f. .. I caria， 230. Cabct writes of h imself in thc third person. 

9.  MARX A N D  BLANQlJ I  

1 .  E: Pl'ogrcss 01' Social Reform o n  t h e  C‘J!ltincnt， i n  M ECW 3:393f. 
2. M E :  Holy Family， În M ECW 4 : 1 3 1 ， 4 7  [MEW 2 : 1 39，49)‘  
3 .  I bid.， M EW 2 : 1 26 [MECW 4 : 1 1 9J.  
4. ME: Gcrman Idcology， in  M ECW 5 : 2 1 0  3:1 9 1 ] ;  cf. a l s o  M E W  3:207，308， 

448. 
5. E:  Fcstival 01" r“lalions， i n  M ECW 6:5f 1δm、V 2 : 6 1 2，6 14J .  
6. For thc “Ubrary" plan，  sec  M EC 입1 4 :667; ι1: also Karl Marx Chronik， 28，  and Itr， E 

10 M， M a r. 7 and 7，1 845， i n  MECW 38:25，27f. 
7. Rubel:  Cahicrs dc Lcc!ure de K.M.， 4 1 9. 
8. M :  l\1oralizing εriticisl1l l etc. l ，  in M ECW 6:32 1 f(MEW 4:341).  Cf. also MECW 

5:552f(ME、V 4:260，262). 
9. See SI!ccial  Note B， n. 34lf. 

10. E: Anti-Dühring-Preparatory Writings， in MEW 20:587. 
1 1 .  In the ordel' mClltiollCd: M 10 E， Sept. 23， 1 852， i n  M EW 28:143 ;  E to Kautsky， 

Feb. 20， 1 889， in M E、、’ 37:156; E to B crnstein， May 5， 1 887， Ín MEW 36:650. 
12.  Eiscnstcin: Firsí Pl'ofessional Rcvo!utionist， 154 (re Garronc)， 86 (re .Jottrand)‘ 
13. Laski: Socialist Tradition in thc Fr. Rev.， 31 f. 
1 4. E :  On the His‘ i3l'y of thc CL， În MEW 2 1 :207 3 : 1 741 .  
1 5. Auclair: Vic dc JClIn Jaurès， 273.  
1 6. Lehning:  BuonarrotÍ’s ldeas 011 Commu nisn‘ and Dictatorship， 282f， argues that 

h e  did know Blanqui; sec also Spitzer， 126f. 
17. Q u .  in J a u rès: Etudes Socialistes， xxviii. 
18. Fol' a n  example， see εhap. 17， Sec. 3，  p. 275. 
19. Spitzer， 1 65. 
20. Da Costa: Les n써nquistes， 2 1 f， 25. 
2 1 .  E :  I n !ro‘ to Mal'x’s Class Strugglcs În  Fnlllce， in M ESW 2 : 1 86. ‘ ’ "''' 
22. Sce thc lettcrs În M EW 2 7 : 1 98-2 1 3  passim and 545-47 (MEC、V 38:297-3 1 2  

passim). 
23. Sce the letters in M EW 2 7 : 2 1 4-22 passim (MECW 38:3 1 3 - 1 9  passim). 
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24. ì\1 E :  l ntroductory Note to B1anqui’s Toast， in MECW J O:537f [MEW 7:568f). 
25.  M: Knight of the Noble ConsCÎousness， 씨 ME、，V 9:515f (MECW 1 2:505-07); M E :  

Great Men of the Emig.， in MEW 8 :302f‘ (MECW t 1 :295f). 
26. M E :  lntroductory Note [to Blanqui’s Toastj， i n  ME、V 7:568. 
2 7. Ltr， M to Watteau， Nov. 1 0， 1861，  În M E :  Corr. (Fr.)， 6:371 [ M EW 30:617J.  
28.  M :  Class Struggles in France， i n  MEC새1 10:128 1ME、11/ 7:91J .  
2 9 .  ME: [Review of)  “Les Conspirateurs [ctc.J ，" i n  MECW 10:322 [MEW 7:278J.  The 

next s entence is al50 rclcvant. 
3 0. M :  Eightecnth Brumaire， in MECW 1 1  : 1 1 0， 1 83.  I citc thcse passagcs in accordance 

、‘’ith the first ( 1 852) cdition; hoth passages wcre changcd in thc sccond cdition o f  
1 869; this revisinn and its mcaning will b e  discusscd i n  Chap. 1 8 ，  Scc. 1 .  

3 1 .  Ltr， E t o  M， J a n .  22， 1 852， În M E W  28:1 1  [ M ECW 3 9 : 1 3 ) .  
3 2 .  M E :  Scvastopol Hoax， NYDT， Oct. 2 1 ，  1 854， i n  l\1ECW 13:491 .  
3 3 .  1\1: Spccch at Anniversary o f  PP， i n  MECW 14:655. 
34.  Dom m a ngct: Idécs Polit. et Soc.， 3 8 1 .  
3 5 .  Ltr， M to E， J u ll c  1 9， 1861 ， i n MEW 30: 1 76. 
36. Ltr， M to E， J a n .  2， 1 863， in MEW 30:306. 
3 7. Ltr， E to Mrs. M ，  A u g. 1 5， 1 870，  in MEW 33:137. 
38. M: Civil War in Frallce， ill MESW 2 : 239. The First Draft of this work had a critical 

rcfercllce to Blallqui: see M E :  Writ， on Paris Com.， 144ε 
39.  M: Letter ill TÎl1Ies (London)， Apr. 4， 1 870， in l\1: On First Internatiollai (ed‘ 

P adover)， 280f {MEW 17:302f1. 
40. For a tabular summalγ of ßlanqui’s prison tenns， see the table “B1anquÎ Ellchainé" 

in Dommanget: Idees Polit. et  Soc.， 404-07. 
4 1 .  E:  Program of the Blanquist  Ref.， i n  lVffiW 1 8:530 [MESW 2 :382J.  
4 2 .  See a bove， Scc.  3 ，  p. 130. 
43. Ltr， M to E，  Sept. 2 8 ， 1 852， Î!l ME、.v 28:147f. 
44. Ltr， M to Lafargues， Feb. 1 5， 1869， i n  MEW 32:592 (original in E nglish). 
45. Ltr， M to E，  Apr. 2 2 ， 1 859，  ill MEW 29:426. 
46.  Ltr， M to Lassalle， May 8 ， 1 8 6 1 ，  in ME、ν 30:603. 
4 7. This leUcr Îs not extallt; but sce ME새/ 3 0 :758 11. 599; also Itr， M to Lassal!e， Mlly 

2 9 ， 1 8 6 1 ，  ÌlI MEW 30:605. 
48. See note 35 a bove. 
49. Based on the e d  note， MEW 30:759 n. 602， which does Ilot givc a direct quote fl'Oll1 

재latteau. 
50.  Ltr， M to Lassalle， July 2 2 ， 1 8 6 1 ，  În  MEW 30:615. 
5 1 .  See note 27 ab‘’ve. 
5 2 .  These three passages are quoted in KMTR 1:137f， from thc following sourccs:-

1\1: Econ. & Philos. Mss.， in MEW Eb.l:553f; Ih’， M to Feuerbach， Allg. l l， 1 844， 
ill M E W  27:426;  ME: Holy Family， in MEW 2:89‘ 

53. M :  Herr Vogt， in MEW 14:439. 
54. Cε this chapter， Sec. 1， p. 124. Man also referr씬1 to the Blanq!냐st-r 
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Bernstein: “Marx in Paris， 1 848，" Science & Society， 1939， l I I ，  323-55， and 1940， 
IV，  2 1 1 - 1 7. The argumellt against it was made by P. Amalln， “Karl Marx， 
‘quarante-huitard français’? " in IRSH， 1961， VI，  249-55. Bernsteill had an oppor­
tunity to rebut in his bookAlIglIste Blanljlli， 144f， 153 n.32. 

6 1 .  The reason for saying “EI'e11 Dommanget" is given in Specia1 Note D， Sec. 7， p. 
382f. 

62. Dommanget: Idées Polit. et Soc.， 377 refers for support to the passage in Nico1aievsky 
& M.-II. :  Kar1 Marx， 1 52. For Engels’ high opinion at this point of Ledru-Rollin 
and Flocon， see his two letters to his brother-in-Iaw E. Blank， κlar. 26 and 28，1 848， 
in  M ECW 38:166，168f. 

63.  Ltr， 1\1 to E.June 7， 1 849， in MECW 38: 1 99 1MEW 27: 1 371 .  
64. Dommanget: Ideés Polit. et  Soc，  386-89. 
65. Ltr， 1\1 to Kugelmann， Dec. 5， 1868， in 1\1EW 32:580f. 
66. Lafargue’s letter to Marx was quoted in: 1tr， M to E， 1\1ar. 1 ， 1 869， in 1\1EW 32:264. 

Engels cOlllmented Mar. 3， in  ME、，;V 32:270. 
67. Ltr， M to E， Mar. 1 ，  1 869， in MEW 32:264. 
68. Ltr， M to Lafargue， June  2， 1 869， in MEW 32:608-1 0. 
69.  Ltr， M to daughter Jenny (Mrs. Longuet)， .June 2， 1869， English original， in 1\1: 

Lettres et D o c ，  168 IMEW 32:6 1 1 )  
70. Ltr， M to  E， Ju ly  1 4， 1 869， in  ME、V 32:337. 
7 1 .  Ltr， M to Lafargues， Mar. 5 ， 1870， ill ME、V 32:656 (I"etrans.， origillal ill English). 
72. Ltr， M to L. ßigot， July 1 1， 1 871， in ME、，y 33:244 (retralls.， original ill l<rench). 

The  “plot" was the one mentioned above in S e c  3， p， 131 .  
73 .  Ltr， E to  Liebknecht， Apr. 23， 1872， ill MEW 33:451.  
74. Aside frolll letters， Marx mentiolled B1anqui’s nallle i l l  1 875 in a speech on Poland 

(see MEW 18:575) and ill the 1880 foreword referred to in note 54 above. 
75. Ltr， Lafargue to B1anqlli， J lIne  12， 1 879， unpllblished， extant among BlanqllÎ’s 

pOSthll lllOUS papers alld mss. A combinatioll of quotes :md slI lIllllaries is presented 
by Dommanget: Idées Polit. et Soc ，  395f， and S. Bernstein: B1anqui， 346-49. 

76. D O lllmanget: Idées Polit. et S o c ，  396 (he gives no source for his qllote from 
Zévaés); S. Bernstein: B1anqui， 346-48. 

77. Dommanget: Idées Polit. et S o c ，  377， 3 90，392. 
78. Deville’s testilllony is related， with heavy heart， by Dommallget， ibid.， 397， givillg 

the following as sOllrce: “Statement by Gabriel Deville.--See Blanljui SOIlS la IlIe 
RψIIbliqlle (manllscript)， Chap. IV." 

79. See Chap. 1 0， Sec. 3， p. 151 .  
80. See Sec. 4 of the Manifesto， in MECW 6:518f. 
8 1 .  This concept of the Intcrnational is portrayed in detail in Collins & Abramsky: 

K.M. and the nri 
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85. Ltr， M toLassa Ile，Ju neca.2 ， 1 860，  in MEW 30:549; the discussion of Fischel is on 
547-49. 

36. E :  On Hist. of theCL， i n  MEW 21:213 (MESW 3 : 1 79). 
87. Berlin: Karl Marx， 190; see also 263. 

1 0. MARX VERSUS BLANQUISM 

1.  E:  Program of the Blanquist Ref.， in MEW 18:529f [MESW 2:381) .  
2. M: Crit. Notes on “The King of Prussia .•. ，" in l\fECW 3:206 [ME、V 1 :409). 
3. I b id. ，  MECW 3 :204 [MEW 1 :407). 
4.  See Special Note C， Sec. 1 ，  p. 362. 
5. See Chap. 9 ，  pp. 124，134.  
6. E :  On Hist. ofCL，in MEW 2 1 :213 [MESW 3: 179f). 
7. Diskussionen im Kommunistischen Arbeiterbildungsverein in  London， in Bund d. 

Kom. I:217ε 
8 .  Ibid.，  220. 
9. Ibid.，  220f， 226f; the citations are from 삼le discussions of June 23 and July 6， but 

there is  much more of the same throughout. 
1 0. Ibid.， 223 (peaceful roads)， 231 (dictatorship)， Schapper mentioned Cabet's 

advocacy of a dictator， 229. For Weitling’s advocacy of dictatorship， see Chap. 3， 
Sec.  4， pp. 53-55. 

11.  See KMTR 2， Spec. Note I.  
12. Ltr， London CCC to M ，  June 6， 1846， in  Bund d. Kom. 1 :348. 
13. 011 Krieg\!’s agitatiol1 and M’s criticism， see KMTR 2 : 1 54 ， 4 1 9-22. 
14. M E :  Circular Against Kriege， il1 MEW 4 : 1 4  [MECW 6:47). 
1 5. For this passage， see K MTR 2 : 154. 
1 6. Ltr， London CCC to M，Jul1 e 6 ， 1 846，  in Bund d. Kom.， 1 :347. 
17. E: Principles of COl11munism， in MECW 6:349. 
1 8. Kommll1listisclze Zeitsclzrift， Sept. 1847， il1 Bund d. KOI11.， 1:505. 
19. E: Reform Movement in France， Northern Star， Nov. 20，1 847， in MECW 6:380f. 

20. These three passages are cited from the original text of the Manifesto， not the 
standard (Moore-Engels) translation: in MEW 4:46 1 ，  473， 489 IMECW 6:48 1 ，  
495，5 1 4) .  

2 1 .  S e e  above， Chap. 8，  p .  1 13. 
22.  M E :  Com. M anifesto， il1 MECW 6:5 1 8. Engels’ note ón the then meaning of 

‘Social-Democrats’ was published in the English ed. of 1888. 
23. Ltr， E to M， Aug. 1 9，1 846， in MECW 3 8:53. 
24. Ltr， E to M， O ct. 25-26，1847， in  MEεW 38: 133. 
25. This picture i s  obtained from E’s letters to Marx from Oct. 1847 to Jan. 1848 (see 

M ECW 38:133-57 passim). 
26. There was one NRZ article by E in whicll Blanqui’s name occurred-in a quotation 

from a French bourgeois wl"Ïter， not picked up by E; see MEW 5:143 or MECW 
7 : 1 55.1 1  does not qualify as a reference by E himself. 

27. Cf. KMTR 2:261 ，  263. For M’s analysis of the Social-Democracy in 1 850， see his 
Class Struggles in France， especially MECW 10:125ε 

28. Carr: Karl 뼈a_rx， 78. 
29. E: Program of the Blanquist Ref.， in ME、，V 1 8:529 [MES、ν 2:381 1 .  
30.  See Chap. 9， Sec. 5 ，  p .  135. 
3 1 .  J<:: 00 Hist， of tlleCL， in MESW 3 : 184 [MEW 21 :218 1 .  
32. E :  Karl Marx， in  MESW 2: 1 58. 



402 Notes 10 Pages 154-164 

33. M E  et a ) . :  Ltr to Cabet， Mar. 1 848， ill BUlld d. KOIl1.， 1 :748 ( MECW 7:8; MEW 
5:6J .  

34.  Ltr， M to E， Aug. 8，  1 870， i ll M EW 33:33. 
35. Nicolaievsky & M.- H . :  Karl M arx， 1 50， 1 54， 1 53. 
36. This  Iittle-Imown call1paigll is sketched in KMTR 2， Spec. Note J. 
37. S ee Chap. 4， Sec. 3-4.  
38.  T h e  criticisll1 refers to McLellan :  Karl  M a rx， 201 f;  for a n  a n tidote， see KMTR 

2 : 2 1 1 - 1 9. 
39. E: Cologne in Danger， NRZ， J u n e  1 1 ， 1 848， in M ECW 7 :69-7 1 ;  the extract is froll1 

7 1 .  
40.  M / E :  Arrests， NRZ， J u ly 4， 1 848， in M EW 5 : 1 65 [ MECW 7 : 1 76J .  
4 1 .  See New M ega 1 1 1 ， 3 : ] 485; the colonel is called “Friedrich Engels" by the editors; 

for ex. ，  see 3 : 1 3- 1 7. 
4 2 .  This  sumll1ary is m aillly based on H amll1en’s chapter on “The Septell1ber Crisis，" 

p. 272 011; see especially p. 307f， 3 4 9，389， 397. 
43.  M: Decree o f  Eichman n ’s， NRZ， Nov. 1 9， 1 848， in  M EW 6:32 I MECW 8 :38J. 
44.  E: Counterrevolutionary Plans i n  Berlin， NRZ， May 1 ，  1 849， ill MECW 9:371 

( M E W6 : 4 5 2 f1 .  
45.  E :  Rhen ish Congress o f  Municipalities， NRζ May 4， 1 849， in  M ECW 9:392f rev. 

a ftcr M EW 6:468. 
46.  E: H a n kcring for a State o f Seige， NRZ， May 6， 1 849， i n  M E、11' 6:471 {MECW 

9:402) .  
47.  Ladendorf: Hist .  Schlagwb.， 257. 
48. M / E :  To thε Workers o f  Colognc， NRZ， May 1 9， 1 849， in  MEW 6:519 [MECW 

9:467] .  For Engels' back-rcfcrcnce in 1884， scc E :  Marx & the NJ?Z， În MES、v
3 : 1 7 1  [MEW 2 1 :23].  

49.  M :  Class Struggles in  Francc， in  M E W  7 :9 1 ;  for the mistranslation in  MECW 
1 0 :  1 28， scc Spccial Notc D， Sec. 8. 

50. [\1: Class Strugglcs in Francc， in M ECW 1 0:88 [MEW 7 : 52] .  
5 1 .  Scc KMTR 2 :259-65 for a n  exposition of thc Addrcss; note the footnotc 011 p.  259. 

In ad ditioll ，  Special ì、fotc E of that vol umc surveys the claim tlmt Marx later 
rcpudiated the Addrcss. 

52. Sce K fV1TR 2:2081'. 
53.  M E :  Address to thc C L ，  ill l\ I ECW 1 0:286f [l\IEW 7:2531] .  
54.  δ ! E :  [ Review of]  “Lcs COllspiratcurs [ c tc.] ，" in the mllgazinc’s N o.4， in  MEW 

7:266 + [ M E C 、，V 1 0:31 1 + j .  
55.  I bid.， M E \V 7:275 I M I�C\V 10:320). 
56‘ I IJid. 
57. I bid. ，  ME、V 7:269 {MEC、V 1 0:3 14J .  
58.  I bid.，  M EW 7:27 l (M EC、γ 1 0 :3 1 61. 
5 9. Scc KMTR 2 :463， in connectioll ‘\，ith thc lu mpcnproletariat. The passa잉c itsclf is 

in MEW 7:2'72 [M EC\V 1 O:317J .  
60.  M E :  o p .  cit .  (nMe 54 a bove)， in M E\V 7:273 [MECW 1 0:31 8] .  
6 1 .  I bid.，  M E、11' 7:273f [M EC、V 1 0:31 8]. 
6 2. I bid.， M EW 7:274 [M EC、，V 1 0:3 1 9] .  
6 3 .  I bid.，  M E、，V 7:2751' [ i\l ECW 1 0 :320f].  
64. 0. Felix: M:u'x as Politiciun， 96; but this comes from the bottom o f  the marxological 

banel. 
65. 011 this problcm， scc bclow， Chap. 1 1 ， Sec. 2， p. 1 79n. 
66.  Ascribed to E: Lcttcr from Fra 
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68. E :  Peasant 、，vat. in Gcrmany， in MECW 10:469 [ME、，v 7:400J. 
69. I bid.， MEW 7:400f [MECW 1 0:4691]. 
70. See the reference to this aspect in Chap. 9， Scc. 2， p. 125. 
7 1 .  Rllscr: From P. Rliser’s Evidence， in MECW 38:551.  
72. This situation ‘vas touchcd on in Scc.  5 abovc， p. 160; for the backgroul1d， scc 

KMTR 2 : 78.  
73.  M :  Revelatiol1s Conc. thc Com. Trial， in  MEW 8:412 [MECW 1 l:402f]. This is  

how ì\Jarx quoted himself "verbatim" in an account writtcl1 two years later. The 
minutes o f  the  CC meeting give the  passage with essentially the  same content but 
with slightly different wording; see the text in MEW 8:598 [MECW 10:626]; cf. 
KMTR 2 :7 8  fn . 

74. This  is documcntcd in somc detail În KMTR 2 :604-06. 
75. Rllscr: From P. Rllser’s Evidence， in MEC、，v 38:552， 554. 
76. M: Revclations Conc. thc Com. Trial， in  l\iIEC、，v 1 1:445. 
77. M E :  Revicw， May to O ct.， in MEW 7:461 [MECW 10:530f). 
78. About the Ìnvention o f this definition of B1anquism by E. ßcrnstein， see Spccial 

Note ß， Scc. 1 .  
7 9 .  Ltr， M to  E， Oct. 1 9， 1 8 5 1 ，  in  MEW 27:365 [MECW 38:484]. 
80.  Ltr， M (0 E， Feb. 27， 1 852， in MECW 39 :50 [MEW 28:3이. 
8 1 .  E :  Late Trial at  Colognc， NYD T， Dec. 22， 1 852， in MECW 1 1 :389f. This articlc 

“’as included by Eleanor 1、:1:‘rx in RevolμtiOJ1 aml CounterrevolulÎoll În Gertml1l)’ when it 
was first published in book form， but i t  was not part o f  that series in the NYD T.  

82. M :  Attack o n  Franeis Joseph lete.j，  NYD T， Mar. 8 ，  1 853， in  MECW 1 1:513f. 
83 .  Ibid.， 5 1 5. 
84. M :  untitled art. [ Kossuth and Mazzini etc. j ，  NYDT， Apr. 4， 1853， in l\iIECW 

1 1 : 536. 
85. M :  Herr Vogt， in MEW 14:440 [MECW 17:811 .  
86. r이: Revelatîons Conc.  the Com. Trial， in  MECW 1 1  :446， 449. 
87. ME: Great Men o f  the Emig.， in MECW 1 1 :287 (MEW 8 :2951. 
88. Ltr， M to  E， May 6，  1 852， În l\iIEW 28:68 [MECW 3 9 : 1 0 1 1 .  
8 9 .  Ltr， E to  1\1 ，  May 7 ，  1 852， in l\IEW 28:70 39: ! 03J. 

1 1. MARX’s c.ιASS STRUGGLES JN FRANC.B‘ 

1 .  κ1: Class Struggles in France， in MECW 1 0:69， 72， 76. 
2 .  Ibid.， 77. 
3. M: Eighteenth Brumairε， in MECW 1 1 : 1 19， 1 80. 
4. 이:  Class  Struggles in France， În MEC、V 10:107. 
5. M: Eighteenth Brumaire， ìn l\lEC、V 11 : 181， 1240. The second cìtation is in a 

passage o mitted after the first editioll‘ 
6. M: Class Struggles in France， in MECW 10:131. 
7. M: Eighteenth Brumaire， in MECW 1 1 :179. 
8. See Chap. 6， p. 82f， ‘vith ref. notes 3 1 -3 4. 
9. M: Class S truggles in France， io MEC얘1 1 0 : 97， 98， 99.  

10.  I bid . ，  122.  
1 1 . Ib id . ， 9 8 .  
12. Ibid.， 69. 
13. See Chap. 5， p. 74， with ref. note 2 1 .  
1 4. T h e  three-part series “ Two Years of a Revolution "  was published unsigned i n  the 

Democratic Review for April to J une 1 850， covel"ing Sec. 1 (only) ofMarx’s work. τhe 
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passage discussed was published in the June  issue (Vol. 11 ，  p. 23). The whole has 
now been reprinted in l\1ECW 10 (see 1 0:368 for the passage)， with an unsuppOlied 
attribution to Engels. 

15. Schoyen: Chartist Challenge， 204. 
1 6. Ed n o te， MECW 1 0:680 n.260. 
1 7. Ltr， M to Weydemeyer， Mar. 5， 1 852， in MEW 28:504 1MECW 38:61 1. 
18.  M: Class Struggles in France， in M ECW 1 0:98. 
1 9. ibid.， 57. 
20. I bid.， 1 27. 
2 1 .  Blanc: 1848; H ist. Revelations， Chap. 14， p. 3 1 8-42 passim. Blanc wrote this 

English-language account a year before his French version， which was expanded as 
a whole but not in respect to this episode， which is told in virtually the same way in 
the Frcnch (Vol. 2， Chap. 1 6). 

12. T H E  SVCR EPISODE 

1 .  For  information on the  physical appearance of the document， see New Mega 1 ，  
1O:1080f. Of the  seven copies， four are held by the M oscow I M L， three by the 
Amsterdam I ISH.  The New Mega description， which we are following here， does 
not state l1at1y that the handwriting Ís Willich’s but qualifies with }'erll/lI/lich. 

2. My translation has been ll1ade froll1 the original French text in New Mega 1， 
1 0:568. (Cf. M ECW 1O:614f; ME、V 7:553f.) This original text can also be fOl1nd in 
Unfer tlem Ballller des MarxislIIlIs， Jg. l I ，  Heft 112 (4/5)， March 1 928， p. 141f， and in 
Rel'lIe Mar:dste (Paris)， No. 4， May 1 929. 1t was first published， by Ryazanov， in the 
Russian Bullefin of the Marx-Engels institute， Moscow-Leningrad， 1926， No. 1 ，  p. 
5 - 1 1 .  A facsill1i1e of the ol'Íginal docull1ent was publishcd in Das KOlllllllll/is/ische 
Mallifest， an cdition edited by Hermann Duncker (Berlin: VIVA， 1 927)， p. 73. 

3. Mayer: F.E.， Eine ßiographie， 2:9; English edition， 1 35. 
4. “ Marx-Engels et le B1anquisme，" i n  Cahiersdll BolchévislIle (Paris)， Numéro Spécial， 

March 14， 1 933， p. 45H. This erroneol1s text was quoted by Dotnll1anget (see note 
7 bclow)， 379， and by Plotkin in the otherwise vllluable article cited here (see note 
12 below)， 120; then quotcd fi'oll1 Plotkin in McLellan’s K，“rl Mar:c， 235. Nicolaievsh-y 
& M‘-H.:  Karl Marx， 209， is odd in that it quotes the French original correctly but 
mistl'anslates into English. 

5. On I-I arney and the Fratcrnal Dell1ocrats， see also Chap. 9， p. 141.  
6. Ltr， E t o  DI‘onke， July 9，  1851，  in  MEW 27:561.  
7.  Dommanget: ldées Polit. et Soc.， 3 8 1 ;  supplelllented by inforlllation li"Oll1 κlaitron’s 

D B M O F. 
8. S. BernsteÌn: Review of .lellinck， in ScÎcnce & SOcÎety， Sumll1cr， 1938， p. 426. 
9. Rosenberg: Delllocracy and Socialism， 140f. 

10. For the Illention of Paul de Flotte， see Chap. 9， Sec. 3， p. 129. 
1 1 . DOl11manget: Idées Polit. et Soc.， 382f. 
12‘ Plotkin :  Alliances des ß1anquistes • • .  ， 1 1 6- 1 9 . 
13. For l\lénard， see MECW 1 0:289; New Mega 1， 1 0:264， 872-75. 
14. DOl11mangct: Idèes Polit ct Soc.; 382. 
15. Sce Chap. 9， Scc. 6， p. 141 .  
1 6. See  Chap.  2， Sec. 4， p. 40 ， and especially Spccial Note ß， Scc. 4， p. 356f. 
17. ME:  Address to the CL in J UI1C 1 850， in MECW 10:371f; M :  Herr Vogt， i n  MEW 

14 :435， 453f IMECW 1 7:75， 94fj. See also the notes Ìn MEεW 1 0:682 n. 271 and 
1 7:546 n. 72. 



Notes 10 Pages 1 92-205 405 

18. ME:  Address 1:0 the CL in June 1850， in MECW 10:376f. 
1 9. M: Herr Vogt， in MECW 17:219. The old KarlMalX Clzrollik， 89， 1‘efers also to two 

sources inaccessible to me: NorddeutsclleFreiePresse， Apr. 1 9， 1 850， and the Vienna 
governmental archives， "H.P.-Akten ex 1850. Hamb. 26 IV." 

20. Bertrand: Histoire . . .  ， Vol. 2， Chap. 3. 
2 1 .  Ltr， M to Freiligrath， Jan. 1 1 ， 1 850， in MECW 38:225 [MEW 27:521， letler dated 

Jan. l 0] .  
22.  New Mega 1， 1 0:562， 1073; see also last note on 1 072. Cf. MECW 10:607， 706 

n.430. 
23. These four are named in the note， New Mega 1 ， 1 0 : 1073. 
24. New Mega 1 ，  1 0:566， 1 077; MEC、.，." 10:611，  706 n. 431.  
25.  Rumyantseva: Konrad Schramm， in Kandel， ed.: M&E und ιie  ersten prol. Rev.， 

408f. 
26. Ibid.，  4 1 1 . 
27. Written by Sebastian Seiler; published in Die Hornisse (Cassel)， Apr. 17， 1 850; qu. 

in New Mega 1 ，  1 0 : 1076. Cf. the paraphrase in MEW 7:642 which inserts the words 
“ Marx’s idea 0 (. • .  " ; but  these words are not in the newspaper report. 

28. DemocralÎc Review， May 1850; qu. in New Mega 1， 10 : 1 077. 
29. See below， Sec. 5， p. 207. 
30. On the political nature of the Blanquist tendency， see Chap. 9， Sec. 2， p. 125， and 

its ref. note 18. 
3 1 .  Translated from the French original in New Mega III， 3:79， or ME: Corr. (Fr.) 

2 :59. Cf. also MECW 38:235; MEW 27:532. 
32. Ltr， E to Schabelitz， Dec. 22， 1849， in J.\.1ECW 38:222 [MEW 27:519; New Mega 

III， 3:56]. 
33. See Chap. 10， Sec. 6. 
34. Ltr， Barth�lemy et aI. to ME， Oct. 7， 1850， in New Mega IU， 3 :654; this is the first 

publication of the complete French text. 
35. New Mega III，  3:89 or (with slight differences) MECW 10:484 [MEW 7:4151. 
36. The Iist of such changes is given in New Mega 111， 3 :874. 
37. See KMTR 2:603-06. 
38. Minutes of the CC of the CL， session of Sept. 1 5， 1850， in MECW 10:626f (MEW 

8:598f]. 
3 9. See KMTR 2:208n， 214n， 592， 602f， 605， 6 1 0-12. See also below， Special Note B， 

Sec. 4. 
40. Nicolaievsky & M.-H.: Karl Marx， 208. 
4 1 .  Ibid.， 209. 
42. See Special Note B， Sec. 3， p. 352f. 
43.  Nicolaievsky & M.-H.， 2 1 0. 
44. See above， Sec. 1， p. 186. 
45. Lehning: International Association， 199. 
46. Schraepler: HandwerkerbUnde， 372. On Schraepler， see also Special Note B， Sec. 5. 
47. Hunt: Polit. Ideas of M&E， 1 :249. 
48. ME:  Address to t h e  C L  in June 1850， in MECW 10:371 (MEW 7:306). 
49. See this chapter， Sec. 2， p. 192. 
50. Nicolaievsky & M.-H.， 209. 
5 1 .  ME:  Address to the CL in June 1850， in MEW 7:312 [MECW 10:3771. 
52. Wolfe: Marxism， 177， also 153 fn. 
53. See Special Note B， Sec. 3， p. 352f. 
54 
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55. Do0101anget: Idèes Polit. et  Soc.， 378. 
56. This was the for01ulation in the French edition of the biography by Nicolaievsky & 

M.-H.， clearer than the phrase used in the English edition: " international O1ilitant 
all iance" (p. 208). 

57. New Mega I II ，  3 :326-58; Bund d. Ko01.， 2 : 155-94. 
58. New Mega 1 ， 1 0 : 1080. 
59. Ltr， Bruhn to Schra0101， May 2， 1 850， in Bund d. Ko01.， 2 : 173. 
60 .  Ltr， 、，Y. Pieper， to E， D ec. 16 ， 1850，  in  New Mega III ，  3 :702. 
6 1 .  Ltr， M to E，  Dcc. 2，  1 850， in  MECW 38:246-49. 
62. New Mega 1 ， 1 0 : 1 08 1 .  
6 3 .  Plotkin: AIliances dcs Blanquistes， 120. 
64. M cLcllan :  Karl Marx， 236. 
65. Schraepler: Handwerkerbünde， 372; Hunt:  Polit. Ideas， 249. 
66. See this chapter， Sec. 1， p. 187. 
67. Re confidants， see Itr， Schram01 to M， Sept. 9， 1850， New Mega IIl ，  3:633， 1355. 

Re duels， see M :  Knight ofthe Noble Consc.， in MECW 1 2:492-96. Re ßarthêle01Y 
as second， see Lieblmecht’S O1e01oirs， În RemÎII. M&E， 1 13， or Liebknecht: ßiog. 
M em.， 106f. 

68. See Dommanget: Idêes Polit. et Soc.， 385; see also Itr， M to ßecker， Feb. 28，  1851 ，  
in  MEW 27:546 IMECW 38:310] .  

69.  See this  chapter， See. 1 ，  p. 1851: 
70. M :  Revelations Conc. the COIll. Trial， in MECW 1 1:445 [MEW 8:456fj. 
7 1 .  Nicolaievsky & M.-H.: Karl Marx (revised edition)， 460 n. 16. (These notes， added 

to this new edition， are by various hands; individual notes unsigned.) 
72. For the use of the  ter01 in  Marx’s “On the Jewish Question，" see KMTR 2 :594， 

also 592; for the 1850 usages， see ibid.， 253， 263. 
73. D rapcr: M.  and the Dict. of  the Prol.， 34， 36. 

13. REYERBERATIONS IN 1850: THE NDZ EXCHANGE 

1. E: Ten H ou lγ Question，  in MEC、V 10:275. 
2. Ibid.， 276. 
3. E: English Ten Hours’ BiIl， in MECW 10:298 [MEW 7:241 ] .  
4 .  Schraepler: Hand‘，verkel'bünde， 374. 
5. According to New Mega 1， 10 :1 175， date unspecified. 
6. E: Rapid progress of Commullism， in lVlEC、:V 4:232; see also 240. 
7. Ltr， 、，Yeydemeyer to 1\1， Apr. 30， 1846， În New Mega I H ，  1 :533. 
8. On Kriege， see KMTR 2 : 154， 4 1 9-22; see lllso the mention， above， in  Chap. 10， 

Sec. 1 ，  p. 147， and Sec. 2， p. 148f. 
9， Sce the ed notes in  MEC、V 38:580 11. 94 and New Mega HI，  2:643; al1d see E :  True 

Socialists， in M ECW 5:543. 
10. Goethe， “Totalitllt. " 
1 1 .  Ltr， E to M， Sept. 18， 1846， in MEW 27:47f [MECW 38:68 has a bad tl'ans，]. 
12. E :  True Socialists， in MEC、V 5:541f. 
13. The critique ofGrÜII was pali of the unpublished ms ofthe Germall ldeology， Vol. 2， 

Chap. 4; sec MECW 5:484. 
14. E.g.， Obermann: Joseph 、Veydemcyer， 77.
15. Ltr， LÜl1ing to M， July 1 6， 1 847， in New Mega lII，  2:346f. 
16. Ltr， Weydemeyer to M， June 15， 1850， in  New Mega I I I， 3:564. 
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1 7. Ltr， Dronke to E， Feb. 2 1 ， 1 850， in New Mega IU， 3:485. 
1 8. Ltr， Dronke to E， May ca. 7， 1 850， ibid.， 541 .  Cf. also Marx’s reference to 

“ philistine Lüning，" Itr to Weydemeyer， Apr. 30， 1852， in MECW 39:97 [MEW 
28:5201. 

1 9. Ltr， M to Weydemeyer， June 8， 1 850， in M ECW 38:237 [MEW 27:5341. 
20. See note 16 above. 
2 1 .  Mrs. Jenny M t。 、Veydemeyer， June ca. 20， 1850， in MEW 27:61 1 [MECW 

38:559f). 
22 .  Neue DeutscheZeitu1/g， June 22 ， 23， 25， 26 ， 1 850 .  
23. Ltr， M to Weydemeyer， June  27， 1 850， in  MEW 27:535 [MECW 38:238). 
24. Ltr， Dronke to E， Ju ly 3， 1 850， in New Mega 1 1 1 ， 3:573. See also Dronke’s report to 

the CC!CL， July 3， 1 850， ibid.， 574. 
25. Ltr， Weydemeyer to M， July 3 ， 1 850， in New Mega HI， 3:582. 
26. On the reference to theAbelUlpost， see M ECW 10:694 n. 346. 
27. Engels' work is entitled ‘The Campaign for the German Imperial Constitution" in 

κlECW 10:147. 
28. T h e  reference is to ME: Circular Letter of Sept. 1 7- 1 8， 1 879， section on “ The 

Manifesto of the Three Zurichers，" in MEW 34:401 .  
29.  The typographical error is noted i n  Andrèas: L e  Manifeste Communiste d e  M e t  E， 

330， item 196; in the appendix， see facsimile of flrst edition， p. 16. 
30. For E’s statement， see MEW 7:324 [MECW 10:388J. 
3 1 .  For locus lc， see Chap. 1 1， Sec. 2， p. 180. 
32.  See Chap. 8， p. 1 1 4. For the standard (Moore-Engels) translation of this passage， 

see MEC찌( 6:505f or MESW 1:12τ 
33. M :  Poverty of Philosophy， in MECW 6:212. 
34.  Cited from photocopy of NÐZ (see footnote， p. 221 ). The rest of LUning’s rejoinder 

dealt with Engels' statement. 
35. Ltr， Weydemeyer to M， July 3， 1 850， in New Mega III，  3:582. 

14. M O R E  REVERB ERATIONS 

1. Ltr， Miquel to M， summer 1850， in New Mega HI， 3:592f. 
2. M o m msen:  J.M.， 1 :49，  40f， 51 .  
3.  The  title page read， after the title: “ Von Tellering. Cöln， 1 850. Gedruckt auf 

Kosten und im Selbstverlage des Verfassers" (By Tellering. Cologne， 1 850. Self­
published by the author at his own expense). There were 32 pages. Only one copy 
is known to exist， held by the Amsterda m  IISH. 

4. See， for ex.， M :  Herr Vogt， in MECW 17:69， 312f. 
5. See note， MECW 6:680 n. 124. 
6.  For E’s articles， see MECW 6:291 ;  for M ’s essay， ibid.， 3 12.  
7. Schapper (probable a uthol'): Einleitung， in Kommll1tistisclle 2장'tschr.젠� trial number， 

Sept. 1 847， reprinted in Bund d. Kom.， 1 :507. 
8. Heinzen: Die  Helden des teutschen Kommunismus， 98;  qu. in GrÜllberg， ed.: 

Londoner Kommunistische Zeitschrift [etc.)， 44 fn. 
9. Ltr， E to V. Adler， Jan 9，  1 895， in MEW 39:372. 

10. Ibid. 
1 1 . Besides Tellering’s pamphlet， see Itr， E to Müller-Tellering， Feb. 7，  1 850， in MEW 

27:522 [MECW 38:227fJj M to same， Mar. 12， 1850， in MEW 27:525f [MECW 
38:229fJ; see also note， MEW 27:675 n. 407. 
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12.  Ltr， M to Müller-Tellering. Jan. 1 ，  1 850， in M EW 27:520 (MECW 38:2231. 
13. Ltr， E to Weydemeyer， Apr. 25， 1 850， in MEW 27:530f (MECW 38:2341. 
14. W.B.: Eduard von M.-T.， 178. 
15. M üller-Tellering: 、'orgeschmack， 19. 
1 6. Ltr， M to Weydemeyer， Apr. 30，  1 852 ，  in M EW 28 :519  (MECW 39:961. 
17. Ltr， M to Cluss， mid-May 1852， in M EW 28:521 (MECW 39: 1 051 .  
1 8. See above， Chap. 1 0， p. 1 66. 
19. Minutes of CC/CL， Sept. 1 5， 1 850， i n  M EW 8:599 (MECW 10:6281. 
20. See Chap. 1 0， Sec. 6. 
2 1 .  M: Revelations Conc. the Com. Trial， especially Chap. 6， in MEC씨， 1 1 :445. 
22. D rahn， 27f for the intro. to the documents， which are on p. 28f and 30-34. 
23. Forderungen des Volkes ( 1850-51 )， in Drahn， 28f. 
24. For the Manifesto， see MEC、，V 6:485; E: Conditìon of the Working Class in 

England， in MEC까' 4:468; m M: Capital， Chap. 13. 
25. Verhaltungsmassregeln filr den Bund vor， während und nach der Revolution， (B) 

Massregeln beim Ausbruch und während der Revolution; in Drahn， 30-34. 
26. Ltr， M to E， Feb. 10， 1 851 ，  in MEW 27: 1 83 (MECW 38:284). 
27. Ltr， M to E， Mar. 3 1 ， 1 85 1 ，  in  MEW 27:226 (MECW 38:323). 
28. On the fate of these letters， see the note in  Easton: August 、Villich， M and 

Left-Hegelian Socialism， 1 16 fn. 
29. Ltr， E to M， Mar. 1 9， 1 85 1 ，  in MEW 27:222 (MECW 38:3201 .  
30. Ltr， E to Dronke， July 9， 1 8 5 1 ，  in  MEW 27:561 (MECW 38:3821. 
3 1 .  M: Knight of the Noble Consc.， in M ECW 12:504 (MEW 9:514J.  See al80 Engels' 

statement， ibid.， 500 (490fl. 
32. M: Herr Vogt， in MEW 14:443 (MECW 1 7:831 .  
33. E: On H ist  of the  C L， in  MES、V 3 : 1 86. 
34. See Chap. 1 2， Sec. 2， p. 192. 
35. Umrisse des kommenden Kriegs; in  NelV- YorkerStaatszeitullg， Sept. 6， 1851. 
36. Ltr， M to E， Sept. 23， 1 85 ] ，  in  MEW 27:348 (MECW 38:464 1 .  
37. Ib id.， 350f(466f(. 
38. Ltr， E to M， Sept. 2 6， ] 8 5 ] ，  in  MEW 27:353 (MECW 38:46911. 
39. On Eccarius’ relations with Marx， see KMTR 2 :644-46. 
40. Eccarius: The Last Stage of Bourgeois Society， in New Mega 1 ，  ] 0 :639. 
4 1 .  In  this connection， see KMTR 1 :403ε 
42. Ltr， M to E， Dec. 9， 1 851，  in MEW 27:384 (MECW 38:508). For a previous 

reference to this passage， see Chap. 6， Sec. 5， p. 88. 
43. Ltr， E to M， Dec. 1 0， 1 851，  in MEW 27:385f IMECW 38:509). 
44. J>roudhon: Idêe Gênêrale， page v-vii. 
45. I bid.， page vi. 
46. Ltr， E to M， Dec. 1 1 ， 1 8 5 1 ，  in  MEW 27:387 (MEC‘V 38:5 1 1 1. 
47. J>roudhon: Idêe Gênêrale， 182， I'\!peated on 186f. 
48. J>roudhon: Carnets， 4 : 1 1 8， dated Dec. 7， 1 850. 
49. E: Real Causes ( etc. l ，  in Notes 10 the People， No. 50 (Vol. 2， p. 977)， Apr. 10， 1 852. 

(MEC、，V 1 1 :218  here 
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15. FROM 찌'EYDEMEYER TO VOGT 

1 .  Scc Chap. 13，  Sec. 2， p. 216.  
2. For 씨Icydemeyer’s life， see Obermann: Joseph Weydemeycr (which unfortunately 

reads like a long note in the Great SovÎet Encyclopedia) and the sketch by Pospelova in 
Kandel， ed. :  M&E u. d. èrst. prol. Rev.， 2 6 1 .  

3.  Andreas: Le Manifeste Communiste [etc.]，  30. 
4. Ltr， M to Weydemeyer， Oct. 1 6， 1 8 5 1 ，  in  MECW 38:481 [MEW 27:58 1 1 J. 
5. Andrêas: Le Manifeste Communiste [etc. ) ，  3 1 .  
6 .  For t h e  Eccarius syndrome， see KMTR 2:650 fn. 
7. See Chap.  3， Sec. 1 ，  p .  4 6 .  
8 .  S'.�e MECW 39:25-52 passim， and the notes， ibid.， 603-04 n .  55， 66 .  
9. Ltr， M to  Weydemeyer， Mar. 5， 1 852， in MEW 28:508 [MECW 39:651.  

10. Ibid.， 507f(62f]. 
1 1 .  For Cluss’s articIe， see MEC、N 12:627; cf. notes， MEW 28:701 n. 3 1 0  and MEC、v

39:607 n. 88.  
12 .  Sce Chap.  8， Sec.  1 .  
13. See Chap. 12， Sec. 6. 
14. For a summary， sec Mehring: Karl Marx， 307-09， 3 1 2-24， or McLeIlan: K.M.， 

3 1 0- 15 .  
1 5. McLelIan:  Karl Marx， 3 1 5. 
16. Vogt: Mein Prozess， prefacc; see also p. 1381; 140， 183. 
17. Q u .  in 1\1: Herr Vogt， in ME、V 14:389 (MECW 17:281. 
18. Vogt: Mein Prozess， 136. 
1 9. M:  Herr Vogt， in MEW 14:615 [MECW 1 7:260). 
20. Q u .  in M: Herr Vogt， in MEW 14:389 IMECW 17:291; the passage is in Vogt: 

Mein Prozess， Parl: 3， p. 31f. 
2 1 .  Q u .  in M: Herr Vogt， in MEW 14:404 [MECW 17:44]. 
22. M: Herr Vogt， in MEW 14.548 [MEC、N 17: 191 ) .  
23. WilIiam Vogt: Vied’u n  Homme， 124， 1 25. 
24. M:  Gatherings from the Press， Das Volk， July 16， 1859， in ME、V 13:654 IMECW 

16:634J. Actually， this is part of a quotation inside the quote from l(inkel. 
25. Heinzen : Erlebtes， 2 :414，  4 1 6. 

16. THE MANY DICT A TORSHIPS O F  MOSES HESS 

1 .  Cornu :  M.H. et la Gauche Hégélienne， 1 05. 
2. See  K MτR 1:440f. 
3. Silberner: M.H.， 359. 
4. Ibid.， 363f， 368. 
5. Cf. KMTR 1 :640. 
6. Ltr， M to E ，  June 2， 1 860， in MEW 30:61 .  
7. Qu.  in Hirsch: Denker und Kiimpfer， 93ε 
8. Silberner， 369. 
9. Ibid.， 373. 

10. Ibid.， 335， 345， 3 67f. 
1 1 . Ibid.， 4 5 1 .  
12 .  Ibid.， 453. 
13.  Ibid.， 454. 
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14. I bid.， 447f. 
15. lbid.， 466. Hess’s pamphlet was titlcd: Ober sozial애konomische Rcformen. 
1 6. I bid.， 508. 
17. See Chap. 7， Sec. 4， p. 1 02. 
18. S i lberner， 5 1 9， 522. 
19 .  I bid.， 529f. 
20. Ibid.， 532.  
2 1 .  I bid.， 520f. 
22.  I bid.， 538. 
23. I bid.， 368. 
24. I bid.， 358 fn. 
25. I bid.， 5421". 
26. H ess: Rome and Jerusalem， 5 1 .  
27. I bid.， 7 5 ，  4 5 ，  1 64 .  
28. I bid . ， 48 ，  5 0 f， 84 .  
29 .  I bid.， 74 ，  5 7 ， 5 9 ， 6 1 ， 74 .  
30 .  I bid.， 4 0 ，  8 0， 8 5 ，  226 .  
3 1 .  I bid.， 68f， 148. 
32. I bid.， 1 59. 
33. I bid.， 167f. 
34. I bid.， 1 68， 1 69， 259f. 
35. Silberncr: M.H.，  4761; 496-98， 505f. . 
36. Silbcrncl'， 514잉 Jtr， M to Schwcitzcr， J a n. 1 6， 1 865， in M E W  3 1 :444. 
3 7. Silbcrncr， 571 . 
38. Articlc by H ess publishcd Oct. 1 0， 1 868; qu. in Silbcrncr， 576. 
39. Silbcl'Ilcr， 586， 5 79-83. 
40. I bid.， 590f. 
4 1 .  1 bid.， 595. 
42. I bid.， 633. 

lí. THE SEC’ON D  P E R I O D  OF T H E  ‘ ÐICTATORSH lP 

OF TH E P R O LET.A. R ’ AT’ 

1 .  Lir， M 10 Frciligrath， Fcb. 29，  1 860， in !\'1 E、，V 30:489f. 
2. 1\1 :  Civil War in Francc， in M ES、，y 2:210， 2 1 3， 239. 
3. l lJìd.， 228r. 
4. E: 1 ntro. to M�l!‘X’s εi\'iI War În Francc， in M ESW 2 : 1 86 1MEκ 22: 195fj， 
5. I bid.， 1 87 [ 1 9껴. 
6. Ltr， M to Bccsly， Ocl. 1 9， 1 870， În  1\1[<:: Sd. COI'I'.， 250. 
7. κ101n31': Dcclín dc la Prcm‘ I n tlc.， 2 1 8. 
8. E: Bllkuuinists at 、.Vork， in l\1 E、V 18:48잉. 
9. E: S…:ial Qucs. i!l 었ussia‘ in M ESW 2:396 !ME、ν 18:566J. 

‘ O. lhid.， 398 1567J.  
1 1 . Ltr， E to Bl'dH:r， Dcc. ì 2， 1 878‘ in  j、lE씨， 3.:1:366. 
1 2. H.: Karl M3!'X. I n íerview . . .  (ClIÍ. 앙μ시l‘ T!'ibulle of.J 1111. :-， 1879)， pamphlct rcprint， 

p . 24. 
13. Ltr， E 10 BCl'nstcin， Aug. 2 7 ，  1 883， in M E\γ 36:55. 
14. L‘r， E to Bcbcl， June 6， 1 884，  in M E、V 36:160. 
1 5. Ltr， E to Lllfllrgue， May 19， 1891，  in E & Lafargucs: Corr. 3:66 (Frcnch cditio!l‘ 3: 

54[). 



16. Ltr， E to Laura Laf김rgue， May 3， 1 892， ibid.， 3:172. 
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17. Lπ'， M to Freiligrath， Fèb. 29， 1 860， in MEW 30:490. 
18. Ibid.， 495. 
19. M: Civil War in Franc옥 in MESW 2:2191; 223. 
20. Ltr， M to Domela Nieuwenhuis， Feb. 22， 1 881，  in 1\표W 35:1 6O. 
2 1 .  μok back， for examplκ to Engels in 1앓0: see Chap. 10， S앉. 7， p. I64. 
22. Arendt: On Revolution， 261 and note on 324. The passage she quotes fi때n Marx 

can be found at .MEW 7:252 IMECW 10:짧5 01' MESW 1 :183]. 
23. This point is emphasized in KMTR 2:38l; 358， and elsewhere; see also above， 

Chap. 8， p. 1 13. 
24. See }α1TR 2 :392-95. 
25. see Chap. 8， p. 113; Chap. 1 1， Sec. 2， p. 180. 
26. M: Civil War in France， in M않W 2:224， 226， 220， 222. 
27. M: First Draft， in ME: \Vrit on Par. Com.， 162. 
28. Ibid.， 146， 151， 1 59f; Second Draft， 190. 
29. Ibid. (First Draft)， 151. 
30. Lichtheim: Marxism， 1l8f: 
3 1 .  M: Civil War in Francξ in M앓W 2:219-28 passim. 
32. lbid.， 221. 
33. Ibid.， 223， 227. 
34. M: First Draft， in ME: Writ. on P3I'. Com.， 130. 
35. lbid.， 147， on National Guard; on Veκailles Assembly， see 1 07， 1 15-18， 132-36， 

145， 1 86f; on related matters， see also 152-54， 16Of. 
36. See Chap. 8， p. 1 13. 
3τ E: Progr입m ofthe Blanquist Ref.， in MEW 18:529 fMESW 2:381). 
38. Da Costa: 1싫 Blanquistes， 33. 
39. Ibid.， 34. 
40. Ibid.， 37f. 
4 1 .  Cole: Hist. of Socialist Thought， 2:166. 
42. Dommanget: Blanq띠 (1924)， 27 fu; M잃00: BIanqui and Communism， 509. 
43. G. Da Costa: La Commune Vécue， 1:312， 3261; 252， 3-37. 
44. From the debate in the Commune， as quoted in Edwa떠s: Communnrds of Paris， 

87， 89. 
45. Koechlin: Die Pariser εommune， 125í 
46. Lissagaray: Hist. of the Commune， 243. 
47. Qu. in Edwards: Communards ofParis， 92. 
48. Qu. in Lissagaray， 287; also in Edwards， 93í 
49. M: Notebook on Paris Commune， Press Excerpts， Apr.-May， 150. 

18. 까1ARX AND THE BLANQUISTS AFI휩R TI용E εOMMUNE 

1. Da Costa: Les Blanquistes， 17. 
2 Ibid.， 18t: See above， Chap. 9， Sec. 2， p. 126. 
3. S. Bernstéin: A. Blanqu� 293. 
4. Ibid.， 303-05. 
5. Ltr， 1\1 to E， Sept. 25， 1 868， in MEW 32:] 65‘ 
6. See the summmγ of B!anqui’s vicws on this 빠iαt HI S. Bemsteìn: A. Blllnqui， 

305-07. 
7. For these changes， see MECW l1:HOn and 183n. Neither MεW nor l\엠끊W t.따‘엉 

note ofthe edition changes. 



412 Notes 10 Pages 280-293 

8.  M:  Preface to Eighteenth Brumaire， in MESW 1 :395. 
9. E: Program of the Blanquist Ref.， in ME、，V 18:529 [MESW 2:381 ). 

1 0. For a little-known account of Marx’s refugcc-aid work， sce Czobel & Kahn， Part 2， 
p. 3 l  on .  

1 1 . Dommangct: Idées Polit. et Soc.， 393f. 
1 2. I bid. ，  1 7 1 .  
1 3. E:  I ntro. t o  Marx’s Civil War i n  France， i n  MESW 2 : 1 86. 
1 4. Sce Dommanget: Idées Polit. et Soc.， 391 ，  395f， and editor’s Aftenvord in E & 

Lafargues: Corr. 3:497. 
1 5. Dommanget: Les Blanquistcs dans l'Intle.， 142. 
1 6. Longuet: Marx et la Commune， 7 1 .  
1 7. Scc the Biblio. undCl' titlc. 
1 8. This pamphlct is given in full in Da Costa: Les B1anquistcs， 44-5 1 ;  also in Louise 

Michel: La Communc， 4 13-23， whcre it is datcd. 
] 9. Ltr， E to Sorgc， Nov. 1 6， 1 872， in M EW 33:538. 
20. Scc locus 7a， Chap. 1 9， p. 297. 
2 1 .  On Postgate， scc Chap. 2， Sec. 3， p. 36f. 
22. E: Program of the Blanquist Rcf.， in ME、V 1 8:532， 534f [MES、;v 2:384， 386) .  
23. internationalc et Révolution， 5. 
24. Q u .  in Guillaume: I’Intcrnationalc， 2:328. 
25. Q u .  in Da Costa: Lcs B1anquistcs， 48f. 
26. Intcrnationale et Révolution， 1 1 . 
27. Cluscret: I n tlc. ct 13 Dictature， 7-8. 
28. Maitron， cd.: Dic!. Biog. du M.O.F.， Vol. 5; Ncw Mcga 1 ，  22: 1497 (lndcx). 
29. Ltr， M to Sorgc， May 29， 1 872， in MEW 33:481 .  
3 0. FOI' thc  full titlc and  data， scc Biblio. 
3 1 .  A la Classe Ouvrièrc， 1 1 .  
32. Ibid. ，  1 4. 

19 .  MARX A N D  ENGELS I N  THE SECOND PERJO D  

1 .  Karl r써arx， C‘lronik scines Lcbells， 450. 
2. Ltr， Vermersch to Vuillaumc， Sept. 4， 1 873， in Vuillaumc， 57f. 
3. Ltr， E to Liebkllccht， Dcc. 15， 1 871 ，  in ME、V 33:360. 
4. Samc， Nov. 4， 1 871， in MEW 33:306. For more， see also ME、V 33:344f， 377， 688. 
5. E: Program of the B1anquist Ref.， in ME、V 18:530 IMES、V 2:3821. 
6. Ltr， G uillaume to  Jeanneret， Jan. 17， 1 872， in Jean neret: La Correspondance du 

l’eintrc G. Jeanneret (see Biblio.). 
7. For this letter， sce the article on 、1ermersch in Maitroll’s DBMOF， 9:299. 
8. 、1ermcrsch: La Dictature， cspecially p. 5 ， 4 ，8 .  
9 .  Ibid. ，  espccially p. 13， 1 5f. 

10 .  Vermersch: La Société Secrête， 14t: (Incidentally， Maitron's DB1Vl0F is mistaken in 
stating that this pamphlet was planned but ncver published.) For the Interna­
tional’s exposé， sec ME:  Alliance of the Soc. Dem. letc . l .  

1 1 . 、Termersch: Le Droit au Vol， 16. 
12 .  Citations here are froll1 the English original as reprintcd， with my intro.， În New 

Politics， SUll1lller 1 963， 1 30-32 IMEW 17:432f1. 
13. Ltr， Jenl1y Marx (Mrs. Longuet) to Kugellllann， Oct. 3， 1871 ，  repr. in English 

original in Labouf MOllthly， 1\'1ar. 1 957， "Marx Falllily Letters，" p. 127 Il\1EW 
33:683 1 .  



Notes 10 Pages 293-308 413 

14. See note 1 2  above. 
15. Venturi: Roots of Revolution， 453f. 
16. M: Indifferencc to Political Affairs， in ME: Scritti Italiani， 99 (MEW 18:3001. 
17. See Chap. 1 1 ，  Sec. 1， p. 1 75. 
18. Puech: Lc Proudhonisme dans 1 ’'A.I.T.， 139; thc quotation is from Puech’s 

paraphrase. 
1 9. Testut:  Le Livre BIeu， 225. 
20. See Chap. 18， p. 283. 
2 1 .  E: Housing Question， in MEW 18:266 rev. from MESW 2 :355. 
22 .  Ibid.， MEW 18:267f rev. from MESW 2:356. 
23. On the Chartists， sce Chap. 8， Sec. 2， p. 1 14. 
24. E: Housing Question， in MEW 18:282 [MESW 2 :3701.  
25. For the original publication， scc Goslldarstvenllost iAllarkhiya (Biblio.); it is citcd here 

from theArchives BakOll1ltlle (French version). In the notes below， the pagination ofthe 
frrst edition is givcn in parcntheses after that of the new edition. 

26. M: Conspect on Bakunin’s Book， in MEW 18:597-642. 
27 .  Sec Chap.  7， Sec. 1， p. 93f. 
28. Bakunin: Statism and A narchy， 312f (2 1 5). 
29. In Bakunin， op. cit，  346 (279)， translated from the French version. In M: Conspect， 

in ME、N 18:635. 
30. In Bakunin， op. cit.， 347 (280). In  M: Conspect， MEW 18:636. 
3 1 .  M :  C onspect， in MEW 18:636. 
32.  In Bakunin， op. cit.， 346 (248). In M: Conspect， MEW 18:630. 
33 .  M: Conspect， in MEW 18:630. 
34. Ibid.， 634. 
35.  In Bakunin， op. cit.， 346 (2780- In M: Conspect， MEW 18:634. Bakunin’s wording 

is slightly differen t  from the paraphrase but the sense is the same. 
3 6. In Bakunin， op. cit.， 346 (2780. 
37. O n  the Blanquist pamphlet， see Chap. 18， Sec. 3 ，  p. 283 and Sec. 4， p. 285f. 
38. For passages from the article， see the following end-notes: Chap. 9. note 4 1 ;  Chap. 

10， note 1 ，29; Chap. 18， note 9 ，2 2 ;  Chap. 19， note 5. 
39. A d efective translation， quite inaccessible， appeared in the “ Enlarged Edition" of 

M ’s Cir’'Ìl War ÎIl Frame pubIished by Kerr in 1 934. 
40 .  E: Program of the Blanquist Ref.， in MEW 18:529 [MESW 2 :381J .  
4 1 .  Ibid. 
42. M :  Critique of the Gotha Program， in MEW 19:27 [MESW 3 :25].  
43. Ibid . ， 31 [28J. 
44. Ibid.， 28 [25] .  
45. Ibid. ，  2 8  [26). 
46. Ibid. ，29f[27J .  
47. This  is  the translation in M ES찌， 3:26. 
48. M: Critique of thc Gotha Program， in MEW 19:29 [MESW 3:27J.  

20.  T H E  THIRD PERIOD O F  THE ‘ DICTATORSHIP 
OF THE PROLETARIAT' 

1.  Bottigelli’s intro. to the EngelslLafargues Correspondence in the French edition 
σ :xxiii) is here cited from the English edition， 3:503， where it is plinted as an 
Afterword. 

2. Ibid.， 3 :503 (French ed.，  l :xxii). 
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3. Lafargue: Parliamentarianism and Boulangism， reprinted in Labollr MOlltlzι 375. 
4. Ibid.， 377. 
5. Ltr， E to Kautsky， Dec. 13， 1 890， in  MEW 37:522; see also Itr， E to Frankel， Dec. 

25， 1890， in MEW 37:53 1 .  
6 .  Ltr， E t o  Schmidt， Oct. 27， 1 890， i n  MEW 37:493 IMES、11' 3:494j. 
7. See， for ex.， Itr， E to Kautsky， Feb. 1 1 ， 1891 ，  in MEW 38:34. 
8. Ltr， E to Sorge， Jan.  1 7， 1891 ，  in MEW 38:12.  
9. Ltr， E to Kautsky， Feb. 23， 1 89 1 ，  in  MEW 38:40，41 .  

10. Ltr， M to Sorge， Sept. 1 9， 1879， i n  MEW 34:413f. 
1 1 . Ltr， E to Lafargue， Feb. 1 0， 1891 ，  in E/Lafargues: Corr. 3:29f. 
1 2. Steno. Berichte/V.d.R.， Feb. 28， 1891，  p. 1 798. 
13. I bid.， 1805. 
14. Steno. Berichte/V.d.R.， Apr. 2 1 ， 1 8 9 1 ，  p. 2475f. 
15. Ibid.， 2475. 
1 6. Dominick: 、N. Liebknecht， 401 ; see also similar statement on 243， unreferenced 

however. 
17. W. Liebknecht: No Compromise letc. l ，  in 01/ tlze Political Posilioll ojSocial-Democracy， 

78f. 
18. E: Intro， to M’s Class Struggles in France， in MESW 2:186 (MEW 22: 196]. 
19. Ibid.， 187 [ 1 97 1 .  
20 .  Ibid. 
2 1 .  See Chap. 2， Sec. 3 ，  p. 39. 
22. See Chap. 17， Sec. 2. 
23. E: I ntro， to Ms Class Struggles in France， in MESW 2:187f (MEW 22:197f). 
24. Ibid.， 188 [ 1 98J. 
25. Ibid.， 189(199). 
26. Ibid.， 1 89， slightly revised after MEW 22:199. 
27. Ltr， E to Kautsky， June 29， 1891 ，  in ME、N 38:125. 
28. E: Critique of the Etfurt Program， in MEW 22:234 (MES、.v 3:434J. 
29. Ibid.， 235 [4351 .  
30 .  Cf. Jaurès: Etudes Socialistes， Preface， p.  LXIY. 
3 1 . Guerin: Luttes de Classes sous la Prem. R�p，  1:40; see also 1 :38-41 and 2:4� 6f 

footnote. Guerin repeated the idea in his Jeullesse du Socialisms Lib.， 38. 
32. See， for ex.， Special Note C， Sec. 1. 
33. See the minutes of Jan. 23 and June 4 ， 1872， in  GCFI 5:87， 2 1 5. 
34. Ltr， M to Weydemeyer， Mar. 5， 1852， in MEW 28:504. 
35. Ltr， E to M， Sept. 26， 1851， in MEW 27:353 or  MECW 38:470. 
36. Jaures: Etudes Socialistes， page LXUI; Guerin: Jeunesse du Socialisme Lib.， 38 

fn. 
37. Lenin: State and Revolution， in his ColI. Wks.， 25:445. 
38. Lenin: On the Slogan for a U.S. of Europe， ibid.， 21 :342. 
39. M: Critique of the Gotha Program， in MEW 19:29 [MESW 3:27). 
40. E: Reply to G. Bovio， in ME: Corrisp. con Ital.， 414 [MEW 22:280]. 
4 1 .  E: Future Ital. Revolution， in ME: Corrisp. con Ital.， 519 [MESW 3:455; MEW 

22:441 J .  
42.  Johnstone， 461 .  The  quotation i s  from my articIe， “ The  Death of the State in  

M&E，" 301 .  
43 .  E: Critique of the EtfUli Program， in  MEW 22:235 [MESW 3:435]. 
44. The selections from Yoden’s “Talks with Engels" in Rel11illiscellces oj M &ε 325-3 
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45. Voden: Na zare “Legalnogo Marksizma，“ 94f; translation from the Russian by 
Ernest Haberkern of the Center for Socialist History. 

SPECIAL NOTE A .  
MARXOLOGISTS AT WORK 

1.  For my comments on this aspect， see Foreword， KMTR 1 :20f. 
2. Lenin:  State and Revolution， in his ColI. 、7Vks.， 25:402. 
3. Short title for Lenin’s brochure: The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade 

Kautsky. 
4. Lenin :  Proi. Rev. and Reneg. K， in his Coll. Wks.， ..:8:233. 
5. Lenin :  Two Tactics l etc. ] ，  in his ColI. Wks.， 9 : 130-40. 
6. For these Marx articles， see Chap. 4， Sec. 3. 
7. Kautsky: Diet， of the Proletariat， 42-44 ， 1 40， trans， slightly revised. 
8. Kautsky: Soc. Democracy vs. Com.， 3 8-40 .  
9 .  For the  writings by  these two men， see Biblio. Hillquit’s book From Maκx to LellÎII 

was the most important social-democratic treatment of the question. Both of these 
contributions will be discussed in another work (see Foreword). 

10. D ieh l，44. 
1 1 .  I bid.， 46. 
1 2. Avineri; Soc. & Polit. Thought of  K.l\1.， 204. 
13. The first reading is given by Berlin’s 2d edition， p. 1 72-74， the second reading by 

the 4th edition， p. 1 37-39. 
1 4. Calvez，498f. 
15. Carr: Bolshevik Revolution 1 9 1 7- 1 923， 1 : 1 5 1 ，235. 
16. Carr: Karl l\1arx， 82 fn. 
17. Caute， ed.: Essential Writings o f Kl\1.， 2 1 7，220. 
18. See Chap. 2， Sec. 3. 
1 9. Cole: Hist， of  Socialist Thought， 2:250. 
20. Duncan: l\1arx and l\1i11， 179， 170. 
2 1 .  Fetscher， ed.: Grundbegriffe [etc. 1， 105-07; see Special Note D， Sec. 2. 
22 .  Gay: Dilemma of  Dem. Socialism， 248. 
23. See end of Chap. 6， p. 9 1 .  
24. Hook:  l\1arx and the l\1arxists， 33. 
25. R. N. C. Hunt:  l\1arxism， Past and Present， 1 41-43. Hunt: Guide to Communist 

Jargon， 62， makes a similar statement but omits Engels. 
26. R. N. C. Hunt:  Theory and Practice of Com.， 72. 
27. Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences， 1 4:202. 
28. Landauer: European Socialism， 1 :168; see also 1 69-72. 
29. See Special Note D，  Sec. 5， p. 380. 
30. Le맘 Tyranny of  Concepts， 177. 
3 1 .  Lichtheim: Marxism， 1 24，87，372;  ct: also 125-28. 
32. McLellan:  Thought of Kl\1.， 202. 
33. Sanderson: Interp. o f  the Polit. Ideas [etc.]， 86，98 (these are the bare mentions). 
34. Schapiro: CPSU， 205. 
35. rime， Feb. 23， 1 948，  p.  32. 
36. l\1arx: The Gotha Program [andJ “Did Marx En?" by D e  Leon; first printing 

1 922， by N ad. Exec. Com. of SLP. This statement is on p. 7. 
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SPECIAL NOTE B. 
FABRICATlON OF A FABLE: 
THE “MARX-BLANQUIST" MYTH 

1.  See especially Chap. 2， Sec. 3;  Chaps. 9-1 0 ;  Chap. 17，Sec. I ;Chap. 18. 
2. Hook: Towards the Und. of K.M.， 43 fn. 
3. See the Bibliography under Bernstein. 
4.  Gay: Dilemma of Dem. Socialism， 314  (where the English edition is listed). 
5. M: Zur Kritik der Hegelschen Rechtsphilosophie- Einleitung， in MEW 1:378 + 

o r M E C W3 . 1 7 5 + .  
6.  Spitzer， 1 66，67， 1 02.  
7 .  Bernstein: Voraussetzungen [etc.J， 28f. 
8. Ibid.， 28. 
9. 11 is from Marx’s speech at the Sept. 15， 1 850 split meeting of the CC/CL， quoted in 

Chap. 10， Sec. 7， p. 166. 
10. Bernstein: Voraussetzungen [etc.J， 29. 
11. Marx’s formulation: “ it is our interest and our task to make the revolution 

permanent， u n t i l  • . . " (MEW 7:247for MECW 10:281). 
12. Gay: Dilemma of Dem. Socialism， 223f. 
13. Bernstein: Voraussetzungen [etc.J， 29. 
14. ln the Biblio.， see Deville: Gracchus ßabeuf und die Verschwôrung der Gleichen. 
15. ME: Com. Manifesto， Sec. 1 1 1 ， 2 (MEW 4:489 or MECW 6:514). 
16. Ibid. 
17. A page of Marx’s Draft Plan for Section III is extant; see MEC、V 6:576. 
1 8. M: Com. Manifesto， Sec. II (MEW 4:481 or MECW 6:505). 
19. See Chap. 9， Sec. 2 (for social composition); Special Note C (on terrorism). 
20.  Bernstein: Voraussetzungen [etc.]， 3 1 .  
2 1 .  Ltr， M t o j .  P .  Becker， Feb. 26， 1862 (MEW 30:61 9); cf. KMTR 1:13. 
22. Dan: Les Socialistes Russes et la D. du P.， 10. 
23. Martov: Marx and the D. of the P.， 63. 
24. Lichtheim: Marxism， 124. 
25. See Chap. 12， Sec. 2 .  
26 .  Lichtheim: Marxism， 125. 
27. Lichtheim: Short History of Socialism， 56. 
28. Lichtheim: Marxism， 125. 
2 9. See KMTR 2， Spec. Note E， which is specifically about the March Address. 
30. For the references and further details， see KMTR 2:610. 
3 1 .  Lichtheim: Marxism， 125 fn. 
32. See note 9 above. 
33. Lichtheim: Mar::ism， 126. 
34. For this passage， see MEW 7:250 or MECW 10:283. 
35. Lichtheim: Marxism， 127. 
36. Re the abandonment of “Communism， " see Lichtheim: Origins of Soc，  87， 209; 

Short Hist， ofSoc， 54. Re worker-peasant revolution， see Lichtheim: Origins of 
S o c ， 208. 

37. Lichtheim: From Marx to Hegel， 85. 
38. For Marx’s sally “1 am no Marxist，" see KMTR 2:5-1 1 .  
39. Wolfe: Marxism， 151. 
40. See above， Sec. 2， p. 346. 
4 1 .  Wolfe: Marxism， 153. 
42.  Ibid.， 154. 
43. Ibid.， 157. 
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44. Draper: M. and the D. ofthe P.， in Etudes de Marxologie (see Biblio.). 
45. Wolfe: Marxism， 177. 
46. Ibid.， 152 (itaIics added); and cf. aIso 1 53， 159， 184; but on 156 、Nolfe mentions 

that Harney was also in SUCR. 
47. Ibid.， 1 85. 
48. Or perhaps Wolfe picked this faJsifiction up from a previous fabricator: 1 cannot 

vouch for his priority. The facts involved were laid out in  Chap. 12， p. 209f. 
49. Wolfe: Marxism， 178. 
50. I bid.， 177. 
5 1 .  SeeKMTR2:59lf. 
52.  The two pages are 1 53-54. 
53. See Chap. 12， Sec. 4， p. 203. 
54. See C hap. 12， Sec. 2， p. 188， and Chap. 18， Scc. 2， p. 280f. 
55. Simkho、ritch: Marxism versus Socialism， 245f. 
56. BerIin: Karl Marx， 172. 
57. Ibid. 
58. Ulam: Unfinishcd Revolution， 52，157. 
59.  Branch CabeIl: Jurgcn (dedication). 
60. Nicolaievsky & M. H.: Karl Marx， 209. 
61. Ibid.， 210. 
62. Moore: Three Tactics， 30. 
63. Ibid.， 29. 
64. Ibid.， 27. 
65. ME: Gcrman Ideology， in MEW 3:207 or MECW 5:226. 
66. I bid.， MEW 3:448 or MECW 5:461. 
67. ME: H이y Family， in  MEW 2:139 or MECW 4:131 .  
68. E: Progress of Social Reform， in MECW 3:396-400. For an  example from a later 

period， see E: On Hist， of Early Christianity， in MEW 22:460. 
69. ME: [Review] “Les Conspirateurs [etc. ] " in MECW 10:320. 
70. ME et al.: Ltr to Cabet (late March 1848)， in Bund d. Kom. 1 :748 (Frencho1'iginal) 

or M E: Corr. (Fr.) 1:533. (MECW 7:8 is wrong in capitalizing “Communist Party .")-­
See also ME: Ltr to Cabet， Apr. 5， 1848， in MECW 38:170 01' ME: Co1'1'. (F1'.) 
1 :538. 

71 .  HoITenstein: Poems in P1'aise of P1'actically Nothing. From “Songs of Faith in the 
Year Afte1' Next." (Second line has been adapted.) 

72. Nicolaievsky & M.-H : Ka1'l Ma1'x， 209. 
73. Sch1'aeple1': Handwe1'ke1'bünde， 373. 
74. See above， this Special Note， Sec. 4， p. 354. 
75. Sch1'aepler， 373. 

SPECIAL NOTE C. 
THE MEANING OF‘TERROR’ AND ‘TERRORISM’ 

1 .  Hunt:  Polit. Ideas ofM&E，I :340f. 
2. See Chap. 9， Sec. I ， p .  121. 
3. E :  Cond. of Eng.: 18thCen t.， in  MECW 3 :473. 
4. For these articles and their views， see KMTR 1 :36-59. 
5. M: Comments on Latest Pruss. Cens.， in MEW 1:14 (MECW 1:119); cf. KMTR 

1 :45 for context. 
6. M: Crit. Notes on Article “ King ofPrussia [etc. J，" in MECW 3:199 [MEW 1 :402J. 



418 - Noles 10 Pages 362-374 

7. Same as notc 2 abovc. 
8. ME: Holy Family， in MECW 4 : 74 ，95， 1 1 1 ，1 23 ;  and see also 8 1 ，1 1 9， 122 ，124 .  
9. Ladcndorf: Hist. Schlagwb.， 3 1 1 .  

10. M E :  Holy Family， in MECW 4:123. 
1 1 . E: State of Germany， 1 ，  in MECW 6:19. 
12. ME:  Holy Family， in MECW 4 : 124. 
13. M: Moràlizing Criticism [etc.)， in ME꺼' 4:339 [MEC、'N 6:319) .  Cf. KMTR 2:184 

for contcxt. 
14. E: Antwcrp Death Scnt.， NRZ， Sept. 3，1 848， in MECW 7:405. 
15. M: Bourgcoisic and thc Counterrevolution， 2d articlc， NRZ， Dcc. 15， 1848， in 

MEC、;V 8 : 16 1 .  
16. Ltr， M to E， Aug. 8，1 851 ， in MEC、;V 38:409; sec also Engels' agrecment， Aug. 2 1 ，  

ibid.， 435. 
17. ME: Holy Family， in MECW 4:121윈 M: To the Ed. ofPeople’'s Paper， Sept. 4，1 853， 

in MECW 12:291; Itr， M to E， Jan. 30，1 865， in ME、;V 31 :48. 
18. Ltr， E to M， Sept. 4， 1 870， in MEW 33:53. 
19. Ltr， E to Kautsky， Feb. 20， 1889， in  MEW 37:155f. 
20. Ltr， E to V. Adlcr， Dcc. 4，1 889， in κ'1EW 37:317. 
2 1 .  I bid.， 318. 
22. 、;Volfc: Marxism， 20. 
23. E: Pmgram ofthe Blanquist Rcf.， in MEW 18:534; for context sec ME: Wriι on 

Par. Com.， 230. 
24. Stcin: Hist， ofthc Social Movcmcnt， 90. (For .Stcin on ‘dictatorship’， sec our Chap. 

5， Scc. 3.) 
25. I bid.， !46f. 
26. M :  Rhcin- und Mosel-Ztg. as Grand Inquis.， Rlt. Ztg.， Mar. 12， 1 843， in MECW 

1 :372 IMEW 1 :433) .  
27. Ltr， Bauer to  M，  Mar. 28， 1 841 ，  in MEGA 1， 1.2:247. 
28. Ltr， E to M， Oct. ca. 1 8，1 846， in MEC、.V 38:80; E to CCC， Oct. 23，1 846， ibid.， 8 1 .  
2 9 .  E :  Ger. Socialism i n  Vcrse & Prosc， i n  MECW 6:253 [MEW 4:226]. 
30. E: The 24th of June， NRZ， June 28， 1848， in MECW 7:138 [MEW 5 : 127). 
3 1 .  M:  Victory o f the CountclTcvolution in Vicnna， NRZ， Nov. 7，1848， in MEW 5:457 

[MEC、.V 7:5051). 
32. E: Magyar Struggle， NRZ， Jan. 1 3， 1849， in MECW 8:227. 
33. E: Democratic Pan-Slavism， in MECW 8:375， 378 [MEW 6 :284，286).  
34. E: Dcfcat of thc Picdmontese， NRζ Apr. 1 ，1 849， in MEW 6:389 [MECW 9:173). 
35. M:  Supprcssion of thc NRZ， May 19， 1849， in MEW 6:505 [MECW 9:453]. 
36. M: Class Struggles in France， in MECW 10:125 [MEW 7:88). 
37. ME: Addrcss to the CL， in MECW 10:282，284. 
38. 、;Volfc: Marxism， 154. 
39. E: Pcasant War in Germany， in MEC、，V 10:472. 
40. Ltr， E to M， July ca. 20， 1851 ，  in MEW 27:287f [MECW 38:3921). For the context， 

scc KMTR 2 :277，607f. 
4 1 .  M: Bonaparte’s Prescnt Position， NYDT， Apr. 1 ，1 858; not yet in MEC씨'. 
42. M:  Capital (Fowl‘cs’ trans.)， 1 :895 [MEW 23:7601]. 
43. M: Outl ine of a Report [etc.] (Dcc. 1 6， 1867)， MEW 16:449. 
44. For M: Civil War in France， see MESW 2 :218 or ME: Writ， on Par. Com.， 71 .  For 

the passages in the draf: 
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G HOSTS， GOBLlNS， AND GARBLES 

1. “ The Character and Thought of K.M.，" in Feuer: Marx and the Intellectuals， 1 0， 
1 1 ;  see also intro.， p. 2. 

2. lbid.， 13. 
3. Mayer: F.E.， A Biography， 1 59. 
4. See Chap. 13， Sec. 1， p. 2 1 5. 
5. l\1ayer: F.E.， Eine Biographic， 2:68. 
6. Fetscher， ed.: Grundbegriffe [etc.l， 106. 
7. 1\1: Civil War in France， in MESW 2:223， slightly corrected. 
8. For this passage (Engels' locus 12)， see Chap. 20， Sec. 6. 
9. See Chap. 1 9， Sec. 5， p. 300. 

10. Gurvitch:  Etudes sur les Classes Sociales， 70f. (GlIrvitch’s reference is to the 
Marx-Ellgels A rklziv， Vol. 4.) 

1 1 . M: 、，vritings of the Young Marx， 92. Cf. MECW 1 :130; MEW 1 :25. 
12.  See Chap. 2， p. 44 especially. 
1 3. For loclls Ic， sce Chap. 1 1 ，  Sec. 2， p. 180; for the text， see MEC、11' 10:127 or MESW 

1 :282 (English) and MEW 7:89f (German). 
14. For ex.， see Special Note B， Sec. 3， p. 349; Sec. 4，  p. 356. 
1 5. See Chap. 1 1 ， Sec. 3. 
1 6. M: Class Struggles in France， in l\'IEW 7:89. 
1 7. Simkhovitch: Marxism vs. Soc ，  194 fn. 
18. Landauer: European Socialism， 1 : 168. 
1 9. Draper: M. & thc D， of the P.，Etlldesde Marxologie， 33 fn. 
20. M: Class Struggles in Francc (Marxist Libralγ， Vol. 24， Intl. Pub.， n.d. ( 1 935))， 

1 26. For thc correct tcxt， sec note 13  above. 
2 1 .  Tuckcr: Marxian Rev. Idea， 72， 78. 
22.  I bid.， 79. 
23.  M: Dic Klassenk찌mpfe in Frankr. (1 9 1 1)，  p. 94.-Landauer: Em'opean Socialism， 

1 : 168; ref. note on 1 :1051 n. 40. This note of Landauel'’s also confuses Marx’s 
articles in the NRZ with Engels' articles in the NYDT on “ Rcvolution and 
Countcrrcvolution in Germany"; Marx’s refcrences to dictatorship werc in thc 
former. 

24. Miqucl’s lcttcr is the subject of Chap. 14， Sec. 1 .  
2 5 .  Karl Marx Chronik， 84. 
26. E. Bernstein: Die BriefeJ. Miquels an K.M.， λ'elle Zeit， Apr. 3， 1914. 
27. M ommsen:‘J.M.， 1 :38-39 fn. 
28. Ncw Mega 1 1 1 ， 3 : 1324. 
29. Dommanget: Idées Polit. ct Soc ，  396f. 
30. Cf. Chap. 9， Sec. 3. 
3 1 .  Vaillant， “Propos Blanq‘!Îstes，" in LeSocia!iste (Paris)， Jan. 1-8，19 1 1 ，  page 1. 
32. Seilhac: Lc Mondc Socialistc， 86. 
33. Dommanget: Idécs Polit. et S oc，  380. 
34. I bid.， 1 1 5，396. 
35. Sce the footnotes in Chap. 1 0， pp. 158 and 161 .  
36 .  Sec  Chap. 1 0， p .  158. 
37. ME: [Review} “ Les Conspirateurs [etc.}，" in MEW 7:269 [MECW 10:314 ). 
38. I bid.， MEW 7:271 [MECW 1 0:3161. 
39. I bid.， MEW 7:273，274 [MECW 1 0:318，3191. 
40. Ib id.， MEW 7:273 [MECW 1 0:318J. 
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Tbis Iist provides bibliograpbic data for writings referred to in tbe Referel1ce 
N otes 01' i n  the text. 

In the first tbree sections-writings by Marx & EngeIs， writings by Marx， 
writings by EngeIs-titlcs arc givcn first in EngIish， followcd by the original 
Ianguage (in itaIics) 01' by a double degree sign (∞) if tbe original was in 
English. Original  German titles are usually given as  they appear in MEW; thc 
statemcnt “No title" means that the titIe as givel1 has bcen conferred by 
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Notes ; other abbreviatìons are identified in the Index. 

WRITlNGS BY MARX & ENGELS 

(The symbol M/E = Marx or Engels， i.e.， authorship not ascribed as betwecn 
these two.) 

Address of the Central Committee to the Comm unist League， March 1850. Ansprache 
der Zelllralbelzδrde all dell Bwzd vom März 1850. (w) 1850: Mar. (P) Same， as circular to 
CL members; 1851， in German bourgeois press; 1885， by Engels. 

Address ofthe Central Committee， to the Communist League， June 1 850. Anspracl!e der 
Zenlralbehörde a1/ den Brmd �'’0111 JUl1i 185α (W) 1850: ca. beginning of June. (P) Same， 
as circular CL members; extracts in some German papers; 1885， by Engels. 

Address ofthe German Democratic Communists ofBrussels to Mr. Feargus 0’Connor.O。

Signed: The Committee， EngeIs， Ph. Gigot， Marx. (D) 1 846: July 17. (P) July 25， in 
Northem Star. 

The AlIiance of the Socialist Democracy and the International 、iVorking Men’s Associa-
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tion. L ’  Alliallce de la Dèmocratie Socia!ist et l'Associatiollllltematiollale des Travaillellrs. 
(W) 1873: Apr.-July， mostly by Engels and Lafargue， conclusion by Marx; using 
material sent in by others. (P) Aug.， as a GC pamphlet， no personal signatures. 

A rrests. Verlwflllllgen. (D) 1848: July 3; by M/E， authorship not ascribed. (P) July 4， in 
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Circular Against Kriege. Zirkular gegen Kriege. Signed: by seven names incl. M&E.; no 
title. (D) 1846: May 11.  (P) May， as circular by Communist Correspondence 
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Circular Letter to Bebel et al. Zirku/arbri，걷fe all Bebel， Liebknecltt， Bracke， lI.a. (w) 1879: 
Sept. 17-18;  n.d. (P/P) 1931.-Drafted by EngeJs; sent as circular to German party 
leadership. 

COLLECTED WORKS. (Abbrev.: MECW.) Edited by IML (Moscow) in collabora­
tion with Progress Pub. (Moscow)， L A W (London)， and Intl. Pub. (NY); there are 
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38-50 (correspondence). To date， we have Vols. 1-14， 1 6-18， 38-39; Volume 15  
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History ofthe 18th Centllry. 

The Communist Manifesto. A/so & originall)’ Manifesto ofthe Communist Party. Das 
KOl/ll1/lwistÎsche Manifesι Or: Man짜sl derko/llIllII1lÎstÎscheIlPartei.(V씨 1847-48: Dec. to 
last part of Jan. ;  final form written by M. (P) 1848: Feb. (last halt)， as pamphlet. 

r Communist  Manifesto] Draft Plan for Section III. P/allellfwurJzumdrÎtteIlAbselmÎtt. (W) 
1847: Dec. or  next month. (P/P) 1 932. 

fCommunist  Manifesto) Preface to the German Edition of 1872. Vonl'ort ... (D) 1872: 
June  24. (P) July， in the editioll. 

CORRESPONDANCE. Publiee sous la resp. de. G. Badia et J. Mortier. Paris: 
Editions Sociales， 1971- . Last volume published to date is Tome 10 (1984) 
covering to June  1870. 

LA CORRISPONDENZA DI MARX E ENGELS CON ITALlANI 1848-1895. A 
cura di G. Del Bo. (Istituto G. Felt!'Înelli. Testi e Document! di Storia Moderna e 
Con ternporanea， 11) Milan: Feltrinelli， 1964. 

The German Ideo‘ogy. εritique of the Latest German Philosophy . . . Die deutsche 
ldeologiε'. Krilik der neuestell dcutschen Philosoρhic . . ‘ (‘η 1 845-46: Nov. to Aug.; 110 
title. (l'/P) 1 932. 

G ESAMT AVSGABE. For the old Marx-Engels GeSllll 
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Letter to the Executive Committee of the Social-Democratic Workers Party. Briefalldell 
Aussclzllss derSozialdcmokratisclzellArbeiterpartei. (W) 1870: Aug. 22-30 ;  n.d. (P) Sept. 
S， as a quotation in a !eaflet issued by the Executive Committee; Sept. 1 1， in 
Volksstaat. 

Marrast and Thiers. Marrast IInd Tlziers. (W) 1848: July 2， by M/E， authorship not 
ascribed. (P) July 3， in  NRZ. 

M EGA. Th e title page reads， in full: Karl Marx / Friedriclz Ellgels / Historisclz-kritisclze 
Gesamtallsgabe/Werke/Sclzriften/Bri，야'， im Auftrage des Marx-EngeIs-Instituts Moskau 
Iherausgegeben von D. Ryazanovl， Marx-Engels-Verlag GMBH， Berlin， 1 927-35 
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a Moscow-Leningrad imprint. Only seven volumes were p'Jblished in Series 
(Abteilllll，잉 1， ofTering writings in a chronological order; only four volumes， the 
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volume (Sonderausgabe) was published in 1935 containing Allti-Diilzrillg andDialectics 
01 Nature. Othenvise Series 1 goes to the end of  1848. 

NE、1'1 MEGA. (This is our own designation， used to avoid confusion; see also MEGA.) 
The title page reads: Karl Marx / Friedriclz EI/gels I Gesamtausgabel  (MEGA)， Hrsg. 
vom IML beim ZK der KP der Sowjetunion und vom IML beim ZK der SED 
[Ber’inJ .  Published by: Dietz Verlag Berlin， 1 975- (in progress). -짜ere are four 
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writings; HI .  Correspondence; IV. Excerpts， notes， marginalia. Every volume 
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“ Appara t "  (editorial apparatus， annotation， etc.). The 8et wiII consist of  100 
volumes (hence， apparently， 200 physical volumes). 

Programs o fthe  Radical-Democratic Party and o f the 1ιeft at Frankfurt. Progral1lme der 
radikal-demokratisclzen Partei lmd derιinkel1 zu FrallμÌlrt. (D) 1 848: June 6;  by M/E， 
autho야hip not ascribed. (P) J u n e  7， in NRZ. 

Review. May to October [ 1 850J.  Revue. Mai bis Oktobeκ (W) 1850: ca. Oct.-Nov. 1 ;  
probably mostly b y  M .  (D) Nov. 1 .  (P) Nov. 29， i n  NRZ Revue， No. 5/6， dated 
May-Oct. -111 1 895 Engels used part ofthis reγicw to constitutc Pali IV of M’s 
Class 
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laneous documents); Volumes 23-25 cover Capital， the thrce-volume Volume 26 
covers Tlzeories ofSIIψlus Vallle (callcd Volumes 26. 1 ，  26.2， 26.3); Volumes 27-39 
prescnt the complete correspondence. An unnumbered Supplemcntary Volume 
(ErgiiIlZlllzgsbal/d) comprises two physical volumes (Eb. 1， Eb. 2). 

WRITINGS ON THE PARIS COMM UNE. Ed. by Hal Draper. NY: Monthly 
Revicw Prcss， 1 971. 

、rVRITINGS BY MARX 

[AfIairs in Prussia} (D) 1858: Dec. 4. (P) Dec. 27， in NYDT; no title. 
The  Attack on Francis Joscph-까IC Milan Riot-British Politic옹-Disraeli’s Speech-

Napoleon’s 、rVilI.∞ (D) 1 853: Feb. 22. (P) Mar. 7-8， in NYDT. 
Banquct Speech. See Speech at the Seventh Anniversary Celcbration . .  ， 
Bonaparte’s Present Position.oo (D) .1858: Mar. 18. (P) Apr. 1， in NYD T. 
The Bourgeoisie and the Counterrevolution.Die Bourgeoisie /llId die Kontrerel'olutioll.(D) 

1848: Dcc. 9-29. (P) Dec. 1 0-3 1 ，  in NRZ， 4 instal\s. 
Camphauscn’s Statement at the Session ofMay 30. CamplzallSell'S Erklärung ÎII derSitZII/lg 

vo1ll 30. Mai. (D) 1848: June 2. (P) Junc 3， in  NRZ. 
Capital. Critique of Political Economy. Volume 1 (Book 1:  The Process of Production 

ofCapital). Das Kapital. Kritik der politisclzen Oekollomie. Erster Balld (Bllck 1: Der 
ProdllktiOllsprocess des Kc.ψitals). (W) Feb. 1866 to Aug. 1867: for fmal preparation of 
this volume for publication. (P) 1 867: Sept. 14， by Meissner (Hamburg). 1890: 
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Civil War (U.S.)， 82， 243 
The Civi/ War inFrance (Marx)， 78， 

1 05， 139， 265， 269， 271， 273， 281， 
292， 373， 377; its drafts， 78f， 91， 
272f， 373; El1gels’ I l1troduction， 
3 1 5-17， 386 

Clairvaux (Fr.)， 281 
c1ass rule， concept of， 1 1 5-17. See als‘O 

rule of the proletariat 
c1ass struggle， 221f， 226， 247f， 356 
The Class Struggles in France (M없x)， 

1 59， 1 75-82， 214， 219f， 224， 227f， 
232， 251， 271， 296， 330f， 334-36， 
351， 356， 371， 379f， 385; El1gels’ 
Introductiol1， 3 14， 317 

Cloots， Jean Baptiste du Val강e-
Grâce， Baron de; calleli Anachar­
sÎs Cloots， 1 9  

club movement (1848)， 135， 348， 352 
εluscrct， GUSU1VC Pau� 286 
εluss， 247f 
coalitionism， coaütion government， 

87，었 ，1 06， 1 65，321 
￡’obden， Richarrl， 88 
Coblenz (Ger.)， 230f 
Colc， G. D. 275， 333， 376 
ε 1 55-58， 165， 167 .  191， 

229， 235， 255. Seε abw ;icue 
Rhcinische Zeitung 

Cologne Comm‘mist trial (1852)， 55， 
1 650， 233， 346， 372 

Cologl1c 잭lorkers Association， 156 
co!onia!ism. See 118tionalism 
〔강)!umbiaEncyclopedia， 15 
εomité Révolutionnaire du Pro-

287f 



Commissaire， Sébastien， 42 
Committee of Public Safety (French 

Rev.)， 21 ，  26， 32， 245， 365 
εommitiee of Public Safety (paris， 

1848)， 182 
εommittee of Public Safety (Cologne， 

1 848)， 156 
Committee of Public Safety (1871)， 

276f 
Commons， Jolm 331 
Commune ofParis. See Paris Com-

mune (1 789+) 
Commune Révolutionnaire， 282f 
Communia colony (lowa)， 55 
communism， communist (term)， 41， 

356f 
Communist Club of Nεw York， 243 
Communist Correspondence Com­

mittee (Brussels)， 1쐐f， 151， 191， 
243 

Communist International， 330 
Communist League， 98， 1 12f， 1 17， 

123(， 1 26， 1 35， 141 ，  148f， 151 ， 154， 
1 65-67， 169(， 186， 1 91-94， 1 96-
204， 206(， 209-12， 216f， 221， 
226-28， 231-36， 243， 264， 268， 
340f， 345f， 3 52-56; Central 
Comm. split， 1850， 232. See also 
Cologne Communist 떠31 

Commrmist Man따'slo α1E)， 34， 60， 78， 
1 12-14， 122， 139-4 1 ， 1 49-51 ， 1 80， 
195， 224， 234n， 244-46， 254， 271 ，  
283， 297， 301， 329， 333， 335， 337， 
341f， 353， 358， 371 

Communist Party. See French Com-
munist Party; German εp 

compensation or confiscation， 298 
Comte， Auguste， 104f 
Comtists (posi“vists)， 104f. See also 

BeesJy， Edward S， 
Conditio1t ofthe WOl'king Class Î1z En­

glal1d (Engels)， 2340， 242 
Condorcet， Marie Jean Antoine， Mar-

quis de， 20 
Conservatives (Ger.)， 314 
Considlrant， Victor， 125 
conspiratOlialism， seεR‘et socieiies， 

57， 97， 127， 134， 145， 149， 
151， 161� 1 68-71， 187， 189， 1 99-
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202， 212， 265， 287， 291， 307， 315， 
339， 341， 346， 348， 352f， 357， 
384 

Constituent Assembly (Fr.)， 45， 159 
constitutional dictatorship， 53. See also 

martial law 
The Conventiqn. See National Con-

vention σrencn Rev.) 
cooperatives， cooperativism， 43， 296 
Corday， CharIotte， 24 
Corn LIlws (Brit.)， 87 
Cornu， A uguste， 254 
Cossack(s). See Russia 
εouncil ofThree H u nd red (Fr. Rev.)닝 

25 
coup de  main (term)， 384 
Cournet， Frédéric， 281 
Crédit Mobilier， 80 
Lε Cridu Pel，ψle (paris)， 278n 
Crimean War， 1 6， 86 
Critique ofthe Eηllrt Program (Engels)， 

3 17-23， 330， 377， 386 
Critique oftlte Gotlta Program (Marx)， 

103f， 303-05， 307， 309-15， 320(， 
330， 334f， 3 86; suppression of， 
310f 

Cromwell， Oliver， 20， 43， 62， 73， 107， 
194n， 235， 238， 245， 361 

Crossman， R. H. S.， 376 
Cunow， Heinrich， 330 
α31'. See NichoIas 1 

DBZ. See Deutsche-Bl"üsselcl'-Zeitung 
Da Cosia， CharIes， 36f， 126f， 274f， 

279f， 339n 
D.l εoSia， Gaston， 276 
Dan， Theodore， 344 

εharJes A.， 245 
D:mton， Georges Jacques， 19， 23f， 121， 

365 
Darmstadt (Gel".)， 21M， 243 
Darthé， Augustin Alexandre Joseph， 

31f 
Debon [given namε unknown}， 31 f 
Deflotte. ‘See PauJ de  
Delacl"oix， Jean F‘rl'‘flCois. 21  

합’erre 
Victor 

47 
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democracy， democratic state forms， 
43， 55， 59， 68f， 273， 292， 299， 
316， 362; representative democ­
racy， 116， 299. See also bourgeois 
democracy 

The Democγacy， 
15，121，2 1 7  

72， 1 13-

Demòcratic Association (Brussels)， 
123，135 

Democratic Association (Cologne)， 54， 
156 

Democratic Association (London)， 
195， 207， 231 

Democratic Association (paris)， 135， 
1 54，170 

Democratic Association (Rhineland)， 
156 

Democratic εommunists， 140f‘ 
Democratic Congress (Ger.， 1848)， 

243 
democratic dictatorship. See dic-

tatol'ship (of democratic bodies)， 
or dictatorship (of the democracy) 

Democratic Paliy (U.S.)， 204 
democratic republic， 230， 305， 3 16-23 
Democr“tic Review (London)， 1174 163， 

179， 214f， 376 
democratic rights. See civil liberties; 

frcedom of the pl"ess; .ight to 
organize; recall 

Demuth， Helene， 80 
Denmark and the Danes， 106n 
Denonville (pseud.). See Watteau， L. 
De Paepe， César， 96 
Desmoulins， Camille， 19 
despotism， 11， 15， 25. 28， 31， 71， 77-

79，  81[， 85 ，  116， 156， 235， 240， 
276， 299， 367; class despotism， 
77-79; democratic despotism， 69; 
militmγ despotism， 114; “despotic 
encroachments，" 114; of democ-
I1lcy， 69; parliamentary 
despotism， 78， 176; popular des­
potism， 68f 

dialectic， 338， 341， 343 
dictatorship (term)， 4;  early mean-

ings， 16-18; see lllso dictatura as 
Roman tel'm.-As election 
postponement， 45f， 177; bour-
geois dictatorship， 176， 179， 215， 
296; class dictatorship， 175f， 178， 
180， 186， 212f， 229， 232， 238， 
246， 262， 264， 276， 278， 309; by 
sCÎence 01' scientists， 99， 300; 
commissioned dictatorship， 176; 
consti!utional d ictatorship， 131; 
editor's， 80f; educational dic-
tatorship， 30， 33， 37， 47，1 25，149;  
i n  Class Struggles Ën Frwzce， 1 75-
78; iuner-paπy， 101-07; intellec­
tual dictator적 80; majority 01' 
minority， 47， 59， 286， 302， and see 
(l!so m꽤o너ty rule; military dic-
tatorship)， 66， 69-71 ，  82-84， 90， 
175， 235-37， 239， 308f; of demo­
cratic bodies， 2Of� 28， 41， 62-64， 
66f， 239; of the Democracy， 20， 
29， 41 ， 58 . . .  67; of the Central 
Commirtee， 233f， 276; of Paris， 
31， 38f， 46， 246， 285， 316， 366; of 
the party (01' band)， 38， 222， 
228f， 233， 264， 302f， 3 15， 324; 
‘oflicial’ dictatOl차lip， 94， 96; par­
liamenhuγ dictatorship， 176; 
secrct dictatorship， 33， 55， 57， 
93-97， and see also lnvisible 
Brotherhood; semidictatol"ship， 
85; socia! dictatorship (Stein)， 
73f， 178 

dictatorship of the proletariat (se-
1ectcd references): 
counterposition of bourgeois and 
proletarian dictatorship， 240， 
272n， 295f， 3 14， 370; high 찌s-
ibility， 251; ‘ impersonal d. of the 
p.，’ 281n; list of loci， 385건 mean­
Îng (gencral thesis)， 1， 2 1 1-13， 
269， 289， 293， 298， 305， 322; 

Deutsch-FranzδsisclleJαhrbiicher (Pmis)， 
periodization， 111; published loci， 
332， 334-36;  ‘spccific form for，' 

254 
Delltsche Reiclzszeitullg (Frankfmi)， 217 
Deville， Gabriel， 139， 341 
Dézamy， Théodo1'e， 42， 152， 234n ，  

357 

3 1 8-20 
‘dictatura’ as Roman term， 1 1-16， 

17 . . • 26， 28f， 32， 52f， 70， 73， 
77， 178 



La Dictature (Vermersch)， 291  
dictionaries， 17， 28f， 80，  88  
Dictionary oftlze History ofideas， 15  
Dictiomzaire de I'A cadimie Française， 17， 

2 8  
Dictioilllaire de Trevoux， 17  
Diderot， Denis， 1 7  
D iehl， Kar!， 331 
Diggers. See Trne Levelers 
Dil'ectory (Fr.)， 123 
‘disciple’ of Mal'x， ‘Marxist; 243f 
discipline， 237f， 2 65， 279n，  315 
Discontogesellschaft， 227 
doctl'inaire socialism， doctl'inaires， 

177， 179f. See also sectism 
Dombrowski， Jaroslaw， 293  
Dominick， R.  H.， 3 14n 
Dommanget， Maurice， 36，  38，  13011， 

1 34-37，1 3 9 ，  1 87， 1 90， 204-06 ，  
209 ，  275 ，  2 8 1 n， 3 0211，  3 8 1 - 8 3 ;  his 
tendency， 382f  

D o n os o  COl'tés， Juan ，  59 ，  70f， 86 
D oppet， François A médée， 2 0  
Doul lens (pl'iso n)，  136 
Dracula myth， 144 
Drahn， Ernst， 233n，  330 
Draper， Ha‘ (refuted)， 350  
Dl'onke， Ernst， 1 64， 219f  
dua l  power， 64 
D llsseldorf (Ger.)， 98 
due ling， duels， 2 0 9， 257 
Duucan， Graeme， 333 
Dupont  [Blanquistj， 1 89 
Dupon� Eugèn� 296 
Dupra t， Pascal， 50 

E. Abbrev. ofEngels 
Easton， Loyd D.， 378  
Eccarius， J. G. ，  89f， 1 79n，  238f， 245 ，  

296  
Ecollomie e t  Humanisme (Paris)， 331 
ed. Abbrev. ofeditor， editorial 
Egalité (Geneva)， 2 8 6  
Egalité (Paris)， 102 
Eifel region (Ger.)， 235 
The Eighteellth Brumaire of Louis Bo-

‘ lIaparte (Marx)， 78， 175f， 280， 3 10 
Eisenachers， Eisenacher parη， i.e.， 

Gel'man Social-Democl'atic Work­
ers Pa따• See German Social-
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Democratic movement 
Eiscnsteill， Elizaheth L.，  33 
elections: democratization， 6 1 ;  directl 

indirect voting， 6 1 .  See also dic­
(as eiection 

postponemellt) 
émeute (riotous outbl'eak)， the term， 

162f， 384  
Encyclopaediα ofthe Socia/ Sciences， 1 1 ，  

334 
ends  and means， 229 
E n fantin， Barthélemy Pl'osper， 4J 
Engels， Col .  Fl'iedl'ich; infull Karl 

Friedrich Gottfried Ludwig， 157n 
269， 298 

Revolution (Cromwellian)， 62 ，  
194， 340n，  361n 

‘ E nragés; 22 ，  121 ， 3 61 -63， 3 6 6  
as social g o a l ;  equal­

itarianism， 121， 348  
Erfurt congress， Erfurt program. See 

εritique of  the Erfurt Program 
Espartero， Baldomero;  Conde  de Lu-

chana [etc.j，  90 
Etudes de Marxologfe (Paris)， 4n 
El.ld es， Emile， 274f， 280f  
Eurocommunists，  355  

Central Committee. See 
Committee of  the Euro­

pean Democracy 
European Democracy， εelltral Com-

mittee of. See Celltral Comm . • . .  
Evans， Michael， 336 
ex-Communists， ex-Marxists， 347f 
Executive Commission (FI'.， 1 848)， 48f 

FBI，  i.e.， Federal Bureau of I lIvestiga-
tiOIl， 144 

FD. Abbrev. Democrats 
Fabialls， Fabianism， 6011，  337 
‘falsifiction’ (term)， 3 
fascism， 308.  See also Nazism 
Fauchet， Abbé εlaude， 121 
Fa:장’， James， 90 
February Revolution. See Revo lution 

of  1 848 (France) 
fem inism. See lVomen’'s emancipation 
Ferdilland Lassalle as a Social R적former 

(Bernstein)， 100 
Ferguson， Adam， 70 
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Fetscher， Iring， 292n，  333， 377 
Feuer， Lewis S.， 375-77 
Field of  Mars. See Champ-de-Mars 

(Paris) 
Filmer， Sir Robert， 17  
Finlen， James， 106 
First Internatiollal. See I nternational 

Working Men’s Association 
Fischel， Eduard， 142 
Fleurus (Belg.)， 365 
Flocon， Ferdinand， 135， 152 
Flotte， Paul de， 1 29， 189 
Flourens， Gustave， 130 
force and violence， 4， 25，  42 ，  66， 72f， 

85f， 90，  125， 1 29， 1 46， 149， 151， 
1 57， 167， 176， 1 87， 237， 257， 262，  
266， 268， 2 9 1 ， 293， 2 9 5， 300， 31� 
312f， 317f， 340，  343，  353，  366  

Ford， Gerald， 2 91l 
Foreign Affairs Committees. See Ur-

quhartites 
Fouquicr-Tinville， Antoinc Qucntin， 

363 
Fouricr， Charles， 40， 209n，  234n 
Fourierist movement， Fourierists， 40， 

125 
‘fourth estate' (as term)， 33， 2 1 4， 234 
Franco-Prussian 、γal'， 154， 274 
Frankel， Leo， 277 
Frankfurt (Gcr.)， 216f， 227，  243. Note: 

AlI references are to Frankfurt 
am Main 

Frankfurt Assembly (1 848)， 62-67，  
2 17， 248， 251 

Frankfurt revolt (1848)， 156 
Fraternal Democrats， 141， 186， 193f， 

201 ，  203， 208  
La FrateηIÌté (Paris)， 187 
Tree state，’ 303 
freedom of the press， 32， 5lf， 56， 58f， 

66， 83， 87， 235， 277， 368 
Freiiigrath， Ferdinand， 245 
French Academy， 17， 28 
I'rench Branch (of the IWMA). See 

x、rVMA
French Communist Party， 1 86， 361 ，  

382  
French Republicans. See Republicans 

(Fr.) 

French Revolution (1789 +)， 1 8  • . •  
26，  28，  29n，  30f， 4 1 ，  53，  62 ，  66，  
69，  71 ，  83， 12lf， 142n， 1 94n， 255，  
318f， 341 ，  349，  360  . . .  367， 370;  
Reign of  Terror， see terror(ism). 
Sιe also Jacobins 

French social-democrats， 74， 78， 1 17， 
127f， 1 40， 1 5 1 -53， 1 77-79， 1 87， 
1 90， 205 ， 371 .  See also Blanc， L. 

French socia!ist m ovement， 130. See 
also Guesdists， Possibilists 

French Workers Party. See Guesdists 
Friedrich 、rVilhelm IV (King)， 71 
Frielld ofthe People (London)， 238 
Frost， John， 107 
Furetière， Antoine， 17 

GCFI. Abbrev. ofThe General Council 
of  the First I nternational. 

GGWA. Abbrev. of Gεneral German 
Workers Association 

GWEA. A bbrev. ofGerman Workers 
Educ. Assoc. 

Garde Mobile (Fr.). See Mobile Guard 
Garibaldi， G iuseppe， 89，  95，  98 
Garnier-Pagès， Louis A n toine， 49 
Garrone， Galante， 123 
Gatherillgsfrom the Press (Marx)， 251 
Gay， Jules， 357 
Gay， Peter， 333， 338， 340 
General Council. See I nternational w. 

M A .  
Gencral German 'Workers Association 

(Lassallean)， 99 ，  102f， 255-57，  
261 

general stl"ike， 2 6 6  
generalship. See restraint in  revolu-

tion 
Geneva (Switz.)， 9 0 ，  96， 220，  248f  
Genghis Khan， 341  
Germafl CampaÎgn for a Reic/z COl/stÎtu-

1Ì01l (Engels)， 223  
German Communist Party， 233n 
German D emocratic Association. See 

Democratic Association 
The Germall Itleology (ME)， 2 1 8， 356 
German Legion ( 1848)， 135， 154， 155， 

357 
German National Assembly. See 



Frankfurt Assembly 
German Social-Democratic move­

ment， 13， 53， 100， 103f， 222， 
233n， 267， 297， 310 • . •  323， 330， 
337; Eisenachers (before 1875)， 
103， 261， 303. See also An디-80-
cialist Law; Lassalleans; GGW A; 
Reichstag Fraction 

German Workers Club (pa떼s)， 135 
Gennan Workers Educational Asso­

ciation (London) (GWEA)， 165， 
1 93， 1 95f， 231 ，  251，  343 

German-American Revolutionary 
Loan， 171 

Gesellsclzqftsspiegel (Elberfeld)， 254 
Giessen (Ger.)， 248 
Girardin， Emile de， 39， 49， 51 
Girey-Dupl잉， 21 
Girondins (in French Rev.)， 20-23， 39， 

121， 181， 361. See also Brissot 
Gladstone， William Ewart， 107 
God as dictator， 71 
God‘，vin， William， 122n 
Goegg， Amand， 90 
Goethe， Johann Wolfgang vo}l， 217f， 

220 
Göttingen (Ger.)， 227f， 381 
Gois， EmiIe， 280 
Gotha congress， Gotha program. See 

Critique of the Gotha Program 
Gottschalk， Andreas， 54 
Gottschatk， Louis R， 22n 
Goudchaux， Michel， 130 
government (vs state)， 304 
Gracchi (i.e.， the brothers Tiberius 

Sempronius Gracchus and Gaius 
Sempronius Gracchus)， 1 9  

Granger， Ern얹t Henri， 274， 280， 308 
Great Men ofthe Emigratio1t (l\1E)， 90， 

128， 171 
Greece (ancient)， Greek society， 71 
Greek Street (London)， 195 
Grillenberger， Karl， 312-15 
Gronlund， Laurence， 243 
GrUn， Karl， 217f， 242， 254 
Guddat， Kurt H.， 378 
Günther， J. Georg， 217 
Guérin， Daniel， 319 
Guesde， Jules， 101， 355 
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Guesdists (Fr.)， 102， 305， 307f， 355 
Guillaume， James， 101， 290 
Guizot， François， 59， 68-70 
Gurvitch， Georges， 300n， 378 

Hague Congress. See IWMA 
Hales， Jolm， 287f 
Haléη" Elie， 15， 35 
Hamburg (Ger.)， 206 
HamiIton， Alexander， 18 
Hamlet， 131 
Hàmm (Ger.)， 243 
Hammen， Oscar， 155n 
Ha.'die， Keir， 105f 
Hamey， George Julian， 106(， 1 14， 

1 17f， 121， 141 ， 1 63， 179， 185f， 
189(， 1 93f， 1 98， 2 00-03， 205， 208， 
210， 214， 238 

Harring， Harro， 90 
Harrington， Michael， 334 
harsh tOlle and polemical Îlltolenmce， 

218， 221 
Hasenclever， Wilhelm， 104 
Hatzfeldt， Countess Sophie VOI1， 98， 

132f 
Haupt， Hermann Wilhelm， 166f 
Hearst， William Randolph， 39， 49 
Hébert， Jacques René， 121f， 290 
Hébertists， 366 
Hegel， G. W. F.， 69， 237， 338 
hegemony of the proletariat， 271f 
Heine， Heinrich， 220 
Heinzen， Karl， 89-9 1 ， 1 9 6， 199， 230， 

232， 247， 252 
Helvétius， εlaude Adrien， 122n 
Hermamz (London)， 251 
Herr Vogt α'1arx)， 90， 192， 235， 248-

50， 255 
Herrick， Ro마rt， 17 
Herrscltaft (term)， 1， 1 12， 215， 300 
Hen'l'egh， Georg， 135， 1 54 
Hess， Moses， 5， 43， 130， 217， 253 . • •  

263 
Hetherington， Hemγ， 122 
Highet， Gilbert and Helen， 376 
Hilf Dir (defence force)， 258n 
Hillquit， Morris， 330 
history. See materialist conception of 

history 
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Hitler， Adolf， 4 1 ， 83 
Hitlerism. See Nazism 
Hodde， Lucicn dc la， 384 
HoffcnstcÎI1， Samuel， 357 
Holbach， Paul Henri Dietrich， Baron 

d’， 1 22n 
Holcombe， A. N.， 68n 
Holmes， Shel'lock， 134 
The Holy Famil)’ (lVIE)， 121， 356， 

362， 364 
L 'Homme Libre， (palis)， 37 
Hook， Sidney， 334， 337 

Neclwl". See Necker hospital 
House of Commons. See Parliament 
House of T:radcs， 43 
Tl7e Housiη'g Question (Engels)， 283， 

2 96f， 3 8 6  
Howard， Lcslic， 3 6 0 ，  362 
웬ubert， Charl않 331 

Victor， 52 
Hllngalγ :md Hungarians， 192[， 278， 

369 
R N. εarew， 334 

Hunt， Richard N.， 202， 208， 331，  
360n 

Hyndman， Hemγ Maycl적 105， 324 

IISH. Abbrev. oflnternational Ins섬‘ 
tutc for Social Historγ 
(Amsterdam) 

lML. Abbrev. oflnstitute of Marxism­
Lel1inism αloscow， Berlin) 

IRSH. Abbrev. oflntcrnational Review 
of Social History (Amsterdam) 

IWMA. Abbreι ofInternational Work-
ing Mcn’'s Association 

41[， 119 
Icana， 41，  117f 
Icarians. See Cabetist movcment 
ldée Gén하-ale de la Révolution 

(prolldhon)， 239 
Imbcli， Jacques， 135 
i mpatience， 267f， 274 
importing of  revolution， 1 54f 
I ndependent 업bour Party (Brit.)， 

1 05， 115n 
India， 260 
industrial anny， 234n 
insane asylum analogy， 40， 256 

I nstitute of  Marxism-Leninism 
(Moscow， Berlin)， 206， 221n，  384 

International Labor Conference 
(Berlin)， 287 

Intcrnational Publishers (N.V.)， 384 
Intcl'llutional Working Men’s Associa­

tion (First Intcl'Ilaiional)， 55，94，  
96f， 101，  1 04f， 1 3 6， 1 4 0 ， 188， 1 9 1 ，  
208， 254， 260-62， 277， 2 79-86， 
292f， 355， 386; anarchist IWMA， 

“French Branch，" 136; Gen­
eral Council， 96f， 262， 265， 277-
79， 281f， 294f， 319; German 
s‘찌55 center， 261 ; S때55 F，αleral 
Counci1， 96. Congresses: Gencva 
Congress (1866)， 261，  279f， 296; 
Laus:ume Congrcss (186η， 261 ; 
Brussels Congress (1868)， 261 ，  
280;  Basel Congress (1869)， 261; 
Londoll Conference (1871)， 292; 

εongress (1872)， 266， 
281f， 285， 292. 

intcrnationalism， intcrnational organ-
ization， 1 9 1 ， 1 93， 208f， 272， 
365 

Întcrpenctration of ultraleftism und 
opportunism， 199 

L'lntlηηsigeant (Paris)， 308 
Invisiblc Brotherhood， lnvisible Di­

rectors， ctc.: Bakunin’s， 94-96; 
Proudhon’획 59 

invisible dictators. See dictatorship (se­
cret dictatorship) 

lrchmd and the Irish， 85， 1 05， 1 07， 
373 

Isaacs， Bernard， 384 
Iserlohn (Ger.)， 264 

142， 236 
260 

Italian War of  1 859， 258 
Italy and ltalian movements， 191， 237， 

295f， 320n， 321，  369f. See alsp 
Galibaldi， M‘입zini， Ma띠피sts 

Jacobin-communism， Jacobin-commu­
nists， Jacobin-revolutionmγ， 
Jacobin-Ieftist， 29， 33f， 37f， 43， 
47， 57， 1 2 1 f， 134， 1 45， 1 6 1 ， 166， 

2 1 6， 228f， 264f， 2 7 1 ，  276f， 



286， 289， 291， 366. See 
also Blanquism 

Jacobins， 싫cobinism (in French Rev.)， 
20， 22， 41， 46， 121， 193， 194， 
3 19， 335， 348， 361 . . • 366. See 
also names of leaders， 
Robespierre， Saint-Jl.lst， etc. 

Jalm， Friedlich Lud에g， 318n 
Jás검， Oscar， 334 
Jaur강s， Jean， 124， 355 
Jefferson， τhomas， 
Jersey (εhannel Is.)， 194 
Jesuits， 33，102 
Jesus， 341 
Jewish question， anti-Semitism， 101， 

231f， 253f， 259f. See also Zionism 
Johannard， Jules， 281 
John of Leyden， 55， 103 
Joìmson， Christopher H.‘ 1181'1 
Johnson， Samuel， 3 
Johnstone， MOllty， 3220 
Jones， Ernest， 89. l06f， 

143， 240 
Jottralld， Lucien， 135 
Jourdan， Count Jean Baptiste， 365 
Joumaldesι4ciÏomzaires (paris)， 257 -
July monarchy. See Louis Philippe 
July Revolution. See Revolution of 

1830 
JUlle days (June uprisillg， etc.) of 

1848， 48， 73， 1 60， 179f， 187， 190， 
1 93， 369f， 373 

JUlle days of  1849， 78， 373 
Junker정 (Ger.)， 86， 314 

KGB， 352 
KMfR Abbrev. 0/ Karl Marx’'s TheOlγ 

of Revolution (see Biblio. ullder 
Draper) 

암19an (N. Y.)， 332 
Kallenberg， 195 
Kamenev， Lev Borisovich， 332n 
KarlMarx， ε11ronik seines Lebens， 381. 

See also in  Biblio. 
Karl Marx， Pangermaniste (Guillaume)， 

101 
Kautsky， Karl， 105， 309-1 1 ， 317， 329f， 

332n ，335， 364f 
Kinke� Gottfried， 89， 171， 1 99， 251 
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denunciations， 229-31 
Eduard Ignaz， 244f 

Koechlin， Heinrich， 276 
KomηIUnistisclze Zeitschrift (London)， 

149 
242 

Kosciusko， Tadeusz (or Thaddeus 
Kosciusko)， 26， 91 

Kossuth， (or Louis， Ludwig)， 
89� 230， 369f 

147f， 217f. See also 
Circular Against Kriege 

Kropotkin， Plince Peter (or Pyotr 
Alexeyevich)， 94 

Kühlwetter， Friedrich ChlistÌan 
Hubert von， 62f 

Kugelmann， D:r. Louis (or Ludwig)， 
136 

Lαbour Monthly (London)， 330 
Labour party (Brit.)， 115 
Ladendo:rf， Otto， 363， 367 

François， 137f 
Lafargue， Laura. See 갑mrn 
Lafargue， Paul， 83， 94， 96f， 132， 1 37-

39，  280f， 307-09， 
383 

Lafayette， Mmie Joseph， Marquis de， 
20， 25， 40 

Lagrange， Charles， 50 
Lahauti잉'e， Richard， 42 
Lamartine， Alphonse de， 47， 181f 
Lamennais， Félicité Robert de， 357 
Landauer， ε 379f 

Marc， 50 
Larousse du X1Xe S댄de; Grand Dic­

tionnaire Universel [etc. l ，  28 
Lasl깅� Harold J.， 123 
Lassalle， Ferdinand， 93， 98-102，  105， 

1321; 16411， 2 54-58， 261， 
299， 3 10-13;  his θ�en Letter， 
9 9  

Lassallean party orgallization. See 
General German 에'orkers Asso­
ciation 

Lassalleans， Lassallean movement， 
253f， 257f， 260-62，  303f， 310f. 
See also GG찌1A 

Laveaux， Jean Charles Thibaut de， 28 
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Lavrov， Pyotr Lavrovich， 294  
League of the Just， 1 17， 1 23 ， 134， 141， 

146f， 368 
Lcclcrc， Théophilc， 121f， 361 
Ledru-Rollin， Alexandre Augustc ，  59， 

8 9 ， 9 1 ， 1 3 5， 151，  1 64n， 167， 177， 
1 82， 185f， 188，  1 96 

Lefζ Gordon，  334 
Lefrançais， Gustave， 276 
legality， revolutionary legality， 62f， 70，  

8 6 ， 9 1 ， 1 4 7 ， 1 5 9 ， 2 62 ，3 1 3 ，3 1 8 ，  
323， 343 

Legion of  Honor (Fr.)， 288 
Lehning， Arthur， 202 
Le1ewel， . Joachim， 134f 
Lenchen. See Dcmuth，  Hclcne 
Lenin，  V. 1.， 6， 1 1n ，  2 95， 3 1 9-22，  324，  

329-3 1 ，  333， 335， 345n 
Leninist theory， 320n 
Leroux， Picrre， 42 ，  151 ，  357 
Letter Irom France (ascribed [0 Engels)， 

164 
Levasseur， René 21  
Levelers， 1 94， 361 
Levraud， Edmond，  280 
Lévy-Bing， L. ，  260 
Le\'η" Gustav， 98 ，  264 
liberals， liberalism， 69，  71 ，  84， 88， 1 14， 

1 17， 1 54， 155n， 1 67， 237; British 
Libel'3ls， Liberal party， 85， 114; 
Gcrman Libera1s， National Liber­
a1s， 85 ，  217， 227， 314 

Iibertarians. See anarchism 
Library of the Best Foreign Socia!ist 

Writers， 122 
Lichtheim， George， 272n， 334， 3 4 3 -

47， 353-55，  357 
Liebknecht， Wilnelm， 80， 99 ，  104， 138， 

261 ， 2 9 0， 303， 310， 3 13-15 ， 318n 
Lincoln， Abraham， 15f， 273 
Littré， Emile， 28f 
Longuet， Charles， 137， 139n， 277f， 

28lf， 383 
Longuet， Jenny (Mrs.). See Marx， 

Jenny (m. Longuet) 
Lorwin， Lewis L.， 35 
Loubère， Leo，  46f  
Louis Philippe (King)， 40， 69， 187 

274n 

love (superna1)， 148 
ltr. Abbrev. ol letter 
LUn ing， (Heinrich) Otto， 2 1 7-26，  229， 

2 42 f， 2 4 6 ，  248， 251 
LUning， Lou ise， 2 1 6  
Luxembourg (Paris)， 182 
Lyons (Fr.)， 42， 94， 266， 339n 

M. Abbrev. 01 Marx 
ME.  Abbrev. 01 Marx and Engels 
M/E. Abbrev. qfMarx or Enge1s 
MECW. Abbrev. of M E :  Collected 

Works (see Biblio.). See also as­
cription  to Enge1s; trans1ation 
problems 

MEGA. Abbrev. ofME: Gesam-
tausgabe (old edition， see Biblio.) 

MESW. A bbrev. ofME: Selected Work5 
in Three  Volumes (see Biblio.) 

MEW Abbrel'. of ME: Werke (see Bib­
lio.) 

Macaulay， Thomas Babington， 1 l4f 
McCarthy， Senator Joseph， and Mc-

Carthyism， 343 
Macfarlane， Helen，  244f 
Machiavelli， Niccolò， 16f， 291 
MacIver， Robert Morrison， 1 5  
McLellan， David， 1 55n， 208，  335 
Maenchen-Helfen， O tto， 354 
Miírker， Friedrich August， 64 
Magyars. See Hungary and Hun-

ganans 
majority rule or minority rule， 68f， 

1 13 - 1 5 ， 1 4 5， 1 5 1 ， 1 78 ， 1 8 0 ，2 1 5， 
2 7 1 ， 2 8 5- 8 7 ，  302，  3 1 8， 356f， 371 .  
See also dictatorship (majority or  
minority) 

Majority-Minority split. See Paris 
Com m u n e  

Mammon，  148 
Manchester (Eng.)， 68， 87 
Manchester Commercial Association， 

6 8  
manual (Blanquist revolutionary 

manual)， 204f 
Marat， Jean Paul， 20，  22-26，  12lf， 

1 28， 1 93， 291 
Marcusc， Herbert， 33 
Marie， Pierre， 181 



Marius， Gaius， 43 
Marrast， Armand， 620， 181 
martial law (state of siege)， 13， 18， 25， 

50， 52f， 58， 84， 156， 158， 175f 
Martin， Alexandre. See Albel1 
Martin， Constant， 281 
Maliov， Julius， 344 
Marx， Eleanor， 100 
Marx， Jenny α11'8.)， 130， 2 19， 223 
Marx， Jenny (m. Longuet)， 137， 293f 
Marx， Laura (m. Lafargue)， 132，137， 

268， 307， 3080 
marxologist， marxology (term)， l 1 n  
Mason， Edward S.， 275 
materialism， 121， 166， 248， 283 
materialist conception of history， 

309f， 375 
Mathieζ Albert， 361 
May Day， 268 
Mayer， Gustav， 1850， 375f 
Mayo， Hemγ B.， 336 
M없as plisoo (paris)， 132 
Maz피n� Giuseppe， 89，167，1 69-71 
Maz찌nists， Mazzinist movement， 169， 

191n 
Mehring， Franz， 65， 94， 330 
Ménard， Louis， 190 
Menshevism， 324， 344 
Merriam， Charles E.， 15  
Merriam-Webster dictionmγ， 3， 375 
messiahs， messianism， 39f， 53， 235， 

259f 
Michelet， Jules， 220 
Middle Eas옥 259 
Milan (It.)， 169f 
milita찌zation of labor， 234 
military dictatorship. See dictatOl'ship 
MiUerandism. See coalitionism 
MilIière， Jean Baptiste， 295 
R‘ilton， Jolm， 17 
Milwaukee (WisC)， 243 
Minden (Ger.)， 242 
minority rule. See dictatorship (major­

ity or minority); majority rllle or 
minority rllle 

Miot， J비es， 276 
Miquel， Johannes， 227-29， 251， 3 18， 

321， 381 
Mirabeau， Honoré Gabriel Riqueti， 
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Comte de， 21 
MlS강re de la Philosophie (Marx).See Pov­

erty of Philosophy 
mistranslatioll. See translation prob-

lems 
mob rule， &c， 294n， 299， 349， 364 
Mobile Guard (Fr.)， 51  
Moilin， Jules Antoine， called Tony， 137 
Mommsen， Wilhelm， 229， 381 
Mont St-Michel (prison)， 134 
Montagne， Montagnards. See French 

social강emocrats 
Montesquieu， Charles de Secolldat， 

Banm de， 77 
Moore， Samuel， 1 13n 
Moore， Stanley w.， 331，  355-57 
Moralizing Criticism and CF녕ticalλloral� 

ity αlarx)， 230 
Morlaix (Fr.)， 281 
Morley， John， 107 
Morris， 찍Tilliam， 105 
Morrison， James， 42f， 800 
Moses， 341 
The Mountain. See French social-

democrats 
M빠llhausen (Ger.)， 1없 
Mulberger， Arthur， 297 
M‘lIIer-TeUering， Eduard von， 229-

32 
MUnster (Ger.)， 55，1 03， 242 
Munzer， Thomas， 1 64， 372 
MlIrphy’s Law， 13 

NDZ. Abbrev. if Neue  Del.ltsche 
Zeitung (Darmstadt， Fl1mkfl.lrt) 

NOZ. AbbreιofN e u e  Oder-Zeitung 
(Breslau) 

ì\'RZ. A bbrev.ofNeue Rheinische 
Zeitung (Cologne， 1848-49) 

NRZ Revue. Abbrev.ofNeue 
Rheinische Zeitung， politisch-
okonomische Revue (London) 

NYDT. Abbreκ Q(New York Daily Tri-
bune 

Nachet [French deputy]， 50 
Naples (It.)， 98 
Napoleon 1， 19， 62， 73， 83， 237， 255， 

260， 3620， 363 
Napoleoll 111. See Bonaparte， L. N. 
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Nllrodniks. See Russian Populists 
Nmváw.， Ramón M:uia， Duke of V:짜 

cncia， 70， 90 
Le Natiollα1 (paris)， 50，  152 
National Assembly (FI'ance)， 2 1 ，  25， 

48， 50-53， 87f， 1 76， 239f. See also 
Constituent Assembly 

National Assembly (Gcr.， in Fnmk­
furt). See FI김nkflll1 Assembly 

National Asscmbly (prussia， 1 848)， 6 1 ，  
64 

National Charter Association， 106 
National εonvention (Frcnch Rev.)， 

2 1 ， 2 3 ， 28， 3 1 f， 41 ， 66， 88 
National GUllrd (Pllris)， 25， 1 1 8， 1 82， 

273， 276. See also Mobile Guard 
National Liberals (Ger.). See liberllls 

(Ger.) 
Nlltiolllll Worl<shops (Fr.)， 48， 52 
National-ZeitulIg (Berlin)， 250 
na디onalism， n atiolllll problems and 

movcmcnts， 6， 26， 84， 9 1 ，  1 25， 
1 85， 3 1 8n. See also racism 

Nlltionalvcrein (Ger.)， 2 1 7， 227 
Nauvoo (HI↓ 1 1 8， 1 53 
Nllzism (Germllny)， 232 
Ncchayev， G.， 95， 97 
Necker hospital， 1 37， 282 
Neue Deutsche Zeituug (NDZ) 

(Darmstadt， Fl꺼nl<fUl’씬， 2 1 6-20， 
225f， 228， 243，  246， 248， 

25 1 ， 385 
Neue Rheinische Zeitung (Cologne)， 

60-66， 8 1 ，  1 55-58， 1 93， 21 7， 
230， 245， 2 5 1 ， 330， 369[， 383 

Neue RlzeinÎsche Zeitlll핑， politisch-
ökOllomÎsche Revue (London)， 161，  
1 67， 1 75 ， 1 84， 1 90 ， 1 94，1 96，2 1 5， 

244， 251  
Neue Zeit (Stuttgm.t)， 1 03f， 3 10[， 381 
NeufchfHel (Switz.)， 101 
New Mega. Shortform 앙ME: Gesam­

tausgabe-→lCW edition (see 
Biblio.) 

New York Daiμ， Tribune (N. Y.)， 68， 86， 
88， 1 68f， 245， 373 

New York JVorld(N.Y.)， 2 9 2-94 
New- Yorker Staatszeitlmg (N.Y.)， 236 
Nicholas (Czar)， 56f 

Nicolaievsl<y， Boris， 1 35， 1 5�，
� 

1 65n， 
1 99-205， 2 1 1 n， 354f， 358f 

Nihilists. 361 
North German Reichstag. See Reich­

stag 
N otes tõ tlze People (London)， 240 
Nuremberg (Ger.)， 41 

。’Brien， James， called Bronterre， 30， 
1 93 

g’Connor， Feargus， 1 06n， 203 
。Id Testamcnt， 1 9  
Olympus， 222 
8α’11꺼A ut.ωllOr때’ (Engels)， 8 1 ，  374 
On the History oftlte Commll1lÍst Le“'gue 

(Engels)， 1 23 f  
θ'11 tlze Jewish Question (Marx)， 2 1 1 n  
opportunism. See rcformism 
‘organization of labor，’ 45， 48 
organizational questions， 248. See a!so 

sectism; splits 
Orientlll despotism， 43， 77f 
Osnllbliick (Ger.)， 227 
ostnlCÎsm (Greek il1stitution)， 71 
。、ven， Robel껴 40， 43， 356f 
o‘vl'oite movcment， 。‘，venites， 43， 

1 20， 2 1 7， 357 
Oxfol'd Englislz Dictiollary， 80， 363 

PlIderborn (Ger.)， 2 1 7  
César d e .  See De Pllepe 

Palais Royal (p:uis)， 261 
Palatinate (Ger.)， 1 58， 236 
Palestinc， 260 
Palmerstol1， Viscount; Hem-y John 

Tcmple， 8 6-88， 1 42 
Pan-Slavism， Pan-Slavists， 55f 
parllleipsis， 341 
Pardigon， Frllnçois， 1 90， 1 93， 1 95f， 

198 
Paris. See dictatorship (Of PIUis) 
Pmis εommune ( 1 789 + )， 20f， 23， 66， 

245， 3 1 9， 365f 
Paris Commune (1871)， 5， 37， 39， 1 1 1， 

130f， 136， 248， 265f， 2 69-79， 281 ，  
284-86， 2 92-95， 3 0 1 ， 3 1 5- 1 7， 
3 2 1 ， 322n， 329， 333， 335， 355， 
366， 370， 374， 377， 381 f; its Jour­
nal Officiel， 39，  89，9 1 ， 271 ;  



Majority-Minority split， 276-78. 
See also Ci띠n젠ar in France 
α1arx) 

Parliament (BriL)， 43， 71， 86， 215 
parliamentarism， parliamentary gov­

ernment， 43， 55f， 62， 79， 83， 86， 
88， 90，  1 15， 273. 308f， 343， 
377; ’parliamentaη idiotism，’ 
311;  revolutionary parliamen-
tarism， 314 

Parnell， Charles Stewart， 85， 105， 107 
pa따r democracy. See dictatorship (in-

ner-party) 
La Patrie en Danger (paris)， 275 
Payne， Rober힘 204 
peaceful methods. See force and 띠0-

lence 
peasant pl'oblems， peasantry， 26， 46， 

155f， 1 77，235， 271 ， 3390 
Peasant War in Germally (Engels). 

244， 372 
Pennsylvania， University of， 331 
Peoples Paper (London)， 130， 143 
LeP깅re Ducltl!lle (palis)， 290 
Pt'!reire， Isaac， 80 
permanent revolution， 60， 1 60， 167， 

180� 185f， 224， 340， 351n， 356， 
379 

Peter-and-Paul Foπr얹s (Russ.)， 56 
pfander， Karl， 147 
Philipon de La Madelaine， Louis， 28 
Piedmontese， 370 
Pieper， W파lelm， 128，194， 207， 227f 
P파ot， Jean Jacques， 40 
The Pioneer (Birmingham， London)， 

43 
plagiarism， 358 
Plato， 68 
La Plebe (Lodi， Milan)， 295 
Plekhanov， Georgi Valentino、'ich， 5f，

323f 
Plotkin， Norman， 1 89， 204f， 208 
Poland， Polish movements， 26， 91， 

134，154，192，193 ，293 
political action， independent， 297 
PoorMan ’'s Gllardian (London)， 122 
pope， “papism，" 29， 4 0， 42， 80， 101， 

105， 290 
Le Populaire (paris)， 357 

Index 457 

popular sovereignty， 6 1-63， 69 
Positi피sts. See Comtists 
possibilism， 64; French Possibilists， 101 
Post Raymond 36， 283 
Potsdam (Ger.)， 64 
The Poverty of Philosophy 

224f 
Prague (now Czecho↓ 57 
Prairial [May 20-Jl.lue 19]， 42 
premature revolution， 1 64， 267 
Prik1majer-Tomanovic， Zorica， 332 
Principles ofCommunism (Engels)， 60， 

113， 149 
The Program oftlze Blallquist Refugees 

(Engels)， 139n， 145， 266， 283， 
302， 315， 381， 386 101 

Progress Publishers (Moscow)， 383 
Le Prolitaire (paris)， 100f 
ProletariaI‘ Leagl.le of New York， 243 
proletariat (term)， 38， 72f， 126. See 

also dictatorship of the pro­
letariat; hegemony ofthe p.; nde 
o f the p. 

“Promethean Complex，" 375 
Le Proscrit(London)， 185 
Protot， Eugene， 279 
Proudhon， Pierre Joseph， 47， 58f， 

1 64n， 224， 239f， 295， 357， 3 64 
Proudhonists， Proudhonist move­

menι 126， 153， 188， 1911; 253， 
261， 265， 277-80， 295， 297， 315 

Provisional Govemment (Fr.， 1848)， 
45-47， 54， 73， 135，153，164， 18lf 

Provisional Government (Fr.， 1 870)， 
91 

PrussÎan Code， 64 
Publicola. See Valerius Publicola 
putsch (않rm)， 158n， 383f 
putschism， putsches， 34， 48，124f， 134， 

144-47， 150(， 153， 158f， 161，169， 
171，199， 215， 264，266f， 307， 339， 
342， 346. See also Blanquism 

Pyat， Felix， 136， 265 

qu.Abbrev. ofquoted， quotation 
Qlli Vive! (London)， 290 

RZ Abbrev. ofRevolutionare 
Zentralisation 
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racism， 290f. See also Jewish prob-
lems; nationalism 

Radetzky， Gen. Joseph， 1 69 
Radical party: French， 287;  Swiss， 91  
Radjavi， Kazem， 332 
Ranvier， Gabl'iel， 280f  
Raspail， François， 130， 159， 182 
Rathbone Place (London)， 195f 
rccall of  officials， right to， 316  
RcclllS， Elie， 276 
red party， reds (thc tel'nl)， 177 
Die Reforlll (N. 1'.)， 243 
La Réforme (Paris)， 143， 15 lf  
rcformism， 5 ，  43，  103， 1 25， 148， 1 65， 

167， 170f， 1 95， 198f， 2 1 6， 221 ，  
2 2 6， 2 2 9 ， 2 3 8 ， 254，  2 56f， 261 f， 
2 88 ，295 ，  297， 307， 31 If， 317f， 
337， 342f， 3 6 1 n. See also Pos-
sibilislU; social-dcmocracy 

rcfllgees， rcfugee organization， 186-
8 9 ，  1 93 ，  19� 2 3 1 ， 278t 2 8 1  

Regnard， Albert， 280f 
Reichstag， 13f， 85f， 227， 3 8 1 ;  N orth 

Ger. Reichstag， 85 
Rcichstag Fraction (of Gcrman S.-D. 

party)， 104， 3 1 1-1 5， 317f， 322  
Rcign of Tcrror. See Frcnch Rcvolu-

tion; terror(ism) 
religion. See athcìsIU 
La Rel1aissance (Paris)， 137f 
republic3ns， repuhlicanism， 20， 79， 

1 30， 236， 308， 365 
Rcpublìcans， Rcpublican movement 

(France)， 45 ，  48f， 71 
R깡’ublik del'Arheiter (N.Y.)， 55 
rcstraÎnt in  rcvolution (gencralship)， 

1 50 ，1 53-58， 267f 
Rcv. from. Abbrev. ofReviscd l'‘rom [an 

cxtant tr:mslation ]  
Rev. aftcr‘ A bbrel'. ofRevised after 

[original text] 
Rel'elatÎolls ConcernÎlIg the COl1ll/lllllÎsf 

Trial Ìn Cologue (Marx)， 167， 170 
Review of Chcnu-Hoddc  book (ME)‘ 

16lf， 1 96， 2 1 2  
RevisionÎsm. See Berns‘ein(ian)ism 
Die RιvVlufioll (N. Y‘)， 243，  245 
Rel’olutiol1 (/lUl CO/lllterl'el'olutiol/ ín Gεr-

1IIal1)’ (Engels)， 66， 8 9， 168 

Revolution of 1 830 (Fr.)， 29 ，  40，  124 
Revolution of  1 848-1849，  68， 107， 

289 ，  340n， 363;  Ìfz BofzemÎa: 57; În 
France: 19， 45 . . . 59 ，  72f， 128， 
135， 1 64， 1 68， 1 78-83， 1 93， 205，  
2 2 4 ， 267 ， 3 1 9， 3 69 f， and see also 
cluh movement， June daysj ;11 
Germally: 53f， 60-67，  90，  1 54-58， 
1 64， 236， 243， 258n， and see also 
Neue  RheÎnische Zeitungj ÎII Aus­
Iria: see Austria; Vienna;  ÎIl 
HlIllgary: see Kossuth; ;11 Italy: see 
ItalYj Ì11 S’‘JÎtzerlaml: 90 

Rcvolutional'e Zentmlisation， 192， 
203， 236 

revolutionary club movement. See 
c\uh  movemcnt 

rcvolutionary cretinism， 55， 83， 292 ，  
343 

revolutionary parliamcntarism. See 
parliamentarism 

Rcvolutions. See French Revolution 
(for 1789 +)，  Revolution of  1 848， 
Revolution of  1 830， ctc. 

Reynolds， George William Mac­
Arthur， 193 

Rheillische ZeÎtul1g (Colognc)， 242 ，  254 
Rhineland  and the Rhinelanders 

(Rhcnish)， 98， 235， 254， 2 64. See 
also names o f  citics 

Ricardo， David， 247 
Richard， Albert， 94-96 
Ricnzi， Cola  di， 29  
1‘igalllt， Raoul， 276 
right to ol'ganize， 313f 
Robcspicrre， Maximilien de， 1 1， 1 9-

2 1 ，  23-2 6 ， 3 2 ， 35，  42f， 121f， 128， 
146， 1 93， 1 94n， 240， 361， 362-65，  
366  

RobespierrislU. See Jacobinismj 
Robespierre 

Rochefort， Henri de， 308 
Rodrigues， Olinde， 40  
Rdser， Pcter， 1 65-67 
The Role of Forcc in History (Engels)， 85 
Romc (aneicnt)， Roman society， 1 9， 

4 3 ， 50， 362. See also d ictatura as 
Roman tcrm 

Rome (tl1ε city)， 2 9， 78 



Roosevelt， Franklin D.， 87 
Rosenberg， Arthur， 14， 188 
Rossiter， Clinton， 13-15， 176 
Rousseau， Jean Jacques， 17� 22n， 364 
Roux， Jacques， 25， 121� 361 
"Royal Prussian government so-

cialism，" 102， 257， 261 
Rubel， Maximilien， 4n 
Ruge， Arnold， 154，167， 232， 254 
ru!e of the proletariat， 74， 111-14， 

212t:， 214f， 222f↓ 226， 233，  244， 
248， 2 63，  269f， 292，  297f， 300， 
367; proletariat organized as the 
ruling class， 301. See (11so dic­
tatorship of the p. 

Rusldn， John， 107 
Russia (pre-1917) and Russians， 26， 

81， 86， 96f， 236f， 2 55， 266， 303 .  
See also Bolshevism; Menshevism; 
Urquhart; Urquha11ites 

Russia (USSR)， 3. See also Russian 
Revolution， Stalinism 

Russian language， 298 
Russian Populists， Narodnik move­

ment， 56， 266， 294， 323， 361， 
363n 

Russian Revolution， 1917， 2， 3， 6 
Russian Social-Dcmocratic movcment， 

6， 308， 322-25， 344 
Ryazanov， David (pseud， of D. B. 

Goldcndach)， 136 
Ryazanskaya， S.， 384 

SPDS. Abbrev. ofSoci�� des PI‘oscrits 
Df!mocraí않-Socialiste.." 

suεR. Seε SociNê Ullivcrsale des 
Communistes Rl.'Volutionnaire 

Saint.J“ Louis Antotne Uon dc， 19， 
22， 193 

St Louis (Mo샤， 243 
St l\1a뼈R’s Hall (London)， 191n 
Saint-Ouen (Fr.)， 287 
Saint-양imon， εiaude HenrÎ， 39 
SaÎnt-Simonism， Saint-Simonians， 39f， 

42， 80， 260 
Sand， George， 357 
Sande‘i'S(m， John B.‘ 335 
San'Ut， Germain， 
Satan， 17 

lnde.'I: 459 

Savonarola， Girolamo， 341 
Scandinavian socialists-communists， 

141 
The Scarlet Pimpemel， 360， 363 
Schapiro， Leonard， 335 
Schapper， Kar� 1 17，146-50，156， 

165-67， 186， 196， 207， 210， 230， 
232f. See also 찌lillich-Schapper 
group 
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Socialist League (Brit.)， 105 
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True Socialism，’ 217f， 242， 253f 
Tucker， Robert C， 380 
Türr， Istvan (Geκ Stefan)， 192 
Tuileries (pa끼s)， 47 
Turkey， 141， 266 
TlIrn-Zeitmlg (N.Y.)， 244-47 
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