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The following text is an answer to an article vatitby
Louis Proyect, an American Marxist, on Bakunin. The
author had intended originally to write a series on
anarchism. Because of the political upheavals @kin

place around the September 11th events, the iskaes
generated this article have been superseded for the
foreseeable future.
My answer might seem somewhat outdated but since
Proyect’s article can stll be found on the Netssamed
the author still considered it as pertinent.
Louis Proyect’s article follows mine.

Le texte qui suit est une réponse a un articlealad.
Proyect, un marxiste américain, sur Bakunin. L'aute
avait a I'origine l'intention de rédiger une série
d’articles sur I'anarchisme en général, mais les
événements conseécutifs aux 11 septembre I'en ont
empéché. La réponse peut sembler quelgue peudardiv
mais dans la mesure ou l'article de Proyect esbesc
accessible sur le Net, j'ai pensé que l'auteur le
considérait toujours comme pertinent.
L’article original de Louis Proyect se trouve adaite
de ma réponse.



Jan. 15, 2008

Dear Mr Louis Proyect,

By mere chance | found on the Internet an article y
wrote, “Marxist critique of Bakunin”, about which |
would like to make some comments. | realize however
you wrote it seven years ago and my comments might
seem largely outdated, but since your text canobed
on the Internet | must assume you still considenas
some relevance

The introduction dealing with the “Anarchist Soccer
League” shows a deliberate, and useless intention o
ridiculing the anarchist movement but doesn’'t prove
anything. Considering a historical movement suckthas
anarchist movement, one can always choose to descri
individual cases existing on the margins of the emgnt
and make a big laugh of them. I'm sure that inUinged
States, as in France where | live, you can findault
dogmatic brats, strutting about with trotsky-likealods or
Mao-style jackets, arrogantly airing their opiniaos the
“masses”, the “Glorious October Revolution”, and
explaining how the “Diamat” (Dialectical materiatis—
concept which is absolutely absent in Marx, mind)yo
will help them achieve the Revolution. An anarchvgh
as much a polemic talent as yours could easily tivem
into idiots.

Factual mistakes
Certain things you say are factually wrong :

1. For instance when you mention “Hegel's tendency
to idealize the Kaiser's regime”. | suppose you tinen

! The author of the reply is a French syndicaligitanit.

2



the last Roman emperor, for when Hegel died in 1831
there was no Kaiser, but only the king of PrusSiae
Kaiser popped into the film 40 years later, in 1871

2. There is another mistake, much more seriousyin m
opinion, when you say :

“Marx eventually came to the conclusion that a
critique of capitalism had to be rooted in politica
economy rather than ethics. Written in 1846-#lie
Poverty of Philosophyis not only an answer to
Proudhon'Property is Theftit also contains some of
the basic economic insights that would be morey full
developed irCapital. ”

In fact, there are two mistakes in that statement.

¢ The Poverty of Philosophythe French title is
Misery of Philosophyis not an answer to Proudhon’s
Property is Theftoecause Proudhon never wrote such a
book. You surely are mentioninghat is Property{the
whole title is:What is Property? Or, an Inquiry into the
Principle of Right and Governmentyritten in 1840.

“Property is theft” is a sentence included in thabk,
about which Marx said that “Not only does Proudhon
write in the interest of the proletarians, he im$elf a
proletarian, an ouvrier. His work is a scientifiamifesto
of the French proletariat. The Holy Family)

¢ The Poverty of Philosophyis an answer to
Proudhon’sSystem of economic contradictio(is846),
undertitled “Philosophy of Misery” — which explains
Marx’s reply : “Misery of Philosophy” — a typicallleft
hegelian turn of mind.



Considering the title of Proudhon’s bookSystem of
economic contradictions- one can suppose that the
author intends to describe, or explain, the capttal
system in the light of itseconomi¢c and not moral
contradictions ; which leads us to the conclusibat t
Proudhon intends to make, as you say about Marx, “a
critique of capitalism (...) rooted in political ecamy
rather than ethics”. Which is precisely the casmuist
add that rooting the critique of capitalism in pioAl
economy doesn’t exclude ethical considerations. The
Communist Manifestis full of ethical considerations and
moral indignations, and no doubt it is one of thasons
why it has had so much success.

No communist | know has ever read Proudhon’s
System of Economic ContradictionBhey simply read
Marx’s critique of his bookThe Poverty of Philosophy
and to them it is enough (a very common attitud# wi
communists). The same way that many communists will
probably read your article and refrain from reading
Bakunin, whom you mention abundantly.

The year 1846

1846 is a very interesting year, because :

1. Marx and Engels wroféhe German Ideologgnd

2. Proudhon wrote theéSysteme des contradictions
economiquegSystem of Economic Contradictions).

The German Ideologyis a book in which Marx and
Engels establish the great lines of their histbmeathod,
which Marx never names, but which Engels calls
“historical materialism”.

The Systeme des contradictions economiqisesa
book in which Proudhon exposes his own method, to
which he gives no name, but which is simply the
inductive-deductive method (named also hypothetical

4



deductive method). This method is very commonlyduse
in sciences. Proudhon is the very first who usedh it
political economy. Roughly, this method consists in
testing a hypothesis and then checking if factdiouarit.

If they do, you form another hypothesis, and so on.

What is it all about ? Proudhon wanted to explawh
the capitalist system works. At first, he tried thistorical
method, and he said : where (when) do | begin ?yEae
1900 ? 1600 ? 1000 ? It simply didn’t work. Finalfig
decided to use abstract categories.

The heart of Marx’s criticism of Proudhon’s book,
when you put aside all the details, is precise$yuse of
the inductive-deductive method and categories.
Proudhon, says Marx, rejects the only possible atkth
the study of the historical movement of production
relationships (“rapports de production”, in Frent¢im
not used to marxist jargon in English). Proudhamhes
side, wants to show that the categories of ecoramayn
inter-relation in a contradictory way and that @dese
categories work simultaneously. Therefore it isassary
to define the basic category, from which you buifd a
simulation of the system (Proudhon uses the word
“scaffolding”, “echaffaudage” in French). His idesathat
the simple description of a phenomenon does ndilena
to understand its internal movement.

The basic category, according to Proudhorvalkie
which is the fundamental category from which the
essential structure of capitalism can be unveiledm
that, he deduces the division of labor, machinism,
competition, monopoly, etc. “Value is the cornenstaf
the economic building” says Proudhon in Systeme des
contradictions economique$ don’t think Marx would
disagree with that.



So where is the problem ? The problem is that #618
Marx hysterically attacked Proudhon’s method, aicgus
it of being idealistic, petit-bourgeois and all tsoiof
things, and then for more than ten years he didn't
produce anything with hiswn method. A letter he wrote
to Engels (April 2, 1852) shows his despair : “&iat is
beginning to annoy me. Actually, that scierjpelitical
economy] since A. Smith and D. Ricardo, has made no
progress in spite of all the particular and somesimery
delicate researches that have been made. ”

These words are practicaly the same you can read in
Proudhon’s Systeme des contradictions economiques
“Monographies and history books : we are saturaiitil
them since Ad. Smith and J.-B Say, and only vamei
are made on their texts. ”

Obviously, Proudhon and Marx were faced with the
same problem and came to the same conclusion.
Unfortunately for Marx, he lost fifteen years sdwng
the solution Proudhon had found in tisysteme des
contradictions economiques soon as 1846.

I’'m mentioning this only to show you that in spdé
what you think, marxism and anarchism are much more
interrelated than you think because thay had te tae
same theoretical problems, and the smartest wathaot
one you think. Proudhon too, had brains.

About The Capital

In the General introduction to the critique of political
economy(1857), Marx has still not found the way to
explain the structure of the system. There is amdant
literature about the modifications in the plan e
Capital. On december 18, 1857, Marx writes to Engels
that he is eager to “get rid of this nightmare”.



On February 22, 1858, Marx writes to Lassalle eraft
15 years, “I have the feeling now (...) that | cannage
to get to work”.

Good. Fifteen years after his hysterical attackeiresg
Proudhon, he found at last something. Let's seet \itha
IS.

In the Introduction Marx asks : where should one
start ? Which scientific method should be used énfline
starts explaining the proper method : usually, hgss
when you write about political economy, you starthw
generalities, production, population, import, expor
annual production. That's not the good method, dys.s
The “scientifically correct method” consists In
considering that “the abstract determinations lead
towards a reproduction of the concrete by way of
thought”.

He also says : “the economic categories would appea
on the whole in the same order as in the logical
exposition” @ Contribution to the Critique of Political
economy. So: the logical exposition is not the historical
exposition.

Well, well, Marx is now advocating the same method
Proudhon used in theSysteme des contradictions
economiquesand appeals to “categories” He now
discovers that each economic category, such asaegeh
value, exists only in relation with a whole, soniegh
Proudhon had discovered more than ten years earlier
Now Marx says that “it is wrong and inopportune to
present the succession of economic categories en th
order of their historic action”. That is precisehe idea
he had attacked in Proudhon in 1847.

When the first volume oThe Capitalwas published
in 1867, the preface said that “abstraction is omdy
method to analyse economic forms”, which is prdgise



Proudhon’s viewpoint. And if you compare the
respective plans or the first book e Capitaland of
the Systeme des contradictions economigyes can see
that they are strangely identical.

The funny thing in that affair is that the masteqa of
Marx, The Capital is based on a method that has nothing
to do with “historical materialism” but on the inctive-
deductive method, an authentically scientific mdtho
which Proudhon used twenty years before him; and
precisely because of that methothe Capitalis an
authentically scientific work !!! Proudhon’s geniwgas
that he was the first to apply it to political ecomy.

Now it is interesting to explain how Marx justifi¢ie
use of this “new” method. Of course, he could reot s
“Good old Proudhon was right.” Acknowledging he was
wrong and someone else was right was not his sige.
he said that one day, he “accidently” fumbled tigtou
Hegel's Logic, and that helped him find the proper
method. The funny thing about that book, is thatad
belonged to... Bakunin: “Freiligrath found some
volumes of Hegel that had originaly belonged to iBak
and sent them to me as a gift”, he says in a |éltaruary
14, 1858). Obviously, Marx wanted to establish a
filiation with German philosophyather than withFrench
socialism

Later, a lot of marxist authors realised that thees
something wrong about the method usedhe Capital

Preobrajensky for instance, is a little upset bsece
realizes that there is nothing to do with “histatic
materialism” in the book. So he says it is necgssar
“rise above all the phenomena of practical capitali
which keep us from understanding this form and its
movement in their purest aspectTheé New Econom)y
This is a pretty good definition for “simulation30, says



Preobrajensky, you must use an “analytical-abstract
method adapted to the peculiarities of the subjdtth

is studied”(sic). Interesting, that. Translated, it means :
“You don’t use historical materialism and you chang
method according to what you are studying”. A gstap

has been made in the understanding of “scientific
socialism”...

After a somewhat confuse explanation of this method
which is obviously not “the usual materialist ditles”
(sic) Preobrajensky turns the difficulty baptizing the
method “abstract analytical dialectics”. Whaow !ath
was a narrow escape for “dialectics”.

I won't annoy you with all the marxists who seem
obviously upset with th&he Capitalusing the inductive-
deductive method. Most of them are French and you
probably never heard about them.

However, | will mention one : Roman Rosdolsky, a
Ukrainian activist who closely examined the reasohg
Marx so frequently changed the plan of thapital (Cf.
The Changes of the structural plan of The Capital és
causes1929.)

Marxism and anarchism

are closely inter-related

What's the use of all this ? Well, | only wantedstay
that anarchists also have brains, good brains ldveay,
and don’t need marxist’'s brain transplanted in rthei
skulls.

More seriously, | simply wanted to show that manmxis
and anarchism, from a strictly theoretical pointvadw,
are closely interrelated, and that if you reallyntva
debate on “marxism & anarchism”, that is the dict
you should take. But in fact your article doesreabwith
a “debate” but with categorical assertions foundada
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very approximate knowledge of the problem. In other
words : sterile polemics.

| don't mean that theSysteme des contradictions
economiquess strictly equivalent torhe Capital nor
better. Marx’s book was published 20 years after
Proudhon’s so there is much more in it, which isire.

Strangely, Mr Proyect, you don’t mention Bakunin’s
opinion on The Capital You could have, if you had
wanted to prove the incomparable superiority ofxisan
upon anarchism. Marx had sent him the Vol. 1 when i
was published. Bakunin always considered it as a
necessary reference for the workemworkers not
peasants...). “It should have been translated intendh
a long time ago”, he wrote, “for no other contasugh a
deep enlighting, scientific, decisive and if | abwday,
such a terribly unmasking analysis of the formatain
bourgeois capital”, etc. A whole page of it.

The only problem, adds Bakunin, is that its stye i
“too metaphysical and abstract”, which makes ificlit
to read for most of the workersgrkers not peasants).
The Capital] says Bakunin again, “is nothing but the
death sentence, scientifically motivated” of the
bourgeoisie.

Not bad, isn'tit ?

The collectivists of the First International (theigd not
call themselves “anarchists”) agreed with Bakunm o
that point : so Carlo Cafiero, a follower of Bakur{ex-
follower of Engels, so he knew what he was talking
about), wrote an “Abstract” of th@apital so that it could
be read by the workers (workers not peasants),Jants
Guillaume, another of Bakunin's followers, wrote a
preface.

Mind you, Bakunin praisedThe Capital not the
Systeme des contradictions economiquwisch, by the
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time Marx’'s book was published, was somewhat
outdated because even if Proudhon had “inventenlieso
basic concepts used also by Marx twenty years, later
Marx had gone further, which is normal.

So what have we got, right now ?

1. Proudhon uses a method Marx used twenty years
later inThe Capital

2. Bakunin and the collectivists in the First
International considere@he Capitalas a reference for
the workers.

300 pages against Stirner

Let's get back to th&erman Ideology Those who
took the trouble to read it entirely, and not oohosen
abstracts as is usually the case (it is a verkthmok),
realized that only a very small part of it concethe
explanation of the historical method Marx and Eagek
supposed to have discovered.

The main part of the book is dedicated to hystérica
polemics. And 300 pages (2/3 of the book!) concern
Max Stirner. This man is considered by authorised
marxists who never read him as totally unintergstin
Now, who is this uninteresting bloke about whom ¥ar
writes 300 pages ?

Most people (and particularly anarchists) igno th
Stirner had been famous for a short time in the
intellectual circles of Berlin, he had fallen indblivion
until the late 1880’s and was literally propelledoi the
anarchist “Pantheon” by Engels, who wanted to kiek
anarchists out of the "® International. In order to
discredit the anarchists, Engels tried to link Bakuand
Stirner, saying that the former had been influermgethe
latter, which is absolutely wrong. Bakunin, who eev

11



hesitated to praise the authors he appreciatedernev
refers to his thought and mentions him only once,
casually, in an enumeration of “progressist hegslia
“Were part of this group the Bauer brothers, Bramol
Edgar, Max Stirner et then, in Berlin, the firstcte of
German nihilists who, by their cynical logic, I¢fie wild
Russian nihilists far behind.S¢atism and Anarchy

This is theonly mention he ever makes of Stirner. As
you can see, being considered as a “nihilist” was an
particularly favorable opinion to Bakunin. It igsificant
that the Bauer brothers and Stirner are put instimee
boat: they are part of that fraction of the leftgdikans
who stuck to intellectuel criticism and never taadtion.

In fact, Marx, Engels and Bakunin shared the same
opinion on him and if Engels hadn’t been so seatare
would have realized it.

I, personally, don’'t consider Stirner as an anatchi
but that's a strictly personal opinion. Most anasth
think he is an individualist but they are wrong.sHi
concern is not the individual but thedividuality. That
makes a great difference. There is nothing andrahis
him ; | would say he is more of a precursor of Ereu

The young intellectuals who, around 1840, critidize
Hegel's philosophy finally split into two branches.

The first branch, influenced by Feuerbach, but igain
by a Pole called Cieskovsky- rarely mentioned —,
concluded that it was necessary now to start aclihgt
was Bakunin, Marx, Engels, Hess.

The second branch refused to act and stuck to a
strictly intellectually criticist point of view. Tdt was
Bruno Bauer and Max Stirner. During the 1848
revolution in Germany, Stirner strictly did nothinghis
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Is, among other reasons, why | can’t consider hsnama
anarchist.

Anyway, Stirner's thought deserves being studied
because, among other things, he played an impgotaht
in the constitution of marxism. Which, of course,
marxists won’t admit, and which is why they are hiea
to explain why Marx wrote 300 pages against him...

In 1844, Marx’'s thought was totally influenced by
Feuerbach ; he enthusiastically mentioned the tgrea
discoveries” of the philosopher who had “given a
philosophical foundation to socialism”. At that &m
Marx was a humanist. When he says in thed44
Manuscriptsthat “communism is not as such the aim of
human development”, he means that the aim is Mam wi
a capital M. At that time he thought philosophy vias
truth of religion.

Stirner vigorously criticized Feuerbach for not imav
destroyed the Sacred but only its surface. Philogdas
only taken away the sacred envelope of religion.
Feuerbach’s “generic man” is a new form of the Dévi
and reproduces Christian morals. The very momenkMa
wanted to show that the suppression of philosophhe
actualization of philosophy, Stirner showed thatain
only accomplish itself as theology.

These ideas were developped in a boldke Unique
and its propertypublished in 1845, and were a shock to
Marx. Worse, Engels himself adhered to Stirnerés#s,

a time. (He was curtly reprimanded by his pal, ivele
me...)

Even worse, Stirner's critique of Feuerbach was
obviously an implicit critique of Marx.

And even worse again, a number of the smartest
minds in Berlin were gathering around Stirner. Msirx
authors usually forget to say that.
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All that, for Marx, was unbearable. Which explains
why he wroteThe German ldeologyAfter that, Marx
gives up the idea of “generic man” and all these
humanistic concepts.

So here we have another example of connection
between anarchism (if you consider Stirner as an
“anarchist”) and marxism, evolving into something
finally positive, since without Stirner’'s philosadpahl
kick in the ass, Marx would have developped a sbrt
flabby, spineless socialism. We can consider thatxv
became truely a marxist after that. And naturatiis
attack against Stirner was proportional to his
(philosophical) pain in the ass.

There are many other examples of positive connectio
between marxism and anarchism.

¢ When Bakunin escaped from Siberia, he went to
England and met Marx before settling down in Italy.
Marx then asked Bakunin to help him in his fightimgt
Mazzini. This is precisely what he did. Of courée,
would have fought Mazzini's influence anyway, b h
was quite efficient. He personally initiated sevVera
sections of the International, although he was ysbta
member, and had a decisive influence in the carnstit
of the Iltalian working class working class not
peasantry). (On that question, se8akunin & the
Italians, T.R. Ravindranathan, = McGill-Queen’s
University Press, Kingston and Montreal — in Ertglis

¢ When Bakunin joined the International, he
supported the marxists against the right-wing
Proudhonians.
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“Causes productive of effects”

But there are two decisive points upon which
anarchism and marxism meet, but generally marsists
not aware of it (nor anarchists, | would say):

1. One of the fundamental criticisms Bakunin matle o
marxism was about the exclusiveness of economic
determinations in history. Not that he denied the
prominent character of these determinations, on the
contrary.But, he said, the other determinations, political,
ideological, juridical, etc. “once given, can be@m
causes productive of effects” (Letter tca Liberte
November 11, 1872). Which is, may | say, a peryectl
“dialectical” point of view.

In 1890 — long after Bakunin had died — Engels &arot
a letter to Joseph Bloch (Sept. 21, 1890) sayifiis
Marx and myself, partially, who bear the responsabf
the fact that sometimes, the young people give more
weigh than they should to the economic side. Imtfiaf
our adversaries, we had to stress the main prin¢igy
denied, so we did not always find the time, the@laor
the opportunity to give their place to the othectdas
which participate to the action.”

So on that first point, Engels (implicitly)
acknowledges that Bakunin was right.

Comment: you can find something very close to
Bakunin’s objection in theGerman Ideology “The
production of ideas, of conceptions, of consciogsnes
at first directly interwoven with the material adty and
the material intercourse of men, the language alflife.
Conceiving, thinking, the mental intercourse of men
appear at this stage as the direct efflux of theaterial
behaviour. The same applies to mental production as
expressed in the language of politics, laws, miyali
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religion, metaphysics, etc., of a people. Men dre t
producers of their conceptions, ideas, etc.”

But of course Bakunin — and the marxists —, did not
know about this book for it was never publishedilunt
1928.

2. The second important point on which Bakunin
disagreed with Marx was the theory of evolution of
successive forms of production. The marxists, sayslo
not so much blame us for our programme as becaase w
“fail to recognize the positive law of successive
evolutions” (Letter td_a Liberte loc. cit) Here again, he
did not deny the validity of that theory in the tbiy of
Western Europe, but he denied its universal charaicir
reasons he explains but upon which I will not isis

Marx will (implicitely once more) admit Bakunin was
finally right. In november 1877 (Bakunin is dead} h
writes to a Russian correspondant called Mikhakovs
and tells him that it is a mistake to transform ‘sisetch
of the genesis of capitalism in Western Europe ato
historic-philosopic theory of the general marchallgt
imposed to all peoples, whatever the historical
circumstances in which they are placed...”

In 1881 he writes to Vera Zassoulitch that the
“historical fatality” of the genesis of capitaligtoduction
is “expressively limited to the Western European
countries”.

The restrictions Engels and Marx make to their own
theory are limited to their private correspondamcel
have no effect on “real marxism” such as it ha@ady
begun to spread into a sort of mechanical detestiini
economism. However, since anarchists are suppased t
have no brains, | thought it necessary to prediesd

16



points : Bakunin was right concerning two fundamental
points regarding marxist theofyHe was in a way a
better marxist than Marx !!!

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkk

| don't intend to examine point by point the
inconsistency of your argumentation concerning
Bakunin. It is too much dominated by incincerityutB
there are some other factual mistakes | would tike
stress.

Bakunin has nothing to do with social darwinismdAn
he does mention Herbert Spencer, to criticise g
text called “Science and the people” (1868). Hemaa
the “practical duplicity” you can find in the worksf
“Bockel [Henry Thomas Buckle?] Darwin, Lewis,
Herbert Spencer and Stuart Mill”. In fact he crtes
Auguste Comte’s system who offered these authas th
ideological ground to carry on their work withotigking
to be accused of atheism and materialism.

In another text [Empire knouto-germanigqye
recalling that Shelley had to emigrate and hadchiid
taken away from him because he was accused otathei
he says that men like “Buckle, Stuart Mill and Hatb
Spencer’” had “enjoyed the possibility that positive
philosophy had offered them to reconcile the freedd
their scientific investigations with the religiogsnt [in
English in the text] despotically imposed by English
opinion upon whoever intends to be part of theesgti

It is true that you rarely (but | would not say eev
find “scholarly citations in his work”. But it ishsolutely
wrong to say that he reflects “commonplace ideas
floating around in the European middle-class ofdys”.

To begin with, Bakunin had a strong scientific
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background and his archives show that he had read
books in many fields : philosophy of course, relig,
economic history, natural sciences, languages and
mathematics.

“Fomenting insurrections”

And it is absolutely wrong to say that he spent his
time “fomenting insurrections”. He never fomentedy a
insurrection, but he took an active part in oneohetion
and three insurrection.

Paris 1848 Bakunin is in Brussels. It takes him a
three day walk to reach Paris because there ateims.

2 Here is a list of books he ordered when he wasstd in
1849 :

“1. Complement des elements d'algebre, par Laci@xne pas
confondre avec les elements d'algebre que j'a).deja

“2. Traite complet de calcul differentiel et intagrpar Lacroix. 3
vol. in-quarto.

“3. Application de l'analyse a la geometrie a bgsale I'Ecole
Polytechnique — par Monge.

“4. Analyse Algebrique, par Garnier — 1 vol. in&ab.

“5. Lecons du calcul differentiel et integral — @l.vin-octavo, par
Garnier.

“6. Euler — Elements d'algebre.2 vol. in-octavo.dramiere partie
contient l'analyse determinee revue et augmentemtds par Garnier.
La deuxieme partie contient l'analyse indetermieeee et augmentee
de notes par Lagrange.

“7. Lagrange. Lecons sur le calcul des fonctians...

“8. Lagrange. Traite de la resolution des equatiamseriques.

“9. Lagrange. Theorie des fonctions analytiques.

“10. Lagrange. Traite de mecanique analytique.l2irjuarto.

“11. Poisson. Traite de mecanique... 2 vol. in-tuin

“12. Pouillet. Cours de physique.

“ Et encore [Cauchy/Canetry] et Ampere sur le dalderentiel et
integral.”
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The armed workers control the barricades. Bakunin
sleeps very little, his rifle at hand, among theiai@ns.
The new chief of the police, Caussidiere, says hai\a
man! The first day of a revolution he is a manelt the
second day he should be shot!”

The first insurrection was in Prague in 1848. He had
analysed the situation and had concluded that & wa
bound to fail. But not being able to prevent it,jbmed
the insurgents. Strangely, at that moment teue
Rheinisches Gazefteun by Marx, printed on July 6 an
article asserting that the French writer GeorgedSzad
documents proving that Bakunin was a Russian st
that he had betrayed Polish insurgents. The aréicén
said that George Sand had shown the documentsrte so
of her friends. Of course the writer had nothingdim
with that, and protested that the article of tNeue
Rheinisches Gazettgas pure invention. Marx published
the writer’s denial and a publisher’'s note sayimat they
had only done their duty informing the public, adyli
that after all it had given Bakunin the opportunity
dissipate the suspicions...

The secondinsurrection was in Dresden in 1849. As
in Prague, the context was disastrous, but Bakdiairall
he could to keep the insurrection going, of whiehhad
taken the command. When finally the overwhelming
Prussian forces took the place, he organized tegical
retreat. As you know, Bakunin was an artillery odfi.
Organizing a retreat is something very difficulthe
objective is to reduce the losses as much as pessib
Now, someone whom you heard about mentions this
retreat : Engels himself. Here is what he wrot&862 :

“In Dresden, the street fights lasted four dayse Th
Dresden petty bourgeois — the “National Gard” — not
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only did not take part in this fight, but they sopged

the progression of the troops against the insusgent
The latter, however, were constituted almost
exclusively of workers from the surrounding indigdtr
neighborhoods. They found a capable and self-
controled chief in the person of the Russian reduge
Michael Bakunin, who was soon after made
prisoner’...”

A few remarks : Bakunin did not choose to partitépa
in the insurrection : he simply was there and asslims
responsibilities. And he probably saw more of, aned
more with German industrial workers than Marx ever
did. Bakunin’s part in the Dresden insurrection wash
more than “a street disturbance or sometimes even a
clash with the police in some German city” : highti for
democracy in Germany cost him eight years of jad a
four years of relegation in Siberia.

Second remark : at that time, what were Marx and
Engels doing ? They had swept the Communist League
under the carpet, the first Communist party in dngt
because their analysis was that on their histoagehda
time was for thdourgeoisrevolution. So they peacefully
sat on their chairs writing articles in th&leue
Rheinisches Gazetteencouraging bourgeois class-
consciousness and protesting against the Czechs
demanding their independance: It is impossible,s say
Engels in theNeue Rheinisches Gazett® give the
Czechs their independance, for the East of Germany

% Quoted by Arthur Lehning, iMichel Bakounine et
les autresUGE 10/18, p. 170.
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would look “like a loaf of bread that has been gadvioy
rats.” (Neue Rheinisches Zeitunjo. 222, February
1849.)

In the meantime, Bakunin was arrested by the
Prussians, sentenced to death, handed over to the
Austrians, sentenced to death, handed over to the
Russians who locked him without judgement for six
years in Peter-and-Paul fortress, where he wasetido
the wall. Then he was sent to Schlusselburg fatfes
two years. By that time he had lost all his teethduse
of scorbut and was driven half mad through isofatf®o
the one whom you say was “too busy fomenting
insurrections to find time to go to a library” gatrested
because he had fought for German democracy.

Well, | have no objection about people who spend
their time in libraries reading (and writing) boo&bout
class struggle. This is necessary. | respect thayself
have read some books.

But, Mr Proyect, you seem to have a sort of
fascination for libraries and books. In thirty y@adrhave
read three times the three volumesTdie Capital,so,
according to your own values, | may have a faipd)
knowledge of the “laws of capitalist accumulation”.
During the same period | have been an active CGadnun
shop stuart, union official, union president in grenting
industry, but I never had the notion that readihgpe
times The Capital had helped me. And | have good
friends in the CGT and in the Communist party who
never readThe Capital | don’t think that is the reason
why they never made the revolution. In fact your
approach of the problem is that to “develop a new
revolutionary movement” you must be an intellectual
because only intellectuals can adapt facts to a pre
existent theory.

21



I'm not saying that theory is useless, but that
revolutionary theory should be something
comprehensive, i.e. not only economic, and a peemian
process of reexamination of facts through theorg an
theory through facts — and you’d be surprised ®wleat
clever analysis workers who never regtte Capitalcan
make.

But the fact is that Marx practiced class strugglthe
British Museum while Bakunin practiced it on theld,
and paid a very high tribute to it. You should eadt
respect that.

In fact, during the 1848 revolution, Marx and Ersgel
did not practice class struggle at all... A few weeks
before the outburst of the revolution in Germany, a
leaflet had been printed in Paris to be distributed
Germany. It contained the programme of the Comnunis
League in 17 points, but their authors decided toot
distribute it at all.

This is what Engels wrote about it : « If even rgh
copy of our 17 points were to circulate here, allid be
lost for us » he writes to Marx (25 April 1848)And he
adds : « The workers are beginning to bestir thbrasea
little, still in a very crude way, but as a mas$ey at
once formed coalitions. But to us that can only e
hindrance. »

There is no mistake: 1. The workers bestir
themsleves ; 2. As a mass ; 3. And form coalitions.

But to Engels, it is a hindrance. So what is it a
hindrance for ? Engels had just received the Poispe

* Source MECW Volume 38, p. 172, 25 April 1848. First
published inDer Briefwechsel zwischen F. Engels und K. Marx
1913.
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for the Founding of thé&Neue Rheinisches Zeitundne
was collecting money among the radical bourgeo an
didn’t want to frighten them.

And what was the programme of the League ? A
document directly inspired from theCommunist
Manifesto which says among other things that the
communists must not conceal their opinions!!!

| wonder how you can reconcile that with your
assertion that Marx and Engels “never abandoned the
idea that the communists should constitute the most
‘advanced’ or ‘extreme wing’ of the ‘democratic par
as they put it”. In 1848, they were the most adeanc
wing of the bourgeois liberals.

OK, Marx and Engels chose to write articles in a
liberal paper while Bakunin was “fomenting”
insurrections. But at least, did they say intengsti
things ? Bakunin’'s programme (he was not yet an
anarchist, by far) at that time was to create dianale
between the Centre-European Slavs demanding nhtiona
emancipation and the Germans demanding democfacy. |
both could fight hand in hand, he thought, they Mdae
invincible. That was quite a pragmatical point aéw,
and mere common sense.

The problem was that the Germans — Prussians and
Austrians — occupied Slav territories. What opindid
Marx and Engels express in their liberal-bourgeois
paper ? They supported the German occupation of Sla
territories, in the name of “historical materialismthe
productive forces in Germany were higher than ie th
Slav territories so the Slavs should remain und=n@n
domination : that’s what | call understanding then's of
capitalist accumulation”. The Czechs who demanded
their independance were very ungrateful, for the
Germans had “given themselves the trouble of zivig
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the stubborn Czechs and Slovenes, and introducing
among them trade, industry, a tolerable degree of
agriculture, and culture!” (Engels, “Democratic pan
slavism”,Neue Rheinisches Gazetieb. 1849.)

Those Slavs who disagreed with that “scientific
analysis” were “reactionaries”, and “for this codigy
base betrayal of the revolution we shall at some tiake
a bloody revenge against the Slavs”, writes Enggisn.

What did Engels think about the project of unity
between Germans and Slavs Bakunin proposed? Engels
writes on february 16, 1849:

“To the sentimental phrases about brotherhood
which we are being offered here on behalf of thestmo
counter-revolutionary nations of Europe, we repigtt
hatred of Russians was and still is tpemary
revolutionary passiomamong Germans; that since the
revolution hatred of Czechs and Croats has been
added, and that only by the most determined use of
terror against these Slav peoples can we, joinitis w
the Poles and Magyars, safeguard the revolution.”

At the end of his article, Engels calls for “a gule,
an ‘inexorable life-and-death struggle’, againsbstn
Slavs who betray the revolution; an annihilatirghfiand
ruthless terror— not in the interests of Germany, but in
the interests of the revolution!” (What kind of
revolution ? Obviously not the one mentioned in the
Manifesto) After the Prague insurrection, Engels wrote
on June 18, 1848 in ti¢RGthat from now on “the only
possible solution now is a war of exterminationnaesn
the Germans and the Czechs”.
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Hatred surely is a useful concept to understand the
“laws of capitalist accumulation”.

After the revolution, the German communists
demanded Marx and Engels to answer for their
collaborationist attitude. A very strange text sBow
evidence of it, calledddress of the central committee to
the Communist leagueWhen you read the text
superficially, you think that Marx criticizes thepétty
bourgeois who were leaders of democratic assongtio
the “publishers of democratic papers” ; the Addrests
the workers not to support the bourgeois demoaats
claims the necessity of the “autonomous organisatio
the proletariat”. In fact, the one Marx is writiadpout is
himself : he had been the leader of a Democratic
association after he had dissolved the Communist
League,he had published a liberal paper ahé had
dissolved the “autonomous organisation of the
proletariat”.

The Address mentions also the necessity of
reestablishing “the independance of the workerdiictv
sounds really funny when you consider that Engéls d
absolutely not want the programme of the Communist
League to be spread in Germany because it was too
radical and would frighten the liberals.

The German communists were not fooled by the
Address of the central committee to the Communist
league.

Communist historians never give the “key” to
understand théddress And they are very uneasy about
the dissolution of the Communist League. Their
explanations are masterpieces of jesuitism.
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Members of the Communist League settled down in
London. As members of the London section of the
organisation, Marx and Engels will lepulsed from the
first communist party in history! The motives of the
expulsions are interesting. The two men are acco$ed
having “published gazettes”, of having “selectegraup
of half-literary hacks so as to have personal sttpp®
and fantasize about their future political power”;
“because the literary camarilla cannot be usefuthi®
League and makes all organisation impossible” abse
they used the League for their personal interegtering
it when it is not useful to their personal needs...

Of course, communist historians take a very low
profile when they deal with this period of Marx and
Engel’s life.

| said Bakunin took part in three insurrections aod
far | mentioned only two.

The third one was in 1870 in Lyon, a big industrial
town in the South East of France. That was justreef
the Paris Commune.

While Marx was reading books in a British libratlye
Prussians had occupied France and the workersan Ly
were beginning to show some unrest. Bakunin
participated in the insurrection. Here again, hdndi
think it could succeed. But among other measures, h
proposed to create a permanent revolutionary mititie
sequestration or all property, public and privaide
communes were to choose delegates, create comnsssio
to reorganize labor, hand over to workers’ assmeiat
the money they needed. When the municipal council

> See: Fernando ClaudiViarx et la revolution de 1848
Maspero.
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decided to reduce the wages, Bakunin was firmly
opposed to the workers going unarmed to the protest
demonstration.

Of course, Marx, who was reading books in the
British Museum, couldn’t help deriding Bakunin’s
action. Of course, the insurrection failed. Buhihk one
viewpoint might interest you, Mr Proyect : that lofi
Steklov, a bolchevik historian : Bakunin’s intertien in
Lyon was “a generous attempt to wake up the slgepin
energy of the French proletariat and direct it tasahe
struggle against the capitalist system and ataheegime
to repell the foreign invasion.”

Steklov adds that Bakunin’'s plan was not so
ridiculous :

“In Bakunin’s mind, it was necessary to use the
commotion provoked by the war, the inability of the
bourgeoisie, the patriotic protests of the massss,
confuse social tendencies in order to attempt a
decisive intervention of the workers in the great
centres, involve the peasantry and thus start tvdw
social revolution. Nobody, then, has proposed tebet
plan®.”

The “Confession”

Your approach of the “Confession” of Bakunin
consists mainly in distorting facts. The “ConfesSiwas
published in 1921 when the archives of the tsgadice
were made public. Curiously, the bolcheviks weré no
particularly shocked. Karl Radek told Fritz Brupbac
that Bakunin was “perfectly entitled to adopt theper

® Quoted by F. Rude, iDe la Guerre & la Communeditions
Anthropos.
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method to achieve his objective” : get out of thegeon
in which he was sentenced to life.

Count Orloff had asked Bakunin to write a confessio
Bakunin accepted but he declared that he wouldessnf
his own “sins” but no one else’s. That meant he ldiwt
betray anybody. And he didn’t. From this point, \evwaer
he said in this “confession” has strictly no imamte.
The only persons he mentions are those who arefout
reach of the tsar, or who were notoriously knowrbéo
with him during the revolution.

No anarchist would write on Lenin’s deal with the
German authorities who allowed him to cross their
territory in March 1917 as many lines as you did on
Bakunin’s “Confession”.

The real value of the “Confession” lies in the nmaad)
notes of the tsar : “If he feels the weigh of hisssonly a
sincere and thourough confession, and not a conditi
one, can be considered as such.”

The technique he uses in the text is remarqudbi :
he shows humility, expresses his guilt, and thantstn
uncomproising analysis, such as no tsar has eadr of
Russian society, its expansionnist policy, its duant
class, the Russian bureaucracy, the degeneresoktioe
State.

Actually, Bakunin stayed in prison and his condito
were not improved. Later, he was removed to another
fortress during the Crimean war because the tsaede
he should escape or be freed, which proves he titas s
afraid of him. All attempts to soften his conditsowere
refused by the tsar. Count Dolgoroukoff, ministérthe
tsar, requested his deportation in Siberia: thar ts
refused. Bakunin was considered as too dangerdwes. T
new tsar Alexander Il refused any change in his
condition. “As long as your son lives, he will nevse
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free”, he said to his mother. Finally he was degubrtio
Siberia in 1857. He was 44 years old and lookeel dik
old man after eight years of total isolation. Heagmd in
1861. When he arrived in London, he was informed th
Marx and his friends had spread the rumor thattshe
had greeted him with open arms and that he had been
spending his time with hospitable ladies drinking
champagne.

But the British workers were not mistaken: a
delegation of them greeted him and expressed their
sympathy to the great Russian revolutionary.

Who is the sect leader ?

But who is the sect leader ?

The offensive against Bakunin started after theldBas
congess of the International (1869), when the metiof
the General council (Marx) were outvoted by thokthe
collectivists (Bakunin).

It ended in 1871 at the London Conference, sept. 17
which normally had no power to take decisions. &tite
majority of pro-Marx delegates had been convendl wi
fake mandates, delegates who were coopted by the
General council. Some federations had not been
informed. Bakunin and James Guillaume, who had not
been invited, were expelled.

A congress was organized in the Hague in september
1872 in order to confirm the expellings. The same
assembly confirmed the decision taken in London.

When the federations were informed about the
decision and realized that they had been manipgylate
they condemned the decisions taken in this fake
congress :
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The Jura federation, sept. 15, 1872

The delegates of the French sections in october
The Italian federation in december

The Belgian federation in december

The Spanish federation in January 1873

The English federation in 1873

Of course, rejecting the bureaucratical pratices of
Marx and his pals did not mean that all these foErs
approved of Bakunin’s views.

The marxizised International collapsed. The General
council was transferred to the United States — emer
one could go — in the hands of German friends afxMa

One of the first decisions of the new General cdunc
was to suspend the Jura federation of which Bakanth
James Guillaume were members. Marx and Engels were
furious because the Jura federation had lsmspended
and notexpelled Their argument was that it had “put
itself out of the organisation” — an argument wheifi
be much used after. (Marx, letter to the Generahcd,
Feb. 12, 1872))

On May 30, 1873, according to instructions given by
Engels, the New York General council decided toedixp
all the sections and federations that refused #uogsbns
taken in the Hague.

So what do we haveMarx and a small clique of pals
expelled from the First international the (almosthole
international working class of the tinhe

“Almost”, because the Germans did not protest. In
fact, the Germans strictly didn’t care. “There mewere
real members, not even of isolated persons” writes
Engels to Theodore Cuno (May 7-8, 1872).

On May 22, 1872, four months before the Hague
congress, Engels wrote to Liebknecht to ask him how
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many membership cards he had distributed : “Dagllt t
me the 208 estimated by Finck are all you got !”

The excluded Spanish federation had 30.000
members...

So, strangely, in two circumstances of rising class
struggle — 1848-1849 and 1871-1872 —, Marx and Enge
scuttled the working class organization !

Conclusion

Marxism and anarchism developped separately, but
from commun preoccupations and formulated different
conclusions. The refusal to consider their genésis
identical conditions prevent most people — you, in
particular — from perceiving the points on whickythoin
each other, but also does not enable them to percei
their differences in their real perspective. Inestivords,
each movement should be opposed to the other,obut f
the good reasons. This is why | don’t believe inhsan
eclectic synthesis as “ libertarian marxism” beeatlse
real gap between marxism and anarchism lies, teeat g
extent, in organizational and strategic questions.

Your article never even approaches the heart of the
problem.

So, Mr Proyect, | suggest that before polemizing on
Bakunin or anarchism, the real facts be first distagd.
After that, we can talk about the “tangible vicex’i, as
you put it, of our respective movements. Howevel, i
were a communist, | would rather avoid that questio
The only “tangible victory” of the bolcheviks isahthey
succeeded a “coup d’Etat” in October. You know what
happened after. the dictatorship of the party oa th
workers and peasants and an incredible mystifioatio
about the so-called “worker's State”. The first
mystification of all being that Lenin is said to lze
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marxist. What happened to him was absolutely feese
by Engels. Here is a long quotation, but I'm suve will
see what | mean:

“The worst thing that can befall a leader of an
extreme party is to be compelled to take over a
government in an epoch when the movement is not yet
ripe for the domination of the class which he
represents and for the realisation of the measures
which that domination would imply. What lvan do
depends not upon his will but upon the sharpness of
the clash of interests between the various classes,
upon the degree of development of the material siean
of existence, the relations of production and mexns
communication upon which the clash of interests of
the classes is based every time. Whabhghtto do,
what his party demands of him, again depends not
upon him, or upon the degree of development of the
class struggle and its conditions. He is boundiso h
doctrines and the demands hitherto propounded which
do not emanate from the interrelations of the docia
classes at a given moment, or from the more or less
accidental level of relations of production and nmea
of communication, but from his more or less
penetrating insight into the general result of $beial
and political movement. Thus he necessarily finds
himself in a dilemma. What heando is in contrast to
all his actions as hitherto practised, to all iagples
and to the present interests of his party; whatught
to do cannot be achieved. In a word, he is comgelle
to represent not his party or his class, but thescfor
whom conditions are ripe for domination. In the
interests of the movement itself, he is compelled t
defend the interests of an alien class, and to feed
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own class with phrases and promises, with the
assertion that the interests of that alien classtlair
own interests. Whoever puts himself in this awkward
position is irrevocably lost.” (Frederick EngelBhe
Peasant War in Germanghapter 6.)

My answer aims at showing that there are lines of
confluence between anarchism and marxism that
constitute a basis for a constructive discussiohe T
problem is that communisfscan’t accept this approach
because when you start talking about real factscgott
stop. It means that you have to speak about whak Ma
really said and what heeally did. That man surely did
achieve great theoretical accomplishments, no doubt
about that, but he reallyid dissolve the first Communist
party at the beginning of a revolution, in spite o
writing a few months before in thanifestothat “the
Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims
and he reallydid expell from the first worker's
International practically the whole european wogkin
class. That is the basis upon which a constructive
discussion can take place.

"1 am aware that | sometimes use the word “comnmihishere
you might prefer my using “marxism”. To me, the eglent to
anarchism is communism. The equivalent to marxisitmakuninism,
or proudhonism, etc.

The other reason for my using the word communisrthég |
have been over 30 years in a trade union, the @&drwhelmingly
dominated by communists and beleive me, it is heays easy to be
an anarcho-syndicalist in these conditions. | offeat not always)
disagreed with them, and | know them very well, sahthem being
friends. An average American might occasionally Wnone
communist — probably a curiosity — but hever goes to places
where there are hundreds, or thousands of themmé&,omarxist or
communist is the same thing.
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A well known French historian, Georges Haupt, says
that Marx’s refusal to “engage in a doctrinal deljaith
Bakunin] is above all tactical. All Marx’s effort tends to
minimize Bakunin, to deny his rival all theoretical
consistency. He refuses to acknowledge Bakunin’s
system of thought, not because he denies its densig
as he peremptorily says, but because Marx tries to
discredit him and to reduce him to the dimensiohs o
sect leader and of an old style conspir&tor

Well, this isexactlywhat you do, Mr Proyect.

René Berthier

A Marxist critique of Bakunin

By Louis Proyect

With the advent of “anti-globalization” protests, a
very old movement seems to be picking up steam once
again. This seems to have something to do withidash
according to an article that appeared in the Stgletion
of the April 4, 2000 Washington Post:

8 Georges HauptBakunin combats et debatk)stitut d'etudes
slaves, 1979.
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“Is this the Anarchist Soccer League?” asks thé gir
with the pierced lip and eyebrow. She catches yleeoé
a guy whose black T-shirt identifies him as “Pddgly,
Happy.”

He informs her that, yes, this is the regular ppcku
game of the Anarchist Soccer League, held on Sunday
afternoons amid the minivan-and-merlot enclaves of
upper Northwest Washington.

She surveys the dusty field near Woodrow Wilson
High School, where 30 players have amassed to &ick
ball around to promote physical fithess, camaradand
the defeat of global capitalism. They're mainlyleg-
age men and women — energetic, fairly decent pdayer
They know how to cross and dribble. They wear sleat
and shin guards. “It looks too organized to be the
Anarchist Soccer League”, the pierced girl says
dismissively. She adjusts the black bra under Hetew
tank top, wondering whether to join in.

“I need a cigarette, " she decides, and roller-&taoff
to find one.

But soon she'll return to get into the game. She's
punk rocker, a supporter of an activist group chlle
Refuse & Resist. She wants to free Mumia Abu-Jamal,
the convicted cop killer.

Her name is Barucha Peller. She wears Abercrombie
& Fitch pants and carries a Nine West wallet. Shes
entirely sure that she's an anarchist — “I'm 1@, ywoung
to pick any ideology” — but she definitely doeslike
The System.

It's a sunny afternoon. So, sure, she'll play some
soccer.

One might legitimately question whether this will
generate any long-term commitment to revolutionary
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politics. According to veteran left activist Walh&asby,

a 1970 news source reported that there were anatsti

2 million U.S. citizens who considered themselves
“revolutionary.” As an SDS organizer, Sheashy
witnessed chapters springing up overnight like
mushrooms. Many of these young radicals — Ms. Pzlle
forerunners — were also resistant to ideology. He
confesses that, “In various political activitieseothe last
three decades, I've met hardly a handful of thdseelv

in the sixties. I'm willing to bet other organizessuld

tell the same tale. It's as if these 'revolutioesirnever
lived.”

(http://groups.yahoo.com/group/marxist/message/551
3)

Whether the revival of anarchism will turn out tom
than just a passing fad is too soon to say. Forxigisy,
however, its reappearance presents something of a
challenge. For Barbara Epstein, writing in the Mstrx
Monthly Review, it is not only a shot in the arnr the
left, but offers the possibility of a kind of arged
marriage between the red and the black down the roa

“Actually existing” anarchism has changed and s® ha
“actually existing” Marxism. Marxists who particitesl
in the movements of the sixties tend to have apshar
appreciation of the importance of social and caltur
equality, and of living according to our values time
present, than did many members of previous geoesati
of Marxist activists. If a new paradigm of the left
emerges from the struggle against neoliberalismthad
transnational corporate order, it is likely to unbd
elements of anarchist sensibility as well as of »r
analysis.
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All of this suggests that the marriage will combine
Marxist brains and anarchist heart. It is entingbgsible
that the anarchist targets of Professor Epsteiffeéstans
might spurn these advances. Indeed, based on my
encounters with anarchists on the Internet, | aitrwih
the impression that not only do they have their own
analysis regarded as vastly superior to Marxism,abe
not bashful about saying so.

This article is the first in a series that wil}f to come
to terms with anarchist ideology. The chief purpisseot
to change anarchist minds. After all, if a movemieas
maintained an existence for over 150 years wittamyt
tangible victories, one might have to ask whether
something other than rational expectations or paict
politics keeps it afloat. We instead intend to helgrify
the thinking of people like the good Professor Epstso
that the prospects of an arranged marriage mighedse
risky for either party. When this kind of intimagyg
involved, one should minimize risks.

For many reasons, Bakunin is a good place to start
such an investigation. Not only is he a foundinttpéa of
anarchism, his career developed partly as a sefies
ideological and organizational challenges to Marx.

Marx and Bakunin both emerge out of the radical
wing of the Hegelian School of philosophy. Sincesmo
of Europe in this period was struggling to overcaime
dead weight of feudal economic and social insbiusij
Hegel's appeal is easily understandable. His didtuah
“All that is rational is real and all that is raalrational”
was not only a succinct statement of the Enlightemimn
his entire philosophy revolved around the notionaaf
uneven and dialectical process toward a more pseye
society and politics.
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A breach opened up between the Young Hegelians
and their tutor over his belief that such progress
identifiable with the Prussian state. In many ways,
Hegel's tendency to idealize the Kaiser's regiimme
reminiscent of the efforts of a modern version of
Hegelianism, namely Francis Fukuyama's “End of
History,” which apotheosizes the modern liberal
imperialist state.

In the early 1840s, as both Marx and Bakunin were
struggling to transcend the Hegelian framework,ythe
made contact with socialist and communist circéesy
thinkers such as Moses Hess, Wilhelm Weitling ard P
Proudhon. What unites these early thinkers is their
tendency to see the struggle for a classless goiiet
moral or philosophical terms. They hoped to lead
European society to a better future through a lond
prophetic denunciation of contemporary ills. Provahk
notion that “property is theft” epitomizes this apach.

Marx eventually came to the conclusion that acpuigi
of capitalism had to be rooted in political econaorather
than ethics. Written in 1846-47, “Thé&overty of
Philosophy is not only an answer to Proudhon's
“Property is Theft,” it also contains some of the basic
economic insights that would be more fully devetbpe
Capital.

Lacking an analysis of the laws of capitalist
accumulation, any attempt to develop a new
revolutionary movement would be open to the
inconsistencies and moralizing that characterize
Proudhon's socialism, Bakunin included

First and foremost, Bakunin's ideology is Hegebami
in reverse. Where Hegel tends to put a plus on @erm
politics and society, Bakunin puts a minus. Inste&d
looking to the Prussian Junkers state as the enmmsodi
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of the impulse to freedom and self-actualizatidakunin
looks to another nationality to lead humanity forda
namely the Slavs

Although you can find this theme throughout
Bakunin's writings, its most concentrated form avpen
“Statism and Anarchy, ” an uncompleted book
representing his most mature thinking, to put it
generously. On nearly every page, you find stepssty
about Germans and Slavs. The former have “a passion
for state order and state discipline” because arian
blood, German instinct, and German tradition, " le/tihe
latter “lack this passion.” (Statism and Anarchy,48)
Furthermore, as if referring to a thoroughbred &prs
Bakunin refers to Czech peasants as representimgy ¢b
the most splendid Slavic types.” “Hussite bloodnoin
their veins, the hot blood of the Taborites, ané th
memory of Zizka lives within them.” Since the Hussi
rebellion took place in the 15th centutlye Czechs must
have a very long memory.

Lacking even the rudiments of an understandindnef t
contradictions of the capitalist system, Bakunim cd
course not detect changes taking place beneath the
surface. There is virtually no attempt to analyzsr@an
society as a product of class contradictions. Bakun
regards the workers “as confused by their leaders —
politicians, literati and Jews,” even though, asadeits,
“scarcely a month or a week goes by without a stree
disturbance or sometimes even a clash with the@dah
some German city.” Bakunin can scarcely keep his
frustration under wraps as he rails at working <las
willingness to vote for socialists rather than jgsing
out and making a gosh-darned revolution. If he Baku
understands how evil the system is, why can't they?
While reformism was certainly a problem in the Gamm
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social democracy, one might doubt whether Bakunin's
petulant outbursts would have had much affect. Most
what they boil down to is an appeal to workers to
abandon their trade unions and parties, an app=adh
from the ruling class that was mixed with a gensrou
dose of repression.

Bakunin's fixation with “blood" and “instinct" appes
elsewhere. You can frequently detect an elemeddi
century social Darwinism, even though Bakunin tends
not to cite anybody like Herbert Spencén the most
bizarre expression of this, he tries to explaimipasm as
being rooted in biology:

“Those who are in agriculture or gardening know the
costs of preserving their plants from the invasibrine
parasitic species that join battle with them over light
and the chemical elements of the earth, withoutclwhi
they cannot survive. The strongest plant, whiclibest
adapted to the particular conditions of climate aod
and which still develops with relative vigor natlya
tends to stifle all others. It is a silent strugdbeit one
without truce. And the whole force of human intertien
is required to protect the preferred plants agathit
deadly invasion.

“In the animal world the same struggle recursyonl
with more dramatic commotion and noise. The exiomct
is no longer silent and insensitive. Blood flowse t
devoured, tortured animal fills the air with itsex of
distress. Man, the animal, that can speak, finattgrs
the first word in this struggle, and that word is
patriotism.” (Open Letters to Swiss Comrades, 1869-
1871)

Of course, this is complete nonsense. If anything,
patriotism is a relatively recent phenomenon in aom
history, very much associated with the rise ofrihgon-
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state. Since Bakunilacks an analysis of the origin of the
state it should come as no surprise that he confuses it
with the garden.

One would be at a loss to determine where Bakunin
came up with such hare-brained notions. Since there
never any scholarly citations in his werlone must
assume that he was simply reflecting commonplaeasid
floating around in the European middle-class ofdgs.
One imagines that he wadoo busy fomenting
insurrections to find time to go to a librarfhen again,
perhaps Bakunin would have not gotten much usebut
a librarygiven anti-intellectual prejudices such as these

“By contrast to all metaphysicians, positivists,dan
scholarly or unscholarly worshippers of the goddess
science, we maintain that natural and social llfeags
precedes thought (which is merely one of its fuong)
but is never its result. Life develops out of ita/mo
inexhaustible depths by means of a successionvefsi
facts, not a succession of abstract reflections; ldlter,
always produced by life but never producing it,elik
milestones merely indicate its direction and thiéedent
phases of its spontaneous and self-generated
development.” (Statism and Anarchy, p. 135)

Allowing that this formula has a certain kind offish
1960s charm, it ipractically useless as a guide for the
intelligent pursuit of scienceTo state that social life
precedes thought is a truism. But how exactly do we
develop a method that can make sense out of theahat
world and society? That is the real question. By al
evidence of Bakunin's work, there is no indicatibat
such a method was of any interest to him. Rather yo
find vulgar opinionating worthless to anybody tryito
make sense of European society of the mid 19thucgnt
let alone the world we live in today.
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One of the key differences between Bakunin and Marx
is over what we might call “agency,” a term destgma
the social class capable of transforming societguth
revolutionary action. Despite the fact thhe industrial
proletariat had not achieved the sort of numerical
strength and social power that it would later in the
century, Marx staked everything on this emergiragsl
The reasons for this are developed extensively
throughout his writings, but suffice it to say histpoint
that it is related to his analysis of the capitadisonomy.
Since the capitalist system can only survive thhoug
competition and revolutionizing the means of prautung
it would of necessity introduce machinery and —deen
a proletariat. In struggles over wages and working
conditions — as well as a host of ancillary issudéise two
classes will confront each other in revolutionasttles
for power. While the post-WWiII era left much ofghn
doubt, we are witnessing a return to the ‘classions of
the 19th century, as modern capitalism does evieryih
its power to destroy the welfare state and theetrad
unions.

Although Bakunin was no friend of the bourgeoisie,
he never seemed to be able to make up his mindien t
‘agency’ question. Addressing Marx's belief tha¢ th
proletariat be “raised to the level of a ruling sda
Bakunin pointed out that some other class, like the
“peasant rabble," might end up under the workiras<l
boot. This concern is obviously related Bakunin's
preference for the warmhearted Slavic peasant tiver
anal-retentive, authority-worshipping German worker
“If we look at the question from the national poimit
view, then, presumably, as far as the Germans are
concerned it is the Slavs who “will occupy in redjao
the victorious German proletariat that the latt@wn
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occupies in relation to its own bourgeoisidlisent from
Bakunin's discussion is the economic and sociaghiei

of the working classwhich could counter that of the
ruling class. Furthermore, the peasant was far too
differentiated socially to rule in its own name.ckang

any specific analysis of the agrarian question, uBak
was content to dwell ifantasies about the uncorrupted
peasant(Statism and Anarchy, p. 177)

In what might be described as a bet-hedging styateg
Bakunin was not above making appeals to the royalty
carry out his programin 1862 Bakunin wrotéThe
People's Cause: Romanov, Pugachev, or Pestel." The
three figures respectively stood for various solageérs:
Romanov the aristocracy, Pugachev the peasantdirdb
and Pestel the privileged intelligentsia. Romanacasw
best qualified to lead the revolution:

“We should most gladly of all follow Romanov, if
Romanov could and would transform himself from a
Petersburg Emperor into a National Tsar. We should
gladly enroll under his standard because the Russia
people still recognizes him and because his stnergyt
concentrated, ready to act, and might become an
irresistible strength if only he would give it apgdar
baptism. We would follow him because he alone could
carry out and complete a great, peaceful revolution
without shedding one drop of Russian or Slav blbod.

After Bakunin was imprisoned in 1851, he wrote a
“Confessioh to Czar Nicholas I. This self-debasing
document was not wrested out of torture, but watog
to win early release through flattery. It contaipage
after page of the most embarrassing kind of toapyip
to the Russian despot, among which you can fingalgp
for a “revolution from above" of the kind suggestied
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the 1862 pamphlet, when Bakunin was enjoying freedo
In the Confessions, we find the following sort loiiy:

“A strange thought was then born within me. |
suddenly took it into my head to write to you, Siaad
was on the point of starting the letter. It too teamed a
sort of confession, more vain, more high-flown thhe
one | am now writing — | was then at liberty andl met
yet learned from experience — but it was quiteesi@@and
heartfelt: | confessed my sins; | prayed for foegiess;
then, having made a rather drawn-out and pompous
review of the current situation of the Slav peoples
implored you, Sire, in the name of all oppresse/§lto
come to their aid, to take them under your mighty
protection, to be their savior, their father, ahdying
proclaimed yourself Tsar of all the Slavs, finalyraise
the Slav banner in eastern Europe to the terrothef
Germans and all other oppressors and enemies of the
Slav race!"

We should hasten to add that this is the same Czar
who made Russia a living hell for peasant and Jdiks.
According to Cecil Roth, of the legal enactments
concerning the Jews published in Russia from 149 t
1881, no less than one half, or six hundred inbalong
to Nicholas the First's reign. Roth writes:

“By the Statute Concerning the Jews of 1835, tHe Pa
of Settlement was yet further narrowed down. Jewsew
excluded from all villages within fifty versts ohe
western frontier. Synagogues were forbidden to be
erected in the vicinity of Churches, a strict ceabp
was established over all Hebrew books. Later, #vwesJ
were expelled from the towns as well as the vikagé
the frontier area. Special taxation was imposedneat
killed according to the Jewish fashion, and evertlen
candles kindled on Friday nightHMistory of the Jews
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It is entirely likely that Bakunin's anti-Semitism
prevented him from worrying much over such mattérs.
this is the case, we can certainly explain iadsinction
of his social roots in the Russian gentihether this
makes him an appropriate symbol of the unquenchable
struggle for freedom and social justice is another
guestion altogether. Whatever else one might talmbut
19th century Enlightenment values in this postmoigér
age, the commitment to the emancipation of the Jeags
laudable. It is unfortunate that Bakunin's revajaiast
Hegel allowed him to embrace anti-Enlightenment
prejudices of the worst sort.

If appeals to the Czar went unheeded, there were
always tightly knit and highly secretive conspiréb
circles that could be relied on. Such pure expoessof
the anarchist spirit would be immune to the
blandishments of bourgeois society. This revoludign
priesthood understands the tasks of the oppressed f
better than they ever could themselves:

“This revolutionary alliance excludes any idea of
dictatorship and of controlling and directive powkrs,
however, necessary for the establishment of this
revolutionary alliance and for the Triumph of the
Revolution over reaction that the unity of ideas of
revolutionary action find an organ in the midspofpular
anarchy which will be the life and the energy oé th
Revolution. This organ should be the secret andeusal
association of the International Brothers.

“This association has its origin in the convictithrat
revolutions are never made by individuals or even b
secret societies They make themselves; they are
produced by the force of circumstances, the movéwien
facts and events. They receive a long preparaticime
deep, instinctive consciousness of the masses, thegn
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burst forth, often seemingly triggered by trividuses.
All that a well-organized society can do is, firgt,assist

at the birth of a revolution by spreading among the
masses ideas which give expression to their instimnd

to organize, not the army of the Revolution-the gteo
alone should always be that army-bat sort of
revolutionary general staff, composed of dedicated,
energetic, intelligent individualssincere friends of the
people above all, men neither vain nor ambitious, b
capable of serving as intermediaries between the
revolutionary idea and the instincts of the pedple.

“There need not be a great number of these men. One
hundred revolutionaries, strongly and earnestlyedl
would suffice for the international organization af of
Europe. Two or three hundred revolutionaries wi#l b
enough for the organization of the largest couht{tyrhe
Program of the International Brotherhood", 1869)

Even the worst caricature of Leninist vanguard \aoul
pale in comparison to this kind of elitism. Nowhese
there the slightest awareness in Bakunin of the haea
working class revolutionary leadership to emergenfits
participation in the mass movement. In a revolwdign
situation, workers will not rally tpeople who have been
sitting around in the sewers hatching conspiradmgs
candlelight They will gravitate to the men and women
who have risked jail and beatings to win reformatth
make a difference in their day-to-day lives.

For all of the misunderstandings about the Leninist
concept of a vanguard, it is useful to refer to ‘AIs to
be Done" for clarification:

“Why is there not a single political event in Genya
that does not add to the authority and prestigehef
Social-Democracy? Because Social-Democracy is away
found to be in advance of all the others in furimghthe
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most revolutionary appraisal of every given evard
championing every protest against tyranny...ltrivgaes

in every sphere and in every question of social and
political life; in the matter of Wilhelm's refusab
endorse a bourgeois progressive as city mayor (our
Economists have not managed to educate the Getimans
the understanding that such an act is, in fact, a
compromise with liberalism!); in the matter of treaw
against 'obscene’ publications and pictures; inntaéer

of governmental influence on the election of pretes,
etc., etc."

Despite the tendency of some modern anarchists to
claim that they are following the Zapatistas' foeps,
there is powerful evidence that this movement hashm
more in common with Lenin's concept than the small
conspiratorial circles favored by Bakunin. In many
respects, their descent on Mexico City in March 1200
culminating in one of the largest “anti-globalizats"
actions to date, was designed to win support for
legislation that would improve the material, cudluand
political conditions of Mayan Indians. In an aréich the
March 25, Los Angeles Times on March 25,
Subcommandante Marcos is reported to have “slammed
the failures of revolutionary movements of pastadies
for not standing up for the rights of indigenousples
and other disenfranchised groups, including
homosexuals.” In reality, this has been the taskhef
socialist movement from the days of Marx and Leffin.
particular socialist groups have been inattentovéhese
sorts of issues, it is to be blamed on “What isb&
Done," which calls for involvement in “every sphened
in every question of social and political life."

In reality, the biggest question dividing anarchisihd
Marxists is not the theory of the state. It is eathhe
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value of political actionincluding action designed to win
reforms of the kind that would improve the lives of
Mayan Indians, for example.

If you turn to August Nimtz's Summer 1999 artiabe i
Science and Society titled “Marx and Engels—Unsung
Heroes of the Democratic Breakthrough,” you will
discover how engaged they were in struggles against
despotism. Rather than philosophizing about future
utopias, they committed themselves to fighting gtte
working class organizations on the front lines. Whie
goal of these organizations was to replace feudal
absolutism with political democracy, the logic dfet
struggle was toward social and economic democracy a
well. This was the original meaning of democraayer
by the people (demos).

As | have pointed out, they did not start out vitis
outlook. In the early 1840s, they gravitated toialost
circles that held disdain for political action. Wha
changed them? It was the Chartist movement in Great
Britain that taught them the need for politicaluggles
by the working class. While the fight for the ballwas
crucial, Engels emphasized in “Conditions of the
Working Class in England" that political democraegs
not an end in itself, but a means for social equalie
writes, “Therein lies the difference between Clsarti
democracy and all previous political bourgeois
democracy."

While Marx and Engels would eventually call for the
revolutionary overthrow of the capitalist systethey
never abandoned the idea that the communists should
constitute the mostadvanced" or‘extreme wing" of the
“democratic party” as they put it

In the first wave of revolutions that swept Eurape
1848, Marx and Engels discovered that although
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democratic rights were in the interest of all odsss
arrayed against the feudal gentry and clergy, thiy o
class that would fight resolutely was the workirgss.

In Germany, themiddle-class radical democrats lost
their nerve in the fight against absolutisithis led Marx

to theorize a “permanent revolution” which would
combine democratic and socialist goals led by the
workers.

After the suppression of the 1848 revolutions, a
decade-long Iull set in. What gave Marx and Engels
encouragement was the emancipation of serfs in the
Russia and John Brown's uprising against slaveién
USA. They saw these events as precursors of “aaraw
of revolution” which had opened up in 1863. Theivalv
of a democratic movement would surely lead to an
upsurge in the working class movement, as Marx
indicated in a letter to Lincoln in 1864 on behalfthe
International Working Man's Association (IMWA): “€h
working men of Europe feel sure that, as the Anagric
War of Independence initiated a new era of ascarydan
for the middle class, so would the American Antn&ry
War will do for the working classes.”

In 1870, a big struggle opened up in the IMWA over
Marx's proposal that two goals set the strategendg of
the organization: “To conquer political power
has...become the great duty of the working clasaged"
“the emancipation of the working classes must be
conquered by the working class themselves." In rothe
words, the original inspiration from the Chartist
movement lived on. His two main opponents wereigrit
trade union bureaucrats, who while giving lip seevto
the idea of working class independent politics, ever
aligned with the Liberal Party. The other was Bakun
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(This article was intended to be the first in deseon
anarchism. Because of the political upheavals tpkin
place around the September 11th events, the ishaes
generated this article have been superseded for the
foreseeable future. | may return to them in therfeitas
dictated by political exigencies.)
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