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      Foreword

This book, a collection of many of my writings in this field from 1956 to 2009, is essentially a study of the development
         and posthumous impact of the thought of Karl Marx (and the inseparable Frederick Engels). It is not a history of Marxism in
         the traditional sense, although its core comprises six chapters I wrote for a very ambitious multi-volume Storia del Marxismo published by the house of Einaudi in Italian (1978–82) of which I was co-planner and co-editor. These, revised, sometimes
         extensively rewritten and supplemented by a chapter on the period of Marxist recession since 1983, constitute over half the
         contents of the book. In addition it contains some further studies in what scholarly jargon calls ‘the reception’ of Marx
         and Marxism; an essay on Marxism and labour movements since the 1890s, an initial version of which was originally given as
         a lecture in German to the Linz International Conference of Labour Historians; and three introductions to particular works:
         Engels’ Condition of the Working Class, the Communist Manifesto, and Marx’s views on pre-capitalist social formations in the important set of 1850s manuscripts known in their published
         form as Grundrisse. The only post-Marx/Engels Marxist specifically discussed in this book is Antonio Gramsci.
      

      About two thirds of these texts have not been published in English or at all. Chapter 1 is a largely expanded and rewritten contribution to a public conversation on Marx held under
         the auspices of the Jewish Book Week in 2007. Likewise chapter 12. Chapter 15 has not been published before.
      

      Who are the readers I had in mind when I wrote these studies, now collected together? In some cases (chapters 1, 4, 5, 16,
         perhaps 12) simply the men and women interested in finding out more about the subject. However, most of the chapters are aimed
         at readers with a more specific interest in Marx, Marxism, and the interaction between the historical context and the development
         and influence of ideas. What I have tried to provide for both is a sense that the discussion of Marx and Marxism cannot be
         confined either to the debate for or against, the political and ideological territory occupied by the various and changing
         brands of Marxists and their antagonists. For the past 130 years it has been a major theme in the intellectual music of the
         modern world, and through its capacity to mobilise social forces a crucial, at some periods a decisive presence in the history
         of the twentieth century. I hope that my book will help readers to reflect on the question of what its and humanity’s future
         will be in the twenty-first century.
      

      Eric Hobsbawm

      London, January 2011
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      Marx Today


      

      I


      

      In 2007 a Jewish Book Week took place less than two weeks before the anniversary of Karl Marx’s death (14 March) and within

         a short walking distance of the place with which he is most closely associated in London, the Round Reading Room of the British

         Museum. Two very different socialists, Jacques Attali and I, were there to pay our posthumous respects to him. And yet, when

         you consider the occasion and the date, this was doubly unexpected. One cannot say Marx died a failure in 1883, because his

         writings had begun to make an impact in Germany and especially among intellectuals in Russia, and a movement led by his disciples

         was already on the way to capturing the German labour movement. But in 1883 there was little enough to show for his life’s

         work. He had written some brilliant pamphlets and the torso of an uncompleted major piece, Das Kapital, work on which hardly advanced in the last decade of his life. ‘What works?’ he asked bitterly when a visitor questioned

         him about his works. His major political effort since the failure of the 1848 revolution, the so-called First International of 1864–73, had foundered. He had established no place of significance in the politics or the intellectual

         life of Britain, where he lived for over half his life as an exile.

      


      

      And yet, what an extraordinary posthumous success! Within twenty-five years of his death the European working-class political

         parties founded in his name, or which acknowledged his inspiration, had between 15% and 47% of the vote in countries with

         democratic elections – Britain was the only exception. After 1918 most of them became parties of government, not only of opposition,

         and remained so after the end of fascism, but most of them then became anxious to disclaim their original inspiration. All

         of them are still in existence. Meanwhile disciples of Marx established revolutionary groups in non-democratic and third-world

         countries. Seventy years after Marx’s death, one third of the human race lived under regimes ruled by communist parties which

         claimed to represent his ideas and realise his aspirations. Well over 20% still do, though their ruling parties have, with

         minor exceptions, dramatically changed their policies. In short, if one thinker left a major indelible mark on the twentieth

         century, it was he. Walk into Highgate cemetery, where a nineteenth-century Marx and Spencer – Karl Marx and Herbert Spencer

         – are buried, curiously enough within sight of each other’s grave. When both were alive, Herbert was the acknowledged Aristotle

         of the age, Karl a guy who lived on the lower slopes of Hampstead on his friend’s money. Today nobody even knows Spencer is

         there, while elderly pilgrims from Japan and India visit Karl Marx’s grave and exiled Iranian and Iraqi communists insist

         on being buried in his shade.

      


      

      The era of communist regimes and mass communist parties came to an end with the fall of the USSR, for even where they survive,

         as in China and in India, in practice they have abandoned the old project of Leninist Marxism. And when it did, Karl Marx

         found himself once again in no-man’s land. Communism had claimed to be his only true heir, and his ideas had been largely identified with it. For even the dissident Marxist or Marxist-Leninist tendencies that established a few

         footholds here and there after Khrushchev denounced Stalin in 1956 were almost certainly ex-communist breakaways. So, for

         most of the first twenty years after the centenary of his death, he became strictly yesterday’s man and no longer worth bothering

         about. Some journalist has even suggested that this discussion tonight is trying to rescue him from ‘the dustbins of history’.

         Yet today Marx is, once again, very much a thinker for the twenty-first century.

      


      

      I don’t think too much should be made of a BBC poll that showed British radio listeners voting him the greatest of all philosophers,

         but if you type his name into Google he remains the largest of the great intellectual presences, exceeded only by Darwin and

         Einstein, but well ahead of Adam Smith and Freud.

      


      

      There are, in my view, two reasons for this. The first is that the end of the official Marxism of the USSR liberated Marx

         from public identification with Leninism in theory and with the Leninist regimes in practice. It became quite clear that there

         were still plenty of good reasons to take account of what Marx had to say about the world. And notably – this is the second

         reason – because the globalised capitalist world that emerged in the 1990s was in crucial ways uncannily like the world anticipated

         by Marx in the Communist Manifesto. This became clear in the public reaction to the 150th anniversary of this astonishing little pamphlet in 1998 – which was,

         incidentally, a year of dramatic upheaval in the global economy. Paradoxically, this time it was the capitalists and not the

         socialists who rediscovered him: the socialists were too discouraged to make much of this anniversary. I recall my amazement

         when I was approached by the editor of the inflight magazine of United Airlines, 80% of whose readers must be American business

         travellers. I’d written a piece on the Manifesto; he thought his readers would be interested in a debate on the Manifesto, and could he use something from my piece? I was even more amazed when, at lunch some time around the turn of the century, George Soros asked me what

         I thought of Marx. Knowing how widely our views differed, I wanted to avoid an argument so I gave an ambiguous answer. ‘That

         man,’ said Soros, ‘discovered something about capitalism 150 years ago that we must take notice of.’ And so he had. Soon after

         that writers who had never, so far as I am aware, been communists began to look at him again seriously, as in Jacques Attali’s

         new life and study of Marx. Attali also thinks Karl Marx has much left to say to those who want the world to be a different

         and better society from the one we have today. It is good to be reminded that even from this point of view we need to take

         account of Marx today.

      


      

      By October 2008, when the London Financial Times published its headline ‘Capitalism in Convulsion’, there could no longer be any doubt that he was back on the public scene.

         While global capitalism is undergoing its greatest disruption and crisis since the early 1930s, he is unlikely to make his

         exit from it. On the other hand, the Marx of the twenty-first century will almost certainly be very different from the Marx

         of the twentieth.

      


      

      What people thought about Marx in the last century was dominated by three facts. The first was the division between countries

         in which revolution was on the agenda and those in which it wasn’t, i.e. – speaking very broadly – the countries of developed

         capitalism in the North Atlantic and Pacific regions and the rest. The second fact follows from the first: Marx’s heritage

         naturally bifurcated into a social-democratic and reformist heritage and a revolutionary heritage, overwhelmingly dominated

         by the Russian Revolution. This became clear after 1917 because of the third fact: the collapse of nineteenth-century capitalism

         and nineteenth-century bourgeois society into what I have called the ‘Age of Catastrophe’, between, say, 1914 and the late

         1940s. That crisis was so severe as to make many doubt whether capitalism could recover. Was it not destined to be replaced

         by a socialist economy, as the far from Marxist Joseph Schumpeter predicted in the 1940s? In fact capitalism did recover, but not in its old form. At the same time in the USSR

         a socialist alternative appeared to be immune to breakdown. Between 1929 and 1960 it did not seem unreasonable, even to many

         non-socialists who disapproved of the political side of these regimes, to believe that capitalism was running out of steam

         and the USSR was proving that it might outproduce it. In the year of Sputnik this did not sound absurd. That it was, became

         abundantly evident after 1960.

      


      

      These events and their implications for policy and theory belong to the period after Marx’s and Engels’ death. They lie beyond

         the range of Marx’s own experience and assessments. Our judgement of twentieth-century Marxism is not based on the thinking

         of Marx himself, but on posthumous interpretations or revisions of his writing. At most we can claim that in the later 1890s,

         during what was the first intellectual crisis of Marxism, the first generation of Marxists, those who had been in personal

         contact with Marx, or more likely with Frederick Engels, were already beginning to discuss some of the issues that became

         relevant in the twentieth century, notably revisionism, imperialism and nationalism. Much of later Marxist discussion is specific

         to the twentieth century and not to be found in Karl Marx, notably the debate on what a socialist economy could or should

         actually be like, which emerged largely out of the experience of the war economies of 1914–18 and the post-war quasi-revolutionary

         or revolutionary crises.

      


      

      Thus the claim that socialism was superior to capitalism as a way to ensure the most rapid development of the forces of production

         could hardly have been made by Marx. It belongs to the era when inter-war capitalist crisis confronted the USSR of the Five-Year

         plans. Actually, what Karl Marx claimed was not that capitalism had reached the limits of its capacity to boost the forces

         of production, but that the jagged rhythm of capitalist growth produced periodic crises of overproduction which would, sooner

         or later, prove incompatible with a capitalist way of running the economy and generate social conflicts which it would not survive. Capitalism was by its nature incapable of

         framing the subsequent economy of social production. This, he supposed, would necessarily be socialist.

      


      

      Hence it is not surprising that ‘socialism’ was at the core of twentieth-century debates and assessments of Karl Marx. This

         was not because the project of a socialist economy is specifically Marxist – it isn’t – but because all Marxist-inspired parties

         shared such a project and the communist ones actually claimed to have instituted it. In its twentieth-century form this project

         is dead. ‘Socialism’ as applied in the USSR and the other ‘centrally planned economies’, that is to say theoretically market-less

         state-owned and -controlled command economies, has gone and will not be revived. Social-democratic aspirations to build socialist

         economies had always been ideals for the future, but even as formal aspirations they had been abandoned by the end of the

         century.

      


      

      How much of the model of socialism in the minds of social democrats, and the socialism established by communist regimes, was

         Marxian? Here it is crucial that Marx himself deliberately abstained from specific statements about the economics and economic

         institutions of socialism and said nothing about the concrete shape of communist society, except that it could not be constructed

         or programmed, but would evolve out of a socialist society. Such general remarks as he made on the subject, as in the Critique of the Gotha Programme of the German social democrats, hardly gave his successors specific guidance, and indeed these gave no serious thought to

         what they considered would be an academic problem or a utopian exercise until after the revolution. It was enough to know

         that it would be based – to quote the famous ‘clause 4’ of the Labour Party’s constitution – ‘on the common ownership of the

         means of production’ which was generally understood as achievable by nationalising the country’s industries.

      


      

      Curiously enough, the first theory of a centralised socialist economy was not worked out by socialists but by a non-socialist Italian economist, Enrico Barone, in 1908. Nobody else thought about it before the question of nationalising private industries

         came on the agenda of practical politics at the end of the First World War. At that point socialists faced their problems

         quite unprepared and without guidance from the past or anyone else.

      


      

      ‘Planning’ is implicit in any kind of socially managed economy, but Marx said nothing concrete about it, and when it was tried

         in Soviet Russia after the revolution it had largely to be improvised. Theoretically this was done by devising concepts (such

         as Leontief’s input-output analysis) and providing the relevant statistics. These devices were later to be widely taken up

         in non-socialist economies. In practice it was done by following the equally improvised war economies of World War One, especially

         the German one, perhaps with special attention to the electrical industry about which Lenin was informed by political sympathisers

         among executives in German and American electrical firms. A war economy remained the basic model of the Soviet planned economy,

         that is to say an economy where certain targets are fixed in advance – ultra-speedy industrialisation, winning a war, making

         an atom-bomb or getting men on the moon – and then plans to achieve them by allocating resources whatever the short-term cost.

         There is nothing exclusively socialist about this. Working towards a priori targets may be done with more or less sophistication,

         but the Soviet economy never really got beyond this. And, though it tried from 1960 on, it could never get out of the catch-22

         implicit in trying to fit markets into a bureaucratic command structure.

      


      

      Social democracy modified Marxism in a different way either by postponing the construction of a socialist economy or, more

         positively, by devising different forms of a mixed economy. Insofar as social-democratic parties remained committed to the

         creation of a fully socialist economy, this implied some thought about the subject. The most interesting thinking came from

         non-Marxist thinkers like the Fabians Sidney and Beatrice Webb, who envisaged a gradual transformation of capitalism to socialism by a series of irreversible and cumulative reforms and who therefore gave some political thought to the institutional

         shape of socialism, though none to its economic operations. The chief Marxian ‘revisionist’, Eduard Bernstein, finessed the

         problem by insisting that the reformist movement was everything and the final aim had no practical reality. In fact, most

         social-democratic parties which became parties of government after World War One settled for the revisionist policy, in effect

         leaving the capitalist economy to operate subject to meeting some of the demands of labour. The locus classicus of this attitude was Anthony Crosland’s The Future of Socialism (1956), which argued that as post-1945 capitalism had solved the problem of producing a society of plenty, public enterprise

         (in the classical form of nationalisation or otherwise) was not necessary and the only task of socialists was to ensure an

         equitable distribution of the national wealth. All this was a long way from Marx, and indeed from the traditional socialist

         vision of socialism as essentially a non-market society, which probably Karl Marx also shared.

      


      

      Let me just add that the more recent debate between economic neo-liberals and their critics about the role of the state and

         publicly owned enterprises is not a specifically Marxist or even socialist debate in principle. It rests on the attempt since

         the 1970s to translate a pathological degeneration of the principle of laissez-faire into economic reality by the systematic

         retreat of states from any regulation or control of the activities of profit-making enterprise. This attempt to hand over

         human society to the (allegedly) self-controlling and wealth- or even welfare-maximising market, populated (allegedly) by

         actors in rational pursuit of their interests, had no precedent in any earlier phase of capitalist development in any developed

         economy, not even the USA. It was a reductio ad absurdum of what its ideologists read into Adam Smith, as the correspondingly extremist 100% state-planned command economy of the

         USSR was of what the Bolsheviks read into Marx. Not surprisingly, this ‘market fundamentalism’, closer to theology than economic reality, also failed.

      


      

      The disappearance of the centrally planned state economies and the virtual disappearance of a fundamentally transformed society

         from the aspirations of the demoralised social-democratic parties have eliminated much of the twentieth-century debates on

         socialism. They were some way from Karl Marx’s own thinking, though very largely inspired by him and conducted in his name.

         On the other hand, in three respects Marx remained an enormous force: as an economic thinker, as a historical thinker and

         analyst, and as the recognised founding father (with Durkheim and Max Weber) of modern thinking about society. I am unqualified

         to express an opinion on his continued, but clearly serious, significance as a philosopher. Certainly what never lost contemporary

         relevance is Marx’s vision of capitalism as a historically temporary mode of the human economy and his analysis of its ever-expanding

         and concentrating, crisis-generating and self-transforming modus operandi.

      


      

      

      II


      

      What is the relevance of Marx in the twenty-first century? The Soviet-type model of socialism – the only attempt to build

         a socialist economy so far – no longer exists. On the other hand there has been an enormous and accelerating progress of globalisation

         and the sheer wealth-generating capacity of humans. This has reduced the power and scope of economic and social action by

         nation-states and therefore the classical policies of social-democratic movements, which depended primarily on pressing reforms

         on national governments. Given the prominence of market fundamentalism it has also generated extreme economic inequality within

         countries and between regions and brought back the element of catastrophe to the basic cyclical rhythm of the capitalist economy, including what became its most serious global crisis since the 1930s.

      


      

      Our productive capacity has made it possible, at least potentially, for most human beings to move from the realm of necessity

         into the realm of affluence, education and unimagined life choices, although most of the world’s population have yet to enter

         it. Yet for most of the twentieth century socialist movements and regimes still operated essentially within this realm of

         necessity, even in the rich countries of the West where a society of popular affluence emerged in the twenty post-1945 years.

         However, in the realm of affluence the aim of adequate food, clothing, housing, jobs to provide income and a welfare system

         to protect people against the hazards of life, though necessary, is no longer a sufficient programme for socialists.

      


      

      A third development is negative. As the spectacular expansion of the global economy has undermined the environment, the need

         to control unlimited economic growth has become increasingly urgent. There is a patent conflict between the need to reverse

         or at least to control the impact of our economy on the biosphere and the imperatives of a capitalist market: maximum continuing

         growth in the search for profit. This is the Achilles heel of capitalism. We cannot at present know whose arrow will be fatal

         to it.

      


      

      So how are we to see Karl Marx today? As a thinker for all humanity and not only for a part of it? Certainly. As a philosopher?

         As an economic analyst? As a founding father of modern social science and guide to the understanding of human history? Yes,

         but the point about him which Attali has rightly emphasised is the universal comprehensiveness of his thought. It is not ‘interdisciplinary’

         in the conventional sense but integrates all disciplines. As Attali writes, ‘Philosophers before him have thought of man in

         his totality, but he was the first to apprehend the world as a whole which is at once political, economic, scientific and

         philosophical.’

      


      

      It is perfectly obvious that much of what he wrote is out of date, and some of it is not or no longer acceptable. It is also

         evident that his writings do not form a finished corpus but are, like all thought that deserves the name, an endless work in

         progress. Nobody is any longer going to turn it into a dogma, let alone an institutionally buttressed orthodoxy. This would

         certainly have shocked Marx himself. But we should also reject the idea that there is a sharp difference between a ‘correct’

         and an ‘incorrect’ Marxism. His mode of enquiry could produce different results and political perspectives. Indeed it did

         so with Marx himself, who envisaged a possible peaceful transition to power in Britain and the Netherlands, and the possible

         evolution of the Russian village community into socialism. Kautsky and even Bernstein were heirs of Marx as much (or, if you

         like, as little) as Plekhanov and Lenin. For this reason I am sceptical of Attali’s distinction between a true Marx and a

         series of subsequent simplifiers or falsifiers of his thought – Engels, Kautsky, Lenin. It was as legitimate for the Russians,

         the first attentive readers of Capital, to see his theory as a way for moving countries like theirs from backwardness to modernity through economic development

         of the Western type as it was for Marx himself to speculate whether a direct transition to socialism could not take place

         on the basis of the Russian village commune. Probably, if anything, it was more in line with the general run of Karl Marx’s

         own thought. The case against the Soviet experiment was not that socialism could only be constructed after the whole world

         had first gone capitalist, which is not what Marx said, or can be firmly claimed to have believed. It was empirical. It was

         that Russia was too backward to produce anything other than a caricature of a socialist society – ‘a Chinese empire in red’

         as Plekhanov is said to have warned. In 1917 this would have been the overwhelming consensus of all Marxists, including even

         most Russian Marxists. On the other hand the case against the so-called ‘Legal Marxists’ of the 1890s, who took the Attali

         view that the main job of Marxists was to develop a flourishing industrial capitalism in Russia, was also empirical. A liberal

         capitalist Russia wouldn’t come about either under tsarism.

      


      

      

      And yet a number of central features of Marx’s analysis remain valid and relevant. The first, obviously, is the analysis of

         the irresistible global dynamic of capitalist economic development and its capacity to destroy all that came before it, including

         even those parts of the heritage of the human past from which capitalism had itself benefited, such as family structures.

         The second is the analysis of the mechanism of capitalist growth by generating internal ‘contradictions’ – endless bouts of

         tensions and temporary resolutions, growth leading to crisis and change, all producing economic concentration in an increasingly

         globalised economy. Mao dreamed of a society constantly renewed by unceasing revolution; capitalism has realised this project

         by historical change through what Schumpeter (following Marx) called unending ‘creative destruction’. Marx believed that this

         process would eventually lead – it would have to lead – to an enormously concentrated economy – which is exactly what Attali

         meant when he said in a recent interview that the number of people who decide what happens in it is of the order of 1,000,

         or at most 10,000. This Marx believed would lead to the supersession of capitalism, a prediction that still sounds plausible

         to me but in a different way from what Marx anticipated.

      


      

      On the other hand, his prediction that it would take place by the ‘expropriation of the expropriators’ through a vast proletariat

         leading to socialism was not based on his analysis of the mechanism of capitalism, but on separate a priori assumptions. At

         most it was based on the prediction that industrialisation would produce populations largely employed as manual wage-workers,

         as was happening in England at the time. This was correct enough as a middle-range prediction, but not, as we know, in the

         long term. Nor, after the 1840s, did Marx and Engels expect it to produce the politically radicalising pauperisation that

         they hoped for. As was obvious to both, large sections of the proletariat were not getting poorer in any absolute sense. Indeed,

         an American observer of the solidly proletarian congresses of the German Social Democratic Party in the 1900s observed that the comrades there looked ‘a loaf or two above poverty’. On the other hand, the evident growth of economic

         inequality between different parts of the world and between classes does not necessarily produce Marx’s ‘expropriation of

         the expropriators’. In short, hopes for the future were read into his analysis but did not derive from it.

      


      

      The third is best put in the words of the late Sir John Hicks, an economics Nobel laureate. ‘Most of those who wish to fit

         into place a general course of history,’ he wrote, ‘would use the Marxist categories or some modified version of them, since

         there is little in the way of alternative versions that is available.’

      


      

      We cannot foresee the solutions of the problems facing the world in the twenty-first century, but if they are to have a chance

         of success they must ask Marx’s questions, even if they do not wish to accept his various disciples’ answers.

      


      

   




      
      
      2

      
      Marx, Engels and
pre-Marxian Socialism

      
      I

      
      Marx and Engels were relative latecomers to communism. Engels declared himself a communist late in 1842, Marx probably not
         until the latter part of 1843, after a more prolonged and complex settling of accounts with liberalism and Hegel’s philosophy.
         Even in Germany, a political backwater, they were not the first. German journeymen (Handwerksgesellen) working abroad had already made contact with organised communist movements, and produced the first native German communist
         theorist, the tailor Wilhelm Weitling, whose first work had been published in 1838 (Die Menschheit, wie sie ist und wie sie sein sollte). Among the intellectuals Moses Hess preceded, and indeed claimed to have converted, the young Frederick Engels. However,
         the question of priority in German communism is unimportant. By the early 1840s a flourishing socialist and communist movement,
         both theoretical and practical, had existed for some time in France, Britain and the USA. How much did the young Marx and
         Engels know about these movements? What did they owe to them? In what relation does their own socialism stand to their predecessors’ and contemporaries’? These questions will be discussed in the present chapter.
      

      
      Before doing so we may briefly dismiss the pre-historic figures of communist theory, though historians of socialism usually
         pay their respects to them, since even revolutionaries like to have ancestors. Modern socialism does not derive from Plato
         or Thomas More, or even from Campanella, though the young Marx was sufficiently impressed with his City of the Sun to plan its inclusion in an abortive ‘Library of the best foreign socialist writers’ he projected with Engels and Hess in
         1845.1 Such works had some interest for nineteenth-century readers, since one of the main difficulties of communist theory for urban
         intellectuals was that the actual operations of communist society appeared to have no precedent and were difficult to make
         plausible. The name of More’s book, indeed, became the term used to describe any attempt to sketch the ideal society of the
         future, which in the nineteenth century meant primarily a communist one: utopia. Inasmuch as at least one utopian communist,
         E. Cabet (1788–1856), was an admirer of More, the name was not ill-chosen. Nevertheless, the normal procedure of the pioneer
         socialists and communists of the early nineteenth century, if sufficiently given to study, was not to derive their ideas from
         some remote author, but to discover, or have their attention drawn to, the relevance of some earlier theoretical architect
         of ideal commonwealths when about to construct their own critique of society or utopia; and then to use and praise him. The
         fashion for utopian – not necessarily communist – literature in the eighteenth century made such works familiar enough.
      

      
      Nor, in spite of varying degrees of familiarity with them, were the numerous historical examples of Christian communist establishments
         among the inspirers of modern socialist and communist ideas. How far the older ones (like the descendants of the sixteenth-century
         Anabaptists) were widely known at all is unclear. Certainly the young Engels, who cited various such communities as proof that communism was practicable, confined himself to relatively recent examples: Shakers, (whom he regarded
         as ‘the first people to set up a society on the basis of community of goods . . . in the whole world’),2 Rappites and Separatists. Insofar as they were known, they also primarily confirmed an already existing desire for communism
         more than they inspired it.
      

      
      It is not possible to dismiss quite so summarily the ancient religious and philosophical traditions which, with the rise of
         modern capitalism, acquired or revealed a new potential for social criticism, or confirmed an established one, because the
         revolutionary model of a liberal-economic society of unrestrained individualism conflicted with the social values of virtually
         every hitherto known community of men and women. For the educated minority, to whom practically all socialist, as indeed any
         other social theorists belonged, they were embodied in a chain or network of philosophical thinkers, and most notably in a
         tradition of Natural Law stretching back to classical antiquity. Though some eighteenth-century philosophers were engaged
         in modifying such traditions to fit in with the new aspirations of a liberal-individualist society, philosophy carried with
         it from the past a strong heritage of communalism, or even, in several cases, the belief that a society without private property
         was in some sense more ‘natural’ or at any rate historically prior to one with private property. This was even more marked
         in Christian ideology. Nothing is easier than to see the Christ of the Sermon on the Mount as ‘the first socialist’ or communist,
         and though the majority of early socialist theorists were not Christians, many later members of socialist movements have found
         this reflection useful. Insofar as these ideas were embodied in a succession of texts, commenting upon, adding to and criticising
         their predecessors, which were part of the formal or informal education of social theorists, the idea of a ‘good society’,
         and specifically a society not based on private property, was at least a marginal part of their intellectual heritage. It is easy to laugh at Cabet, who lists a huge array of thinkers from Confucius to Sismondi and passing through
         Lycurgus, Pythagoras, Socrates, Plato, Plutarch, Bossuet, Locke, Helvetius, Raynal and Benjamin Franklin, as recognising in
         his communism the realisation of their fundamental ideas – and indeed Marx and Engels made fun of such intellectual genealogy
         in the German Ideology.3 Nevertheless, it represents a genuine element of continuity between the traditional critique of what was wrong in society
         and the new critique of what was wrong in bourgeois society; at least for the literate.
      

      
      Insofar as such older texts and traditions embodied communal concepts, they actually reflected something of the powerful elements
         in European – mainly rural – pre-industrial societies, and the even more obvious communal elements in the exotic societies
         with which Europeans came into contact from the sixteenth century. The study of such exotic and ‘primitive’ societies played
         a notable role in the formation of western social criticism, particularly in the eighteenth century, as witness the tendency
         to idealise them as against ‘civilised’ society, whether in the form of the ‘noble savage’, the free Swiss or Corsican peasant,
         or otherwise. At the very least, as in Rousseau and other eighteenth-century thinkers, it suggested that civilisation also
         implied the corruption of some prior and in some ways more just, equal and benevolent human state. It might even suggest that
         such societies before private property (‘primitive communism’) provided models of what future societies should once again
         aspire to, and proof that it was not impracticable. This line of thought is certainly present in nineteenth-century socialism,
         and not least in Marxism, but, paradoxically, it emerges much more strongly towards the end of the century than in its early
         decades – probably in connection with Marx’s and Engels’ increasing acquaintance and preoccupation with primitive communal
         institutions.4 With the exception of Fourier, the early socialists and communists show no tendency to look back, even out of the corner of
         their eye, towards a ‘primitive happiness’ which could in some sense serve as a model for the future felicity of mankind; and this in spite of the fact that
         the most familiar model for the speculative construction of perfect societies, throughout the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries,
         was the utopian novel, purporting to recount what the traveller had encountered in the course of some journey to remote areas
         of the earth. In the struggle between tradition and progress, the primitive and the civilised, they were firmly committed
         on one side. Even Fourier, who identified the primitive state of man with Eden, believed in the ineluctability of progress.
      

      
      The word ‘progress’ brings us to what was clearly the main intellectual matrix of early modern socialist and communist critiques
         of society, namely the eighteenth-century (and in particular the French) Enlightenment. At least this was Frederick Engels’
         firm opinion.5 What he stressed above all was its systematic rationalism. Reason provided the basis of all human action and the formation
         of society, and the standard against which ‘all previous forms of society and government, all the old ideas handed down by
         tradition’ were to be rejected. ‘Henceforth superstition, injustice, privilege and oppression were to be superseded by eternal
         truth, eternal justice, equality grounded in Nature and the inalienable rights of man.’6 The rationalism of the Enlightenment implied a fundamentally critical approach to society, logically including bourgeois society.
         Yet the various schools and currents of the Enlightenment provided more than merely a charter for social criticism and revolutionary
         change. They provided the belief in the capacity of man to improve his conditions, even – as with Turgot and Condorcet – in
         his perfectibility, the belief in human history as human progress towards what must eventually be the best possible society,
         and social criteria by which to judge societies more concrete than reason in general. The natural rights of man were not merely
         life and liberty, but also ‘the pursuit of happiness’, which revolutionaries, rightly recognising its historical novelty (Saint-Just),
         transformed into the conviction that ‘happiness is the only object of society’.7 Even in its most bourgeois and individualist form, such revolutionary approaches contributed to encourage a socialist critique
         of society when the time was propitious. We are unlikely to regard Jeremy Bentham as any kind of socialist. Yet the young
         Marx and Engels (perhaps more the latter than the former) saw Bentham as a link between the materialism of Helvetius and Robert
         Owen who ‘proceeded from Bentham’s system to found English communism’, while ‘only the proletariat and the Socialists . .
         . have succeeded in developing his teachings a step forwards’.8 Indeed, both went so far as to propose Bentham’s inclusion – if only as a consequence of that of William Godwin’s Political Justice – in their projected ‘Library of the best foreign socialist writers’.9

      
      The specific debt of Marx to schools of thought produced within the Enlightenment – e.g. in the field of political economy
         and philosophy – need not be discussed in this connection. The fact remains that they rightly saw their predecessors, the
         ‘utopian’ socialists and communists, as belonging to illuminism. Insofar as they traced the socialist tradition back beyond
         the French Revolution, it was to the philosophical materialists Holbach and Helvetius, and to the illuminist communists Morelly
         and Mably – the only names from this early period (with the exception of Campanella) to figure in their projected Library.
      

      
      Nevertheless, though he appears to have had no great direct influence on Marx and Engels, the role of one particular thinker
         in the formation of later socialist theory must be briefly considered: J.-J. Rousseau. Rousseau can hardly be called a socialist,
         for though he developed what was to be the most popular version of the argument that private property is the source of all
         social inequality, he did not argue that the good society must socialise property, only that it must ensure its equal distribution.
         Though he agreed with it, he did not even develop in any detail the theoretical concept that ‘property is theft’, which was
         later popularised by Proudhon – but, as witness its elaboration by the Girondin Brissot, did not in itself imply socialism either.10 Yet two observations must be made about him. First, the view that social equality must rest on common ownership of wealth
         and central regulation of all productive labour is a natural extension of Rousseau’s argument. Second, and more important,
         the political influence of Rousseau’s egalitarianism on the Jacobin left, out of which the first modern communist movements
         emerged, is undeniable. In his defence, Babeuf appealed to Rousseau.11 The communism whose acquaintance Marx and Engels first made had equality as its central slogan;12 and Rousseau was its most influential theorist. Inasmuch as socialism and communism in the early 1840s were French – as they
         largely were – Rousseauist egalitarianism was one of the original components. The Rousseauist influence on classical German
         philosophy should not be forgotten either.
      

      
      
      II

      
      As already suggested, the unbroken history of communism as a modern social movement begins on the left wing of the French
         Revolution. A direct line of descent links Babeuf ’s Conspiracy of the Equals through Buonarroti with Blanqui’s revolutionary societies of the 1830s; and these in turn, through the ‘League of the Just’
         – later, the ‘Communist League’ – of the German exiles which they inspired, with Marx and Engels, who drafted the Communist Manifesto on its behalf. It is natural that Marx’s and Engels’ projected ‘Library’ of 1845 was to have begun with two branches of ‘socialist’
         literature: with Babeuf and Buonarroti (following upon Morelly and Mably) who represent the openly communist wing, and with
         the left-wing critics of the formal equality of the French Revolution and the Enragés (the ‘Cercle Social’, Hébert, Jacques
         Roux, Leclerc). Yet the theoretical interest of what Engels was to call ‘an ascetic communism, deriving from Sparta’ (Werke 20, p.18) was not great. Even the communist writers of the 1830s and 1840s do not seem to have impressed Marx and Engels as theorists. Indeed Marx argued that
         it was the crudeness and one-sidedness of this early communism which ‘allowed other socialist doctrines such as those of Fourier,
         Proudhon etc. to appear in distinction from it, not by accident but by necessity’.13 Though Marx read their writings – even such relatively minor figures as Lahautière (1813–82) and Pillot (1809–77) – he clearly
         owed little to their social analysis, which was chiefly significant in formulating the class struggle as one between ‘proletarians’
         and their exploiters.
      

      
      However, babouvist and neo-babouvist communism was significant in two ways. In the first place, unlike most of the utopian
         socialist theory, it was profoundly embedded in politics, and therefore embodied not only a theory of revolution but a doctrine
         of political praxis, of organisation, strategy and tactics, however limited. Its chief representatives in the 1830s – Laponneraye
         (1808–49), Lahautière, Dézamy, Pillot and above all Blanqui – were active revolutionaries. This, as well as their organic
         connection with the history of the French Revolution, which Marx studied intensively, made them highly relevant to the development
         of his thought. In the second place, though the communist writers were mainly marginal intellectuals, the communist movement
         of the 1830s visibly attracted the workers. This fact, noted by Lorenz von Stein, clearly impressed Marx and Engels, who later
         recalled the proletarian character of the communist movement of the 1840s, as distinct from the middle-class character of
         most utopian socialism.14 Moreover, it was from this French movement, which adopted the name ‘communist’ around 1840,15 that German communists, including Marx and Engels, took the name of their views.
      

      
      The communism which emerged in the 1830s from the neobabouvist and essentially political and revolutionary tradition of France
         fused with the new experience of the proletariat in the capitalist society of the early industrial revolution. That is what
         made it into a ‘proletarian’ movement, however small. Insofar as communist ideas rested directly upon such experience, they were clearly likely to be influenced by the country in which an
         industrial working class already existed as a mass phenomenon – Great Britain. It is thus no accident that the most prominent
         of the French communist theorists of the time, Etienne Cabet (1788–1856), was inspired not by neo-babouvism but by his experiences
         in England during the 1830s, and especially by Robert Owen, and therefore belongs rather to the utopian socialist current.
         Yet insofar as the new industrial and bourgeois society could be analysed by any thinker within the regions directly transformed
         by one or the other aspect of the ‘dual revolution’ of the bourgeoisie – the French Revolution and the (British) Industrial
         Revolution – such analysis was not so directly linked with the actual experience of industrialisation. It was, in fact, simultaneously
         and independently undertaken in both Britain and France. This analysis forms a major basis for the subsequent development
         of Marx’s and Engels’ thought. It may be observed, incidentally, that, thanks to Engels’ British connection, Marxian communism
         was from the outset under British as well as French intellectual influence, whereas the remainder of the German socialist
         and communist left was acquainted with little more than French developments.16

      
      Unlike the word ‘communist’, which always signified a programme, the word ‘socialist’ was primarily analytical and critical.
         It was used to describe those who held a particular view of human nature (e.g. the fundamental importance of ‘sociability’
         or the ‘social instincts’ in it), which implied a particular view of human society, or those who believed in the possibility
         or necessity of a particular mode of social action, notably in public affairs (e.g. intervention in the operations of the
         free market). It was soon realised that such views were likely to be developed by or to attract those who favoured equality,
         such as the disciples of Rousseau, and to lead to interference with property rights – the point was already made by eighteenth-century
         Italian opponents of the Enlightenment and of ‘socialists’17 – but it was not entirely identified with a society based on the fully collective ownership and management of the means of
         production. Indeed, it did not become completely so identified in general usage until the emergence of socialist political
         parties in the late nineteenth century, and some may argue that it is not completely identified even today. Hence evident
         non-socialists (in the modern sense) could, even in the late nineteenth century, describe themselves or be described as ‘socialists’,
         like the Kathedersozialisten of Germany or the British Liberal politician who declared ‘we are all socialists now’. This programmatic ambiguity extended
         even to movements regarded as socialist by socialists. It should not be forgotten that one of the major schools of what Marx
         and Engels called ‘utopian socialism’, the Saint-Simonians, was ‘more concerned with collective regulation of industry than
         with co-operative ownership of wealth’.18 The Owenites who first used the word in England (1826) – but only described themselves as ‘socialists’ several years later
         – described the society they aspired to as one of ‘cooperation’.
      

      
      Yet in a society in which the antonym of ‘socialism’, ‘individualism’,19 itself implied a specific liberal-capitalist model of the competitive unrestricted market economy, it was natural that ‘socialism’
         should also carry a programmatic connotation as the general name for all aspirations to organise society on an associationist
         or co-operative model, i.e. based on co-operative rather than private property. The word continued to be imprecise though,
         from the 1830s on, it was associated primarily with the more or less fundamental reshaping of society in this sense. Its adherents
         ranged from social reformers to freaks.
      

      
      Two aspects of early socialism must therefore be distinguished: the critical and the programmatic. The critical consisted
         of two elements, a theory of human nature and society, mainly derived from various currents of eighteenth-century thought,
         and an analysis of the society produced by the ‘dual revolution’, sometimes in the framework of a view of historical development or ‘progress’. The first of these was of no great interest to Marx and Engels, except insofar as it led (in British
         rather than French thought) to political economy. We shall consider this below. The second evidently influenced them very
         much. The programmatic aspect also consisted of two elements: a variety of proposals to create a new economy on the basis
         of co-operation, in extreme cases by the foundation of communist communities; and an attempt to reflect on the nature and
         the characteristics of the ideal society which was thus to be brought about. Here again, Marx and Engels were uninterested
         in the first. Utopian community-building they rightly regarded as politically negligible, as indeed it was. It never became
         a movement of any practical significance outside the USA, where it was rather popular in both a secular and a religious form.
         At best it served as an illustration of the practicability of communism. The politically more influential forms of associationism
         and co-operation, which exercised a substantial appeal to both British and French artisans and skilled workers, they either
         knew little about at the time (e.g. the Owenite ‘labour exchanges’ of the 1830s) or distrusted. Retrospectively, Engels compared
         Owen’s ‘labour bazaars’ with Proudhon’s proposals.20 In Louis Blanc’s remarkably successful Organisation du Travail (ten editions 1839–48) they clearly are not considered significant, and insofar as Marx and Engels were, they opposed them.
      

      
      On the other hand the utopian reflections on the nature of communist society influenced Marx and Engels very substantially,
         though their hostility to the drafting of such prospectuses for the communist future has led many subsequent commentators
         to underestimate this influence. Very nearly everything that Marx and Engels said about the concrete shape of communist society
         is based on earlier utopian writings, e.g. the abolition of the distinction between town and country (derived, according to
         Engels, from Fourier and Owen)21 and the abolition of the state (from Saint-Simon),22 or it is based on a critical discussion of utopian themes.
      

      
      
      Pre-Marxian socialism is therefore embedded in the later work of Marx and Engels, but in a doubly distorted form. They made
         a highly selective use of their predecessors, and also their mature and late writings do not necessarily mirror the impact
         which the early socialists made upon them in their formative period. Thus the youthful Engels was clearly much less impressed
         with the Saint-Simonians than the later Engels, while Cabet, who does not figure in Anti-Dühring at all, is not infrequently referred to in the writings before 1846.23

      
      However, almost from the start Marx and Engels singled out three ‘utopian’ thinkers as especially significant: Saint-Simon,
         Fourier and Robert Owen. In this respect the late Engels maintains the judgement of the early forties.24 Owen stands slightly apart from the other two, and not only because he was clearly introduced to Marx (who can hardly have
         known him, since his works were as yet untranslated) by Engels, who was in close contact with the Owenite movement in England.
         Unlike Saint-Simon and Fourier, Owen is usually described by the Marx and Engels of the early 1840s as a ‘communist’. Engels
         then, as later, was especially impressed by the practical common sense and businesslike manner with which he designed his
         utopian communities (‘from an expert’s standpoint, there is little to be said against the actual detailed arrangements’ –
         Werke 20, p.245). Owen’s single-minded hostility to the three great obstacles to social reform, ‘private property, religion and
         marriage in its present form’ (ibid.), also clearly appealed to him. Moreover, the fact that Owen, himself a capitalist entrepreneur
         and factory-owner, criticised the actual bourgeois society of the Industrial Revolution, gave his critique a specificity which
         the French socialists lacked. (That he had also, in the 1820s and 1830s, attracted substantial working-class support does
         not seem to have been appreciated by Engels, who only knew the Owenite socialists of the 1840s).25 Nevertheless, Marx had no doubt that theoretically Owen was notably inferior to the French.26 The major theoretical interest of his writings, as with those of the other British socialists whom Marx later studied, lay in their economic analysis of capitalism, i.e. in the
         manner in which they derived socialist conclusions from the premises and arguments of bourgeois political economy.
      

      
      ‘In Saint-Simon we find the breadth of view of genius, thanks to which almost all ideas of later socialists, which are not
         strictly economic, are contained in his work in embryo.’27 There is no doubt that Engels’ later judgement reflects the very considerable debt which Marxism owes to Saint-Simonism, though,
         curiously enough, there is not much reference to the Saint-Simonian school (Bazard, Enfantin et al.) which actually turned
         the ambiguous if brilliant intuitions of their master into something like a socialist system. The extraordinary influence
         of Saint-Simon (1759–1825) on a variety of significant and often brilliant talents, not only in France but abroad (Carlyle,
         J.S. Mill, Heine, Liszt), is a fact of European cultural history in the era of Romanticism which is not always easy to appreciate
         today by those who read his actual writings. If these contain a consistent doctrine, it is the central importance of productive
         industry which must make the genuinely productive elements in society into its social and political controllers and shape
         the future of society: a theory of industrial revolution. The ‘industrialists’ (a Saint-Simonian coinage) form the majority
         of the population and include the productive entrepreneurs – including, notably, the bankers – the scientists, technological
         innovators and other intellectuals, and the labouring people. Insofar as they contain the latter, who incidentally function
         as the reservoir from which the former are recruited, Saint-Simon’s doctrines attack poverty and social inequality, while
         he totally rejects the French Revolution’s principles of liberty and equality as individualist and leading to competition
         and economic anarchy. The object of social institutions is to ‘faire concourir les principales institutions à l’accroissement
         du bienêtre des prolétaires’, defined simply as ‘la classe la plus nombreuse’ (Organisation Sociale, 1825). On the other hand, insofar as the ‘industrialists’ are entrepreneurs and technocratic planners, they oppose not only the idle and parasitic ruling classes, but also the anarchy of bourgeois-liberal capitalism,
         of which he provides an early critique. Implicit in him is the recognition that industrialisation is fundamentally incompatible
         with an unplanned society.
      

      
      The emergence of the ‘industrial class’ is the result of history. How much of Saint-Simon’s views were his own, how much influenced
         by his secretary (1814–17), the historian Augustin Thierry, need not concern us. At all events social systems are determined
         by the mode of organisation of property, historic evolution rests on the development of the productive system, and the power
         of the bourgeoisie on its possession of the means of production. He appears to hold a rather simple view of French history
         as class struggle, dating back to the conquest of the Gauls by the Franks, which was elaborated by his followers into a more
         specific history of the exploited classes which anticipates Marx: slaves are succeeded by serfs, and these by nominally
         free but propertyless proletarians. However, for the history of his own times, Saint-Simon was more specific. As Engels later
         noted with admiration, he saw the French Revolution as a class struggle between nobility, bourgeois and propertyless masses.
         (His followers extended this by arguing that the Revolution had liberated the bourgeois, but the time had now come to liberate
         the proletarian.)
      

      
      Apart from history, Engels was to stress two other major insights: the subordination, indeed eventually the absorption, of
         politics into economics and consequently the abolition of the state in the society of the future: the ‘administration of things’
         replacing the ‘government of men’. Whether or not this Saint-Simonian phrase is to be found in the writings of the founder,
         the concept is clearly there. Yet a number of other concepts which have become part of Marxism, as of all subsequent socialism,
         can also be traced back to the Saint-Simonian school, though not perhaps explicitly to Saint-Simon himself. ‘The exploitation
         of man by man’ is a Saint-Simonian phrase; so is the formula slightly altered by Marx to describe the distributive principle of the first phase of communism: ‘From each according
         to his abilities, to each ability according to its work’; so is the phrase, singled out by Marx in the German Ideology, that ‘all men must be assured the free development of their natural capacities’. In short, Marxism was evidently much indebted
         to Saint-Simon, though the exact nature of the debt is not easy to define, since the Saint-Simonian contribution cannot always
         be distinguished from other contemporary ones. Thus the discovery of the class struggle in history was likely to be made by
         anyone who studied, or even who had lived through, the French Revolution. It was indeed ascribed by Marx to the bourgeois
         historians of the French Restoration. At the same time the most important of these (from Marx’s point of view), Augustin Thierry,
         had, as we have seen, been closely linked with Saint-Simon at one period of his life. Still, however we define the influence,
         it is not in doubt. The uniformly favourable treatment of Saint-Simon by Engels, who noted that ‘he positively suffered from
         a plethora of ideas’ and whom he actually compared to Hegel as ‘the most encyclopedic mind of his age’, speaks for itself.28

      
      The mature Engels praised Charles Fourier (1772–1837) mainly on three grounds: as a brilliant, witty and savage critic of
         bourgeois society, or rather of bourgeois behaviour;29 for his advocacy of women’s liberation; and for his essentially dialectical conception of history. (The last point seems to
         belong more to Engels than to Fourier.) Yet the first impact which Fourier’s thought made on him, and that which has perhaps
         left the most profound traces in Marxian socialism, was his analysis of labour. Fourier’s contribution to the socialist tradition
         was idiosyncratic. Unlike other socialists he was suspicious of progress, and shared a Rousseauist belief that humanity had
         somehow taken the wrong turning in adopting civilisation. He was suspicious of industry and technical advance, though prepared
         to accept and use it, and convinced that the wheel of history could not be turned back. He was also – in this respect like several other utopians – suspicious of Jacobin popular sovereignty and democracy.
         Philosophically he was an ultra-individualist whose supreme aim for humanity was the satisfaction of all individuals’ psychological
         urges, and the attainment of maximum enjoyment by the individual. Since – to quote Engels’ first recorded impressions of him30– ‘each individual has an inclination or preference for a particular kind of work, the sum of all individual inclinations
         must, by and large, constitute a sufficient force to satisfy the needs of all. From this principle there follows: if all individuals
         are allowed to do and not to do whatever corresponds to their personal inclinations, the needs of all will be satisfied,’
         and he demonstrated ‘that . . . absolute inactivity is nonsense, and has never existed nor can it ever exist . . . He further demonstrates that labour and enjoyment are identical,
         and it is the irrationality of the present social order which separates the two.’ Fourier’s insistence on the emancipation
         of women, with the explicit corollary of radical sexual liberation, is a logical extension – indeed perhaps the core – of
         his utopia of the liberation of all personal instincts and impulses. Fourier was certainly not the only feminist among the
         early socialists, but his passionate commitment made him perhaps the most powerful, and his influence may be detected in the
         radical turn of the Saint-Simonians in this direction.
      

      
      Marx himself was perhaps more aware than Engels of the possible conflict between Fourier’s view of labour as the essential
         satisfaction of a human instinct, identical with play, and the full development of all human capacities which both he and
         Engels believed communism would ensure, though the abolition of the division of labour (i.e. of permanent functional specialisation)
         might well produce results which could be interpreted on Fourierist lines (‘to hunt in the morning, to fish in the afternoon,
         to rear cattle in the evening, and criticise after dinner’).31 Indeed, later he specifically rejected Fourier’s conception of labour as ‘mere fun, mere amusement’32 and in doing so implicitly rejected the Fourierist equation between self-realisation and instinctual liberation. Fourier’s communist humans were men
         and women as nature had made them, liberated from all repression; Marx’s communist men and women were more than this. Nevertheless,
         the fact that the mature Marx specifically reconsiders Fourier in his most serious discussion of labour as human activity
         suggests the significance of this writer for him. As for Engels, his continuing laudatory references to Fourier (e.g. in the
         Origin of the Family) attest to a permanent influence, and to his permanent sympathy for the only utopian socialist writer who can still be read
         today with the same sense of pleasure, illumination – and exasperation – as in the early 1840s.
      

      
      The utopian socialists thus provided a critique of bourgeois society, the outlines of a historical theory, the confidence
         that socialism was not only realisable but called for at this historical moment, and a great deal of thinking about what the
         human arrangements in such a society would be like (including individual human behaviour). Yet they had striking theoretical
         and practical deficiencies. They had both a minor and a major practical weakness. They were mixed up, to put it mildly, with
         various kinds of romantic eccentricity ranging from the penetratingly visionary to the psychically unhinged, from mental confusion,
         not always to be excused by the overflow of ideas, to curious cults and exalted quasi-religious sects. In short, their followers
         tended to make themselves ridiculous and, as the young Engels observed of the Saint-Simonians, ‘once something has been made
         ridiculous, it is hopelessly lost in France’.33 Marx and Engels, while regarding the fantastic elements in the great utopians as the necessary price for their genius or originality,
         could hardly envisage much of a practical role in the socialist transformation of the world for increasingly odd and often
         increasingly isolated groups of cranks.
      

      
      Second, and more to the point, they were essentially apolitical, and thus, even in theory, provided no effective means by
         which such a transformation could be achieved. The exodus into communist communities was no more likely to produce the desired results than the earlier appeals of a Saint-Simon to Napoleon, Tsar Alexander or the great Paris bankers. The utopians (with
         the exception of the Saint-Simonians, whose chosen instrument, the dynamic capitalist entrepreneurs, drew them away from socialism)
         did not recognise any special class or group as the vehicle of their ideas, and even when (as Engels later recognised in the
         case of Owen) they appealed to the workers, the proletarian movement played no distinctive part in their plans, which were
         addressed to all who ought to – but generally failed to – recognise the obvious truth they alone had discovered. Yet doctrinal
         propaganda and education, especially in the abstract form which the young Engels criticised in the British Owenites, would
         never succeed by themselves. In short, as he saw clearly from his British experience, ‘socialism, which goes far beyond French
         communism in its basis, in its development lags behind it. It will have for a moment to revert to the French point-of-view,
         in order subsequently to go beyond it.’34 The French point of view was that of the revolutionary – and political – class struggle of the proletariat. As we shall see,
         Marx and Engels were even more critical of the non-utopian developments of early socialism into various kinds of co-operation
         and mutualism.
      

      
      Among the numerous theoretical weaknesses of utopian socialism, one stood out dramatically: its lack of an economic analysis
         of private property which ‘the French socialists and communists . . . had not only criticised in various ways but also “transcended”
         [aufgehoben] in a utopian manner’,35 but which they had not systematically analysed as the basis of the capitalist system and of exploitation. Marx himself, stimulated
         by Engels’ early Outline of a Critique of Political Economy (1843–4),36 had come to the conclusion that such an analysis must be the core of communist theory. As he later put it, when describing
         his own process of intellectual development, political economy was ‘the anatomy of civil society’ (Preface to Critique of Political Economy). It was not to be found in the French ‘utopian’ socialists. Hence his admiration and (in The Holy Family, 1845) extended defence of P.-J. Proudhon (1809–65), whose What is Property? (1840) he read towards the end of 1842, and whom he immediately went out of his way to praise as ‘the most consistent and
         acute socialist writer’.37 To say that Proudhon ‘influenced’ Marx or contributed to the formation of his thought is an exaggeration. Even in 1844 he
         compared him in some respects unfavourably as a theorist with the German tailor-communist Wilhelm Weitling,38 whose only real significance was that (like Proudhon himself) he was an actual worker. Yet, though he regarded Proudhon as
         an inferior mind to Saint-Simon and Fourier, he nevertheless appreciated the advance he made upon them, which he later compared
         to that of Feuerbach over Hegel; and, in spite of his subsequent and increasingly bitter hostility to Proudhon and his followers,
         he never modified his view.39 This was not so much because of the economic merits of the work, for ‘in a strictly scientific history of political economy
         the work would be hardly worth a mention’. Indeed, Proudhon was not and never became a serious economist. He praised Proudhon
         not because he had anything to learn from him, but because he saw him as pioneering that very ‘critique of political economy’
         which he himself recognised as the central theoretical task, and he did so all the more generously because Proudhon was both
         an actual worker and unquestionably an original mind. Marx did not have to advance far in his economic studies before the
         deficiencies of Proudhon’s theory struck him more forcibly than its merits: they are flayed in the Poverty of Philosophy(1847).
      

      
      None of the other French socialists exercised any significant influence on the formation of Marxian thought.

      
      
      III

      
      The triple origin of Marxian socialism in French socialism, German philosophy and British political economy is well known: as early as 1844 Marx observed something like this international division of intellectual labour in ‘the European
         proletariat’.40 This chapter is concerned with the origins of Marxian thought only insofar as it is to be found in pre-Marxian socialist or
         labour thought, and consequently it deals with Marxian economic ideas only insofar as these were originally derived from,
         or mediated through, such thought, or insofar as Marx discovered anticipations of his analysis in it. Now British socialism
         was in fact intellectually derived from classical British political economy in two ways: through Owen from Benthamite utilitarianism,
         but above all through the so-called ‘Ricardian socialists’ (some of them originally utilitarians), notably William Thompson
         (1775–1833), John Gray (1799–1883), John Francis Bray (1809–97) and Thomas Hodgskin (1787–1869). These writers are significant,
         not only for using Ricardo’s labour theory of value to devise a theory of economic exploitation of the workers, but also for
         their active connection with socialist (Owenite) and working-class movements. There is in fact no evidence that even Engels
         knew many of these writings in the early 1840s, and Marx certainly did not read Hodgskin, ‘the most cogent socialist among
         pre-Marxian writers’,41 until 1851, after which he expressed his appreciation with his usual scholarly conscientiousness.42 That these writers were eventually to make a contribution to Marx’s economic studies is perhaps better known than the British
         contribution – radical rather than socialist – to the Marxian theory of economic crisis. As early as 1843–4 Engels acquired
         – it would seem from John Wade’s History of the Middle and Working Classes (1835)43 – the view that crises with a regular periodicity were an integral aspect of the operations of the capitalist economy, using
         the fact to criticise Say’s Law.
      

      
      Compared with these links with British left-wing economists, Marx’s debt to continental ones is slighter. Insofar as French
         socialism had an economic theory, it developed in connection with the Saint-Simonians, possibly under the influence of the heterodox Swiss economist Sismondi (1773–1842), especially through Constantin Pecqueur (1801–87), who has been described
         as ‘a link between Saint-Simonism and Marxism’ (Lichtheim). Both were among the first economists to be seriously studied by
         Marx (1844). Sismondi is frequently quoted, Pecqueur discussed in Capital III. Neither, however, is included in the Theories on Surplus Value, though Marx at one point wondered whether to include Sismondi. On the other hand the British Ricardian socialists are: Marx
         was, after all, the last and overwhelmingly the greatest of Ricardian socialists himself.
      

      
      Yet if we can pass briefly over what he approved or developed in the left-wing economics of his day, we must also briefly
         consider what he rejected. He rejected what he saw as ‘bourgeois’ (Communist Manifesto) and later ‘petty-bourgeois’ or otherwise misguided attempts to deal with the problems of capitalism by such means as credit
         reform, currency manipulation, rent reform, measures to inhibit capitalist concentration by the abolition of inheritance or
         other means, even if they were intended to benefit not small individual proprietors but associations of workers operating
         within, and eventually designed to replace, capitalism. Such proposals were widespread on the left, including parts of the
         socialist movement. Marx’s hostility to Sismondi, whom he respected as an economist, to Proudhon, whom he did not, as well
         as his criticism of John Gray derive from this view. At the time when he and Engels formed their own communist views, these
         weaknesses in contemporary left-wing theory did not detain them much. However, from the mid-1840s on they increasingly found
         themselves obliged to pay greater critical attentions to them in their political practice, and consequently in theory.
      

      
      
      IV

      
      What of the German contribution to the formation of their thought? Economically and politically backward, the Germany of Marx’s youth possessed no socialists from whom he could learn anything of importance. Indeed, until almost the moment
         of Marx’s and Engels’ conversion to communism, and indeed in some ways until after 1848, it is misleading to speak of a socialist
         or communist left distinct from the democratic and Jacobin tendencies which formed the radical opposition to reaction and
         princely absolutism in the country. As the Communist Manifesto pointed out, in Germany (unlike France and Britain) the communists had no option other than to march in common with the bourgeoisie
         against absolute monarchy, feudal landed property and petty-bourgeois conditions (die Kleinbürgerei),44 while encouraging the workers to become clearly conscious of their opposition to the bourgeois. Politically, and ideologically,
         the German radical left looked westwards. Ever since the German Jacobins of the 1790s, France had provided the model, the
         place of refuge for political and intellectual refugees, the source of information about progressive tendencies: in the early
         1840s even Lorenz von Stein’s survey of socialism and communism there served chiefly as such, in spite of the author’s intention,
         which was to criticise these doctrines. In the meantime a group, mainly consisting of travelling German journeymen craftsmen
         working in Paris, had separated from the post-1830 liberal refugees in France to adapt French working-class communism for
         their own purposes. The first clear German version of communism was therefore revolutionary and proletarian in a primitive
         way.45 Whether the radical young intellectuals of the Hegelian left wished to stop at democracy or advance politically and socially
         beyond it, France provided the intellectual models and catalyst for their ideas.
      

      
      Among these journeymen craftsmen Moses Hess (1812–75) was significant, not so much for his intellectual merits – for he was
         far from a clear thinker – but because he became a socialist before the rest and succeeded in converting a whole generation
         of young intellectual rebels. His influence on Marx and Engels was crucial in 1842–5, though very soon both ceased to take him seriously. His own brand of ‘True Socialism’ (mainly a sort of Saint-Simonism translated into Feuerbachian jargon)
         was not destined to be of much significance. It is chiefly remembered because it has been embalmed in Marx’s and Engels’ polemics
         against it (in the Communist Manifesto), which were mainly directed against the otherwise forgotten and forgettable Karl Grün (1817–87). Hess, whose intellectual
         development converged for a while with Marx’s, to the point where in 1848 he may well have regarded himself as Marx’s follower,
         suffered from his inadequacies both as a thinker and as a politician, and must be content with the role of the eternal precursor:
         of Marxism, of the German labour movement, and finally of Zionism.
      

      
      However, if German pre-Marxian socialism is not very important in the genesis of Marxian ideas – except, as it were, biographically
         – a word must be said of the German non-socialist critique of liberalism, which struck notes potentially classifiable as ‘socialist’
         in the ambiguous nineteenth-century sense of the word. The German intellectual tradition contained a powerful component hostile
         to any form of eighteenth-century ‘Enlightenment’ (and therefore to liberalism, individualism, rationalism and abstraction
         – e.g. to any form of the Benthamite or Ricardian arguments), one devoted to an organicist conception of history and society,
         which found expression in German Romanticism, initially a militantly reactionary movement, though in some ways Hegelian philosophy
         provided a sort of synthesis of the Enlightenment and the romantic view. German political practice, and consequently German
         applied social theory, was dominated by the activities of an all-embracing state administration. The German bourgeoisie –
         a late developer as an entrepreneurial class – did not, on the whole, demand either political supremacy or unrestricted economic
         liberalism, and a large part of its vocal members consisted in any case of servants of the state in one form or another. Neither
         as civil servants (including professors) nor as entrepreneurs did German liberals tend to have an unqualified belief in the unrestricted free market. Unlike France and Britain, the country bred writers who
         hoped that the complete development of a capitalist economy, such as was already visible in Britain, could be avoided, and
         with it the problems of mass poverty, by a combination of state planning and social reform. The theories of such men might
         actually come quite close to a kind of socialism, as in J.K. Rodbertus-Jagetzow (1805–75), a conservative monarchist (he was
         briefly Prussian minister in 1848) who in the 1840s elaborated an underconsumptionist critique of capitalism and a doctrine
         of ‘state socialism’ based on a labour theory of value. For propagandist purposes this was to be used in the Bismarckian era
         as a proof that Imperial Germany was as ‘socialist’ as any social democrat, not to mention as a proof that Marx himself had
         plagiarised an upstanding conservative thinker. The accusation was absurd, for Marx only read Rodbertus around 1860 when his
         views were fully formed, and Rodbertus could ‘at best have taught Marx how not to go about his task and how to avoid the grossest
         errors’.46 The controversy has long been forgotten. On the other hand it may well be argued that the type of attitude and argument exemplified
         by Rodbertus was influential in the formation of Lassalle’s kind of state socialism (the two men were associated for a while).
      

      
      It need hardly be said that these non-socialist versions of anti-capitalism not only played no role in the formation of Marxian
         socialism47 but were actively combated by the young German left on account of their obvious conservative associations. What may be called
         ‘romantic’ theory belongs to the pre-history of Marxism only in its least political form, i.e. that of ‘natural philosophy’
         for which Engels always kept a slight fondness (cf. his preface to Anti-Dühring, 1885), and insofar as it had been absorbed into classical German philosophy in its Hegelian form. The conservative and liberal
         tradition of state intervention in the economy, including state ownership and management of industries, merely confirmed them
         in the view that the nationalisation of industry by itself was not socialist.
      

      
      Thus neither the German economic, social or political experience nor the writings designed specifically to deal with its problems
         contributed anything of great significance to Marxian thought. And indeed it could hardly have been otherwise. As has been
         often observed, not least by Marx and Engels, the issues which in France and England appeared concretely in political and
         economic form, in the Germany of their youth appeared only in the costume of abstract philosophical enquiry. Conversely, and
         no doubt for this reason, the development of German philosophy at this period was considerably more impressive than that of
         philosophy in other countries. If this deprived it of contact with the concrete realities of society – there is no actual
         reference in Marx to the ‘propertyless class’ whose problems ‘cry out to heaven in Manchester, Paris and Lyons’ before the
         autumn of 184248 – it provided a powerful capacity to generalise, to penetrate beyond the immediate facts. To realise its full potential, however,
         philosophical reflection had to be transformed into a means of acting upon the world, and speculative philosophical generalisation
         had to be married to the concrete study and analysis of the actual world of bourgeois society. Without this marriage the German
         socialism sprung from a political radicalisation of philosophic development, mainly Hegelian, was likely to produce at best
         that German or ‘true’ socialism which Marx and Engels lampooned in the Communist Manifesto.
      

      
      The initial steps of this philosophical radicalisation took the form of a critique of religion and later (since the topic
         was more politically sensitive) the state, these being the two chief ‘political’ issues with which philosophy was directly
         concerned as such. The two great pre-Marxian landmarks of this radicalisation were Strauss’s Life of Jesus (1835) and particularly Feuerbach’s by now clearly materialist Wesen des Christenthums (1841). The crucial significance of Feuerbach as a stage between Hegel and Marx is familiar, though the continued central role of the critique of religion in the mature thought of Marx and
         Engels is not always so clearly appreciated. However, at this vital stage of their radicalisation, the young German politico-philosophical
         rebels could draw directly upon the radical and even socialist tradition, since the most familiar and consistent school of
         philosophical materialism, that of eighteenth-century France, was linked not only with the French Revolution, but even with
         early French communism – Holbach and Helvetius, Morelly and Mably. To this extent French philosophic development contributed
         to, or at least encouraged, the development of Marxist thought, as the British philosophical tradition did through its seventeenth- and eighteenth-century thinkers, directly or via political economy. However, fundamentally the process by which the young
         Marx ‘turned Hegel the right way up’ took place within classical German philosophy, and owed little to the pre-Marxian revolutionary
         and socialist traditions except a sense of the direction it was to move in.
      

      
      
      V

      
      Politics, economics and philosophy, the French, British and German experience, ‘utopian’ socialism and communism, were fused,
         transformed and transcended in the Marxian synthesis during the 1840s. It is surely no accident that this transformation should
         have taken place at this historical moment.
      

      
      Some time around 1840 European history acquired a new dimension: the ‘social problem’, or (seen from another point of view)
         potential social revolution, both expressed typically in the phenomenon of the ‘proletariat’. Bourgeois writers became systematically
         conscious of the proletariat as an empirical and political problem, a class, a movement – in the last analysis a power for
         overturning society. At one end this consciousness found expression in systematic enquiries, often comparative, on the conditions of this class (Villermé for France in 1840, Buret for France and Britain in 1840, Ducpétiaux for various countries
         in 1843), at the other in historical generalisations already reminiscent of the Marxian argument:
      

      
      
         But this is the content of history: no major historical antagonism disappears or dies out unless there emerges a new antagonism.
            Thus the general antagonism between the rich and the poor has been recently polarised into the tension between capitalists
            and the hirers of labour on the one hand and the industrial workers of all kinds on the other; out of this tension there emerges
            an opposition whose dimensions become more and more menacing with the proportional growth of the industrial population. (art.
            ‘Revolution’ in Rotteck and Welcker, Lexicon der Staatswissenschaften XIII, 1842).49

      

      
      We have already seen that a revolutionary and consciously proletarian communist movement emerged at this time in France, and
         indeed that the very words ‘communist’ and ‘communism’ came into currency around 1840 to describe it. Simultaneously a massive
         proletarian class movement, closely observed by Engels, reached its peak in Britain: Chartism. Before it, earlier forms of
         ‘utopian’ socialism in western Europe retreated to the margins of public life, with the exception of Fourierism, which flourished
         modestly, but persistently, in the proletarian soil.50

      
      A new and more formidable fusion of the Jacobin-revolutionary-communist and the socialist-associationist experience and theories
         became possible on the basis of a visibly growing and mobilising working class. Marx, the Hegelian, seeking for the force
         which would transform society by its negation of existing society, found it in the proletariat, and though he had no concrete
         acquaintance with it (except through Engels) and had not given the operations of capitalist and political economy much thought, immediately began to study both. It is an error to suppose that he did not seriously concentrate his mind on
         economics before the early 1850s. He began his serious studies not later than 1844.
      

      
      What precipitated this fusion of social theory and social movement was the combination of triumph and crisis in the developed,
         and apparently paradigmatic, bourgeois societies of France and Britain during this period. Politically the revolutions of
         1830 and the corresponding British reforms of 1832–5 established regimes which evidently served the interests of the predominant
         part of the liberal bourgeoisie, but fell spectacularly short of political democracy. Economically, industrialisation, already
         dominant in Britain, was visibly advancing on parts of the continent – but in an atmosphere of crisis and uncertainty which
         appeared to many to put in question the entire future of capitalism as a system. As Lorenz von Stein, the first systematic
         surveyor of socialism and communism (1842), put it:
      

      
      
         There is no longer any doubt that for the most important part of Europe political reform and revolution are at an end; social
            revolution has taken their place and towers over all movements of the peoples with its terrible power and serious doubts.
            Only a few years ago, what now confronts us seemed but an empty shadow. Now it faces all Law as an enemy, and all efforts
            to compress it into its former nothingness are vain.51

      

      
      Or as Marx and Engels were to put it a few years later, ‘A spectre is haunting Europe – the spectre of Communism.’

      
      The Marxian transformation of socialism would therefore hardly have been historically possible before the 1840s. Nor, perhaps,
         would it have been possible within the main bourgeois countries themselves, where both the radical political and working-class
         movements, and radical social and political theory, were deeply embedded in a long history, tradition and practice from which they found it hard to emancipate themselves. As subsequent history was to show, the French left was long resistant
         to Marxism, in spite of – indeed because of – the strength of the autochthonous revolutionary and associationist tradition;
         and the British labour movement remained unreceptive to Marxism for even longer, in spite of – indeed because of – its home-grown
         success in developing a conscious class movement and a critique of exploitation. Without the French and British contribution,
         the Marxian synthesis would have been quite impossible; and, as has been suggested, the biographical fact that Marx established
         a lifelong partnership with Engels, with his unique experience of Britain (not least as a practising Manchester capitalist),
         was undoubtedly important. Nevertheless, it was perhaps more likely that the new phase of socialism should be developed not
         at the centre of bourgeois society, but on its German margin, and by means of a reconstruction of the all-embracing speculative
         architecture of German philosophy.
      

      
      The actual development of Marxian socialism lies beyond the scope of this chapter. Here we need merely recall that it differed
         from its predecessors in three respects. First, it replaced a partial critique of capitalist society with a comprehensive
         critique, based on an analysis of the fundamental (in this instance economic) relation determining that society. The fact
         that analytically it penetrated deeper than the superficial phenomena accessible to empirical criticism implied an analysis
         of the ‘false consciousness’ which stood in the way, and of the (historical) reasons for it. Second, it set socialism in the
         framework of an evolutionary historical analysis, which explained both why it emerged as a theory and a movement when it did,
         and why the historic development of capitalism must in the end generate a socialist society. (Incidentally, unlike the earlier
         socialists, for whom the new society was a finished thing which had only to be instituted in a final form, according to whatever
         the preferred model was, at the suitable moment, Marx’s future society itself continues to evolve historically, so that only
         its very general principles and outlines can be predicted, let alone designed.) Third, it clarified the mode of the transition from the old
         to the new society: the proletariat would be its carrier, through a class movement engaged in a class struggle which would
         achieve its object only through revolution – ‘the expropriation of the expropriators’. Socialism had ceased to be ‘utopian’
         and become ‘scientific’.
      

      
      In fact, the Marxian transformation had not only replaced but also absorbed its predecessors. In Hegelian terms, it had ‘sublated’
         them (aufgehoben). For most purposes other than the writing of academic theses, they have either been forgotten, form part of the pre-history
         of Marxism, or (as in the case of some Saint-Simonian strains) developed in ideological directions which have nothing to do
         with socialism. At most, like Owen and Fourier, they survive among educational theorists. The only socialist writer of the
         pre-Marxist period who still maintains some significance as a theorist within the general area of socialist movements is Proudhon,
         who continues to be cited by the anarchists (not to mention, from time to time, the French ultra-right and various other anti-Marxists).
         This is in some ways unfair to men who, even when below the illuminations of the best utopians, were original thinkers with
         ideas which, if proposed today, would often be taken quite seriously. Yet the fact remains that, as socialists, they are today
         of interest chiefly to the historian.
      

      
      This should not mislead us into supposing that pre-Marxian socialism died immediately Marx developed his characteristic views.
         Even nominally, Marxism did not become influential in labour movements until the 1880s, or at the earliest the 1870s. The
         history of Marx’s own thought and his political and ideological controversies cannot be understood unless we recall that,
         for the remainder of his life, the tendencies he criticised, combated or had to come to terms with within the labour movement
         were primarily those of the pre-Marxian radical left, or those deriving from it. They belonged to the progeny of the French Revolution, whether in the form of radical democracy, Jacobin republicanism or the neo-babouvist revolutionary proletarian
         communism surviving under the leadership of Blanqui. (This last was a tendency with which, on political grounds, Marx found
         himself allied from time to time.) Occasionally they sprang from, or at least had been precipitated by, that same left Hegelianism
         or Feuerbachianism through which Marx himself had passed, as in the case of several Russian revolutionaries, notably Bakunin.
         But in the main they were the offspring, indeed the continuation of, pre-Marxian socialism.
      

      
      It is true that the original utopians did not survive the 1840s; but then, as doctrines and movements they had already been
         moribund in the early forties, with the exception of Fourierism which, in a modest way, flourished until the revolution of
         1848 in which its leader, Victor Considérant, therefore found himself playing an unexpected and unsuccessful role. On the
         other hand various kinds of associationism and co-operative theories, partly derived from utopian sources (Owen, Buchez),
         partly developed on a less messianic basis in the 1840s (Louis Blanc, Proudhon), continued to flourish. They even maintained,
         in an increasingly shadowy way, the aspiration to transform the whole of society on co-operative lines, from which they had
         originally been derived. If this was so even in Britain, where the dream of a cooperative utopia that would emancipate labour
         from capitalist exploitation was diluted into co-operative shopkeeping, it was even more alive in other countries, where the
         co-operation of producers remained dominant. For most workers in Marx’s lifetime this was socialism; or rather the socialism which gained working-class support, even in the 1860s, was one which envisaged independent
         groups of producers without capitalists but supplied by society with enough capital to make them viable, protected and encouraged
         by public authority but in turn with collective duties to the public. Hence the political significance of Proudhonism and
         Lassalleanism. This was natural in a working class whose politically conscious members consisted largely of artisans or those close to the artisan experience. Moreover, the dream of the independent productive unit controlling its
         own affairs did not merely belong to men (and much more rarely women) who were not yet fully proletarian. In some ways this
         primitive ‘syndicalist’ vision also reflected the experience of proletarians in the workshops of the mid-nineteenth century.
      

      
      It would thus be a mistake to say that pre-Marxian socialism died out in Marx’s time. It survived among Proudhonians, Bakuninite
         anarchists, among later revolutionary syndicalists and others, even when these later learned, for want of any adequate theory
         of their own, to adopt much of the Marxian analysis for their own purposes. Yet from the middle 1840s on it can no longer
         be said that Marx derived anything from the pre-Marxist tradition of socialism. After his extended dissection of Proudhon
         (The Poverty of Philosophy, 1847), it can no longer even be said that the critique of pre-Marxian socialism played a major part in the formation of
         his own thought. By and large, it formed part of his political polemics rather than of his theoretical development. Perhaps
         the only major exception is the Critique of the Gotha Programme (1875), in which his shocked protests against the German Social Democratic Party’s unjustified concessions to the Lassalleans
         provoked him into a theoretical statement which, if probably not new, had at any rate not been publicly formulated by him
         before. It is also possible that the development of his ideas on credit and finance owed something to the need to criticise
         the belief in various currency and credit nostrums which remained popular in labour movements of the Proudhonist type. However,
         by the mid-1840s Marx and Engels had, on the whole, learned all they could from pre-Marxian socialism. The foundations of
         ‘scientific socialism’ had been laid.
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      Marx, Engels and Politics


      

      The present chapter deals with the political ideas and views of Marx and Engels, that is to say their views both about the

         state and its institutions, and about the political aspect of the transition from capitalism to socialism – the class struggle,

         revolution, the mode of organisation, strategy and tactics of the socialist movement, and similar matters. Analytically these

         were, in a sense, secondary problems. ‘Legal relations as well as forms of State could not be understood from themselves .

         . . but are rooted in the material conditions of life’, in that ‘civil society’ whose anatomy was political economy (Preface,

         Critique of Political Economy). What determined the transition from capitalism to socialism were the internal contradictions of capitalist development,

         and more particularly the fact that capitalism inevitably generated its grave-digger, the proletariat, ‘a class always increasing

         in numbers, and disciplined, united, organised by the very process of capitalist production itself ’ (Capital I, chapter XXXII). Moreover, while state power was crucial to class rule the authority of capitalists over workers as such

         ‘is vested in its bearers only as a personification of the requirements of labour standing above the labourer. It is not vested

         in them in their capacity as political or theocratic rulers, in the way that it used to be in former modes of production’ (Werke 1, iii, p.888). Hence politics and the state do not need to be integrated into the basic analysis, but can be brought in

         at a later stage.1
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