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The funeral speech that Friedrich Engels gave beside
the Highgate grave of his lifelong friend Karl Marx
was divided into two parts.  In the first Engels
claimed that Marx had been great as a sincere and
successful seeker after truth: “Just as Darwin dis-
covered the law of development of organic nature, so
Marx discovered the law of development of human
history.”  This part concluded with the claim, “So war
dieser Mann der Wissenschaft” (“Thus was this man
of science”).  In the second part of the eulogy Engels
spoke of Marx as a revolutionary, working tirelessly,
we are asked to believe, for the enrichment of the
poor and the emancipation of the oppressed.

The claim that the achievement of Marx in the field of
the human sciences is comparable with that of Darwin
in biology is often repeated.  It is scarcely surprising
when the endorsement comes from a professional rev-
olutionary.  Typical of these was Lenin, in What The
“Friends of the People” Are (1894).  He wrote there,
with reference to Marx’s three-volume work, Das
Kapital, “It will now be clear that the comparison
with Darwin is perfectly accurate.”  Much later
Maurice Cornforth, the official philosopher to the
Communist Party of Great Britain (Muscovite), de-
ployed an even bolder and more specific contention:
“The methodology by which Marx arrived at his the-
ory of social development is exactly the same as that
employed by Darwin in establishing the theory of the
evolution of species by natural selection.”1

What should, however, be surprising is that the same
claim is still supported today - even if only implicitly
- by the large and, we are told, ever-growing number
of professing social scientists who offer some degree
of allegiance to the theories and putative methods of
this particular nineteenth-century predecessor, and no
other.2

Among our other contemporaries - however doubtful
they have been both about the substance of Marx’s so-
ciological contentions and the actual effectiveness of
his revolutionary policies as means for achieving
those ends - almost all writers about Marx seem to
have been willing, even zealous, to endorse the sin-

cerity of his personal commitments both to truth-seek-
ing and to such beneficently liberal human values.
The most distinguished of these charitable critics is
Sir Karl Popper, for his book The Open Society and its
Enemies contains perhaps the most comprehensive
and overwhelming onslaught ever launched against
not only the theoretical but also the practical teach-
ings of Karl Marx.3  Yet throughout both volumes, in
all the first four editions, Popper is at pains to distin-
guish Marx himself, as a genuine scientist, from those
professing to be his followers, who have transformed
his works into an in principle unfalsifiable, and hence
wholly unscientific, dogmatic system.  Also, like so
many others, Popper seems to have construed the
severe hardships endured by both Marx and his family
during the earlier years of the London period - hard-
ships consequent upon his chosen way of life - as suf-
ficient reason for accepting him as a paid-up and
ever-active member of what David Hume called “the
party of mankind”.

“THE PHILOSOPHICAL PATH TO
COMMUNISM”

It was to be expected, therefore, that there would be
protests when Leszek Kolakowski opened his great
study of the Main Currents of Marxism with the sen-
tence: “Karl Marx was a German philosopher.”4  Thus
the Marxist-Leninist reviewer in Political Studies as-
serts: “Marx was not, in fact a ‘German philosopher.’
... No ‘philosopher’ of the kind Kolakowski has in
mind could have written Capital, or would have felt
any need to write it.”5  Again, in New Society the epo-
nymous leader of the Benno-Bolshevik faction in the
British parliament maintained that “unlike many phil-
osophers ... Marx began by a deep study of the real
world itself - in order to understand how it worked
and why, and then drew his own conclusions.”6

On the contrary: There is in fact abundant biographi-
cal evidence to show that this is the diametric opposite
of the truth.7  Both Engels and Marx, like Moses Hess
before them, were among the few who had, as Engels
puts it, “taken the philosophical path to Communism.”
Hence it was by what Marx himself was pleased to
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call a “philosophical analysis” that the main elements
of what in their correspondence they were always to
call “our theory” or “our view” were originally
derived.  They were consequently confident that
various conclusions Popper would label historicist - a
supposed “law of development of human history” and
its perceived corollaries - were underwritten by an
ineluctable logico-philosophical necessity.

But if revolutionary troops - the poor, bloody infantry
of the class struggle - were to be assembled and en-
couraged by the assurances of inevitable victory and
inevitable utopia, then those assurances had to be
presented as scientifically based.  Anyone who has
read H. A. L. Fisher’s Our New Religion will easily
appreciate that Marx and Engels had the same com-
pelling reason to offer their revelation as scientific so-
cialism as Mary Baker Eddy had for offering hers as
Christian Science.  So in the Communist Manifesto - a
document in almost every other way the opposite of
Science and Health - Marx and Engels were, as it
were, writing a monster post-dated check drawn on an
account in the Bank of Scientific Knowledge; an ac-
count into which neither of them had as yet contrived
to deposit suitably substantial funds.

So none of the world-transforming ideas of the Mani-
festo and none of its enormously important would-be
factual contentions were findings from long years of
labour poring over bluebooks in the reading room of
the British Museum.  Instead, it was the supposed
(still abstract and general) philosophical proof of these
historicist contentions that provided the original incen-
tive to embark upon the political and economic studies
eventually resulting in the 1867 publication of Volume
I of Capital - that being as much of his magnum opus
as Marx himself could ever be brought to complete.
Not only were all the major contentions about human
history and human society presented in the Communist
Manifesto years before Marx first applied for his
Reader’s Card, but they are also to be found in still
earlier books and manuscripts.

A little later, in an 1852 letter to Weydemeyer, Marx
outlines very clearly what he saw to be most crucial
and most distinctive in his own supposedly heuristic
achievements.  He asserts there that he has provided
proofs for his theories.  But he had not yet in fact pro-
duced anything that even looked like empirical social
science - even A Contribution to the Critique of Politi-
cal Economy was still seven years in the future.  Al-
though in 1845 Marx contracted to compose the
decisive “big book” - which Engels always insisted
was essential - it was characteristic that he forthwith
spent the enviably large advance actually producing
nothing but broken promises.  Yet that letter to
Weydemeyer boasted:

What I did that was new was to prove: (1) that
the existence of classes is only bound up with

particular, historic phases in the development of
production; (2) that the class struggle necessarily
leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat; and (3)
that this dictatorship only constitutes the transi-
tion to the abolition of all classes and to a class-
less society.

THE FUTURE DISCOVERED BY
ABSTRACT ANALYSIS

“Karl Marx was a German philosopher.”  Both terms
in this expression are crucial; for it remains most il-
luminating to think of Marx as originally and always a
philosopher, notwithstanding that nothing in his volu-
minous works makes any significant contribution to
philosophy in any academic understanding of that
term.  (We have to search elsewhere for an explana-
tion of the prescription of such works as The German
Ideology in philosophy courses; as if these were phil-
osophical classics on all fours with, say, A Discourse
on the Method or A Critique of Pure Reason!)

It is equally essential to recognise that Marx’s untu-
tored philosophical education was primarily if not ex-
clusively German, achieved under the domination of
Hegel.  So Marx presumably never read Locke’s
Essay Concerning Human Understanding or Hume’s
Treatise of Human Nature: or, if he did read them, he
certainly never realised that he needed to come to
terms with the challenges they present.  Never having
been subjected to probings by what among English-
speaking philosophers is now nicknamed “Hume’s
Fork”, Marx thus was not forced into our almost ob-
sessional awareness that no discoveries of “matters of
fact and real existence” can ever be made by merely
maneuvering “the relations of ideas”; and, in particu-
lar, that physically necessitating laws of nature are not
to be derived from any analysis of the logical
necessities and logical impossibilities prevailing in the
world of abstractions.

Consequently, Marx seems to have taken if for
granted that at least the main lines of future historical
development can be discovered by analysing concepts,
and that such abstract analysis can yield knowledge of
somehow necessary and therefore inexorable laws.
Nevertheless a large part of the appeal of Marxism has
always been that it is believed to provide not a philos-
ophical, but a scientific proof that utopia will inevit-
ably be attained through revolution;8 that, as crude
Comrade Khrushchev used to say, “Communism is at
the end of all the roads in the world: we shall bury
you!”

So how, we should now ask, does the atheist Marx
come by his secular revelation?  This revelation sup-
posedly guarantees that the not-to-be-too-long-
deferred consummatory climax both of all brute
“struggle for existence” and of the class conflicts of
which all human history allegedly consists must be the
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total triumph of “the class to end all classes”; and
then, supposedly in consequence and in very short
order, the establishment of a conflict-free utopia in
which - in the words of the manifesto - “the free de-
velopment of each will be the condition of the free
development of all.”9

The answer to the question of the source of the secu-
lar revelation is to be found in the contributions of
Hegel and his immediate successors.  Three are espe-
cially relevant.  The first is the hardest to characterise.
Feuerbach was pointing to it when he said that all
speculative philosophers are priests in disguise, and
that all the classical German creations - Hegel’s Idea,
Fichte’s Ego, and Schelling’s Absolute - were simply
substitutes for the Deity, reduced to a more abstract
form.  The whole climate of opinion was suffused
with a profound, providential, post-Christian convic-
tion that, in the end, all manner of things will be well;
a usually unstated and therefore never examined or
abandoned assumption that, ultimately, the universe is
not indifferent to human concerns.

The two further features are inseparably connected.
One was an equally profound and equally unexamined
assumption that a priori reasoning can discover syn-
thetic and somehow necessary truths about both the
structure of the universe and our true and proper life
within it.  Third and last was the fact that such (phil-
osophically) rationalist reasoning was typically, in the
world that Hegel made, all-the-balls-in-the-air juggling
with terms referring to abstract and indeterminate col-
lectivities.  All the key terms in such reasonings, be-
fore they begin to be given any useful social scientific
application, need to be made precise and provided
with strict rules of engagement.  There is, for instance,
no scientific profit whatsoever to be had from rabbit-
ing on about alienation until and unless we are able to
construct a viable alienation index.  How else can we
hope once and for all to settle the question of whether
universal and total state monopoly really is the sover-
eign remedy for this factitious complaint?

ABSTRACT, ARBITRARY AND
UNFALSIFIABLE

To indicate the intellectual climate of this Hegelian
universe it is best to begin by quoting one or two sen-
tences from Hegel’s Inaugural Lecture at Heidelberg,
noting that in a passing moment of infidel insight
Marx himself spoke of “the drunken speculations of
this master wizard”.  Hegel pronounced:

We shall see ... that in other European countries
... philosophy, excepting the name, has sunk even
from memory, and that it is in the German nation
that it has been retained as a peculiar possession.
We have received the higher call of Nature to
preserve this holy flame, just as the Eumolpidae
in Athens had the conservation of the Eleusinian

mysteries, the inhabitants of the island of Samo-
thrace the preservation of a higher divine service
...

There is now no escaping what for anyone raised in
the English-speaking philosophical world is bound to
be a painful reading experience.  From March to Au-
gust 1843 Marx conjured up the then barely em-
bryonic German proletariat in order to provide an
answer to his question, “So where is the positive
possibility of German emancipation?”  The answer, he
asserts, lies:

In the formation of a class with radical chains ...
an estate which is the dissolution of all estates, a
sphere which has a universal character by its
universal suffering, and which lays claim to no
particular right because the wrong it suffers is
not a particular wrong but wrong in general: a
sphere of society which can no longer lay claim
to even a historical but only a human title; ... a
sphere, finally, which cannot emancipate itself
without ... thereby emancipating all other spheres
of society, which, in a word, is the complete loss
of man and hence can win itself only through the
complete rewinning of man.  The dissolution of
society as a particular estate is the proletariat.10

So now, no doubt, we know.  And, as if that outburst
of drunken pontification were not already too much,
here from the Econonomic and Philosophic Manu-
scripts of 1844 is something even more abstract, more
arbitrary, more technical and - if that is possible -
even less concrete, determinate, and in principle falsi-
fiable:

Communism is the positive suppression of private
property as human self-estrangement, and hence
the true appropriation of human essence through
and for man; it is the complete restoration of man
to himself as a social, i.e., human, being, a resto-
ration which has become conscious and which
takes place within the entire wealth of previous
states of development.  This communism, as fully
developed naturalism, equals humanism, and as
fully developed humanism equals naturalism; it is
the genuine resolution of the conflict between
man and nature, the true resolution of the conflict
between existence and being, between objectifica-
tion and self-affirmation, between freedom and
necessity, between individual and species.  It is
the solution of the riddle of history and knows
itself to be the solution.  The entire movement of
history is therefore both the actual act of creation
of communism - the birth of its empirical exist-
ence - and, for its thinking consciousness, the
comprehended and known movement of its be-
coming ...11
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BASELESS PRETENSIONS TO SOCIAL
SCIENCE

That the whole Marxist conceptual scheme was orig-
inally derived through an abstract exercise in the tradi-
tion of what Marx and Engels hailed as “German
classical philosophy”, rather than by any kind of in-
spection of concrete social and political realities,
would have mattered little if only this scheme had
happened to fit the facts fairly closely, or if only Marx
himself had been prepared to open-mindedly investi-
gate how far, or even whether, it truly did.  For to
scientists, as opposed perhaps to historians of science,
what matters about scientific ideas is not the route by
which they happened to come to mind, but how well
they fit and how adequately they explain whatever re-
alities are under investigation.

The truth, however, made manifest by all the bio-
graphical evidence, is that Marx embarked upon his
investigations of actual social and political phenomena
already convinced irrevocably that that conceptual
scheme constituted a system of synthetic and some-
how necessary truth.  So the purpose of all the empiri-
cal investigations was thus not to test and, where
necessary, amend or abandon elements in that concep-
tual scheme, but to accumulate persuasive empirical
support for it, and hence - indirectly - for the practical
programme of revolutionary action based thereon.

In 1966 Popper qualified his original, too charitable
view of Marx, adding a final note to the fifth edition
of The Open Society:

Some years after I wrote this ...  Leopold
Schwarzschild’s ... The Red Prussian ... became
known to me ... it contains documentary evidence,
especially from the Marx-Engels correspondence,
which shows that Marx was less of a humanita-
rian, and less of a lover of freedom, than he is
made to appear in my book.  Schwarzschild de-
scribes him as a man who saw in “the proletariat”
mainly an instrument of his own personal ambi-
tion.  Though this may put the matter more
harshly than the evidence warrants, it must be ad-
mitted that the evidence itself is shattering.

At that time, however, Popper added nothing about
Marx as a supposedly sincere seeker after scientific
truth.12  So let us now, drawing upon some charac-
teristically Popperian ideas, proceed to urge that the
verdict has to be the same upon both counts.  De-
scartes once remarked that in determining what people
sincerely believe, he preferred to look to what they
did rather than to what they said.  His advice is
equally sound with regard to sincerity in general.
Hence, in order to prove that they are sincerely pur-
suing some purpose, the one thing above all that
people have to do is be constantly concerned to moni-
tor their success or failure in fulfilling that purpose.  If
ever and whenever this monitoring reveals that they

are not succeeding, all truly sincere purposers will
then and there make that sincerity plain by their readi-
ness to adopt fresh tactics offering better promise of
success.

The next step is to relate these logical linkages to Pop-
per’s main methodological recommendations.  He
makes proposals, which are of course close kin the
one to the other, for the spheres of both theoretical
science and practical policy.  In each case Popperian
methodology can be seen as the direct and necessary
outcome of sincerity in the appropriate purposes.  It is
the more worthwhile to represent these recommenda-
tions in this way, inasmuch as he himself seems never
to have done so.  His apparent reluctance, and the
consequent failure to deploy the most powerful sup-
porting arguments, probably has to be explained by
referring to his characteristically generous yet unreal-
istic reluctance to recognise in any opponents discre-
ditable distractions or even sheer bad faith.

The aim of theoretical science is truth.  Given this aim
the critical approach must follow.  Persons who truly
want the truth cannot and will not embrace unexam-
ined candidates.  They must and will be ever ready to
test, and test and test again.  But testing for truth is in
this context precisely what criticism is.  The purposes
of practical policies, and of the institutions established
for the implementation of those policies, and the ful-
filment of those purposes, are as multifarious as
human desires.  Yet parallel considerations apply here
too.  In this case criticism just is probing the effects
and effectiveness of the policies in question.  How,
therefore, can anyone who has indeed been promoting
some policy solely in pursuit of some particular cher-
ished end be indifferent to evidence that that end is
not being achieved, or be unwilling to alter course in
hopes of securing better success?

THE GOOD FAITH OF DARWIN AND THE
BAD FAITH OF MARX

Suppose that we begin now to apply these Popperian
insights to the original claims that Marx was not only,
like Darwin, a sincere seeker after scientific truth, but
also a person wholly dedicated to human welfare and
emancipation.  Consider first, under the first count, the
sustained refusal, so rightly emphasised by Schwarz-
schild, to produce any full, clear, definite, and criticis-
able summary of “our view”.  Long delays in eventual
publication could have been excused if there had been
such a private summary, for that would have enabled
and forced Marx to recognise recalcitrant facts as con-
stituting difficulties for this theory: difficulties requir-
ing either that they should be met or that “our view”
itself be either amended or abandoned.  (Is there in-
deed so much as a single passage in the Collected
Works in which anything at all is thus recognised as a
challenging and worrisome difficulty for that never
adequately stated theory?)
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Especially in the face of the bid by Engels to put
Marx on the same plane as Darwin,13 it becomes very
much to the point to notice that, although the latter
was, for different reasons, almost equally reluctant to
publish, he did take the first opportunity to compose,
both for his private use and for at latest immediately
posthumous publication, a crisp, clear, and completely
unevasive statement of what his own theory amounted
to.  The private use of this “sketch of my species the-
ory” was, of course, nothing more or less than to en-
able and force himself “to recognise recalcitrant facts
as constituting difficulties.”

Darwin, indeed, was a model of complete good faith,
and of an absolute singlemindedness in the pursuit of
truth.  Freud wisely commended “the great Darwin”
because he “made a golden rule for himself of writing
down with particular care observations which seemed
unfavourable to his theory, having become convinced
that just these would be inclined to slip out of recol-
lection.”14  (Notoriously, Marx was ever ready to de-
tect and denounce in those whom he perceived as
“lackeys of the bourgeoisie” supposedly consequent
distortions and biases.  But can anyone point to pas-
sages in the joint Collected Works in which Marx rec-
ognised, and strove to counter, parallel possibilities of
corruption in his own thinking?)

Darwin too always accepted and lived by the truth of
one maxim of the Marquis de Vauvernargues: “For the
philosopher” - and for the scientist too - “clarity is a
matter of good faith.”  For how, where there is ob-
scurity or ambiguity, can we hope to settle the ques-
tions of whether assertions were true or policies
effective?  Let us therefore, by way of contrast, con-
sider a letter from Marx to Engels, date August 15,
1857 - two years before the publication of The Origin
of Species.  It is especially notable inasmuch as it re-
veals something of what Marx had in mind when he
spoke of dialectics or the dialectic method.  In the
published works those are sometimes commended, but
never explained so frankly - if, indeed, at all.  (In
view of the amount of discreditably revealing material
still to be found in the correspondence, it is mind-
boggling to try to imagine how much worse were the
bits that Engels confessed to having systematically de-
stroyed after his friend’s death.)  The four sentences
following constitute a completely sufficient indication
of fundamental scientific bad faith:

I took the risk of prognosticating in this way, as I
was compelled to substitute for you as corre-
spondent at the Tribune ... It is possible I may be
discredited.  But in that case it will still be
possible to pull through with the help of a bit of
dialectics.  It goes without saying that I phrased
my forecasts in such a way that I would prove to
be right also in the opposed case.

Can we, should we, refrain from repeating the tribute
from Engels: “So war dieser Mann der Wissenschaft”?

FALSEHOODS OF IMMISERATION

So far, so very bad.  Yet there is far worse to come.
To defend his theoretical theses or to further his revol-
utionary purposes, Marx was on occasion prepared to
firmly, repeatedly, and flagrantly misrepresent known
social and historical facts.  One simple but central and
egregiously scandalous example will have to suffice.
It will however help to show that Marx was, as Engels
said in his obituary address, first and always a revol-
utionary; albeit, as Engels neither said nor perhaps
even noticed, a revolutionary for revolution’s sake
rather than for the sake of whatever reliefs to hu-
manity’s estate his revolution might rationally be ex-
pected to bring.  It was, surely, this consuming
revolutionary enthusiasm that led Marx to commit
these and other malpractices with falsifying fact.

So consider what is customarily called the Immiser-
ation Thesis.  In The Communist Manifesto this is as-
serted in what would appear  to be a  str ict ly
self-contradictory form: “The modern labourer, instead
of rising with the progress of industry, sinks deeper
and deeper below the conditions of existence of his
own class.”  (Anyone who has lived through suc-
cessive British national prices-and-incomes-policies
will recall that favourite trades-union spokesperson’s
cry that, while of course everyone should get at least
the average increase, some groups and, in particular -
surprise, surprise! - that represented by the speaker,
must get a lot more than the average.)

Eschewing, however, on this occasion all such logic-
chopping around that particular Manifesto formulation,
we need only to understand why Marx and Engels had
to maintain a strong Immiseration Thesis.  For their
revolutionary purposes the proletariat must inevitably
grow progressively more numerous and poorer, while
the capitalists must, equally inevitably and at the same
time, grow fewer and richer.  These things had to be
in order to sustain their cherished historicist prophecy:
“What the bourgeoisie, therefore, produces, above all,
is its own grave-diggers.  Its fall and the victory of the
proletariat are equally inevitable.”

But, during the working lifetimes of Marx and Engels,
all this turned out to be the reverse of the truth.  In
particular the British statistics, which Marx rightly re-
spected, revealed a secular rise in real wages.  What to
do?  No problem.  In the first edition of Capital all
other runs are given to 1865 or 1866, but those for the
movement of wages stop at 1850.  In the second edi-
tion all other runs are brought up to date, but that of
wage movements still stops at 1850.15

In a two-edged tribute to Marx as Politician David
Felix describes “The Civil War in France, argued with
his superb disdain for the facts”, as “the last of Marx’s
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polemical masterpieces.16  Judging by measures of
political influence rather than by the standards of his-
torical scholarship, it was indeed an extraordinary
achievement.  For though Marx himself, in a letter of
22 February 1881 to Ferdinand Nieuwenhuis, admitted
that the Paris Commune of 1871 “was in no sense so-
sialist, nor could it have been” this book succeeded in
persuading almost everyone - friend and foe alike -
that really it had been the first Communist coup, pro-
viding a paradigm case of a “dictatorship of the prole-
tariat”.

One clear and memorable example of that “superb dis-
dain for the facts” is the assertion that all elected
Councillors and appointed functionaries had “to do
their jobs at workingmen’s wages”.  The truth was
that the 6,000 franc annual wage which the Deputies
of the Commune voted for themselves and set as a
maximum for state officials was nearly twelve times
the amount being paid to members of the National
Guard defending Paris.17

How can we comment save by wryly repeating yet
again the words of Engels: “So war dieser Mann der
Wissenschaft”?

DEDICATED NEITHER TO TRUTH NOR TO
LIBERTY

But now, what about the other half of the question?
Does the biographical evidence sustain the thesis that
- misguided though he may have been about the
means appropriate for securing those admirable ends -
Marx was himself personally dedicated to the promo-
tion of liberty and of all things good for the individ-
ual?  This half of the question (about the personal
purposes of Marx) cannot be completely separated
from the the other half (about his claims to be a sin-
cerely truth-seeking scientist).

The system that Marx and Engels propounded as
“scientific socialism” embraced would-be factual con-
tentions of two kinds: those about what has happened
and allegedly will happen in history, and those about
the consequences that will supposedly result from rev-
olutionary action.  So if someone who has been rec-
ommending such action as a means to compass those
particular consequences is presented with good rea-
sons for believing that in fact the actual consequences
would be quite different and even contrary, and if this
person remains entirely unmoved, then we have to
infer that he has been recommending this revolution-
ary action for some quite other reason than as an ex-
pression of his sincere commitment to achieving those
particular consequences.

The most damning evidence against Marx on this sec-
ond count consists in his consistent and persistent
failure to make any effective attempts to answer those
critics who argued that the enforcement of full social-
ism, Marxist-style, would inevitably result, as in fact it

has, in a vastly intensified and more universally re-
pressive form of oriental despotism; or of, as it is eu-
phemistically labeled by Marxists, “the Asiatic mode
of production”.  That Marx so swiftly abandoned his
studies of that phenomenon is doubly significant: first,
because it could not be encompassed within, and
therefore constituted a falsification of “our view”; and,
second, because it provided the best available evi-
dence of the likely political and social effects of estab-
lishing a totally centralised command economy.

Schwarzschild notes that this kind of criticism began
very early, even before the first publication of the
Communist Manifesto.  Thus even in 1844, Schwarz-
schild tells us, Arnold Ruge, who was “still a demo-
cratic, not a socialist revolutionary”, was protesting
that the realisation of the dreams of Marx would be “a
police and slave state”.  In the year of the Manifesto,
when Engels explained its ideas to the vice president
of Louis Blanc’s party, that luminary responded: “You
are leaning towards despotism.”  And so on.

The fullest critique to be published during the lifetime
of Marx was Bakunin’s Statehood and Anarchy, from
which Marx copied out passages, adding his own re-
joinders, in 1874 and 1875.  Marx claimed to have
proved that “the class struggle necessarily leads to the
dictatorship of the proletariat,” which “itself only
constitutes the transition to the abolition of all classes
and to a classless society.”  Bakunin contended that
such “proletarian rule” would in fact amount to “the
despotism of the ruling minority.”

Hence, “the result is that the vast majority of the
people is governed by a privileged minority ... it may
perhaps consist of former workmen, but as soon as
they become representatives of rulers of the people,
they cease to be workmen and view all ordinary
workers from the eminence of state; they will then no
longer represent the people, but only themselves and
their pretensions to govern the people.”

These dire and prescient predictions have been de-
scribed by - of all people! - Noam Chomsky as “per-
haps among the most remarkable within the social
sciences”.  That Marx made no attempt to publish his
own responses suggest that he himself recognised
their feeble inadequacy.  That he seems never to have
been seriously disturbed either by these or by earlier
criticisms on the same lines constitutes a further con-
firmation that he was no more dedicated to increasing
the liberties of individuals than to the discovery of so-
cial scientific truth.
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