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I11 Memory of the Paris Commune
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Celeh1·atio11 of the greatest working-class l1prisi11g of
the 19th century.
Historical outline.
1. France under N apo lean 11I .
Imperialism. (S. 45)-retrihution for J u11e 1848. 2
Napoleon III.
-Expropriation of France by a
gang of brigands.
a. Bona partism
the workers not yet capable
{ the bourgeoisie no longer 3
~- Rapid industrial development. Plutocratic orgies.
Flourishing of speculation. Corruption.
y. Workers' movementI.A.A. 4 1862 London exposition 6
-1864
foundation
! Proudhonism 6 ! S 10
! Blanquism 1 ! ·
2. Dynastic
war. Rescue of a band of adventurers 8 -chau• •
vinism.
Left hank of the Rhine. On to Berlin (especially
after 1866 9)
{ July 19, 1870 war declared.
I German pronouncements (Wilhelm I): Verteidigungskrieg. * (S. 20 in a speech from the throne: war
{
against Napoleon III, not against the French
. I people; idem Aug. 11, 1870 in a manifesto to the
l French on crossing the border.)
• Defensive war.-Ed.

V. I. LENIN
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3. WrJrkers' protests.
First
-Frerich rr1ar1ifestc> of July 12, 1870 (S. 16)(and
Address
provincial resolutions of July 22, 1870) (S.
of the
16-17) Ma11ifesto of Paris members of the II1General
ternational of July 12.
Cou11cil { -German protest (meeting at Chemnitz) (S. 18)
of the
(meeting at Brunswick on July 16, 1870) (S.
lr1terna18)- Berlin sectio11 of the Ir1ternational.
tional
-Address of the General Council of the I11ternatio11al 1) July 23, 1870 agair1st the war.

.

.•.. .
•

'.
•

.•

'

4. Outcome of war.
Sedan Sept. 2, 1870. Napoleon III prisoner of war.
Debacle. 10
Collapse of corrupt regime.
Proclamation of the republic Sept. 4, 1870 by
workers in Paris.
power to the
Power in the hands of rasdelegates of Pacals, Louis Philippe's Minister
ris in the legisof Police Thiers, General Trolative corps.
chu. Jules Favre, Jules Ferry,
Ernest Picard.
... ''Government of national defence'' ...

OUTLINE FOR A REPORT ON THE PARIS COJ\TJV!UNE

6. Siege of Paris. Comedy of Trochu
(never!) and Jules
Favre (not a11 i11ch
of soil!). 13
Surrender of Paris.
Jan. 28, 1871.
7. National Assembly
at Bordeaux.
-Chamber of Junkers. Reactionaries.
-Comedy of peace
with Paris. Urge to
disarm Paris (''disarmament of the
revolution'' Sept .
4, 1870). Alliance
with the German
army against Paris.
:--The pretence
that the guns
of the National
Guard belong to .
the state! A lie!
s. 36-37.

National defence=arming of the workers=revolution. Government of betrayal of the people. Defence . . . against the Paris workers.

5. Advice of the International.
Second
Address
of the
General
Council
(Sept. 9,
1870)
(S. 25)

Transformation of the defensive war into an
offensive one.
Central Committee of the German Social-Democratic Workers' Party protested against an11
nexation of Alsace-Lorraine.
(Arrest of
Bracke and others.)
Not to allow oneself to be provoked to ''desperate folly''.
Not to be deluded by national memories of 1792.
''Organise your own class calmly and resolutely'',
use p. liberty. 12

8. Attempt

to take
away
the
guns.
March 18, 1871.
(fro~ the Vinoy.
National Faillrre
Guard).
Commune.

7

Comedy of defence: Guiod writing
to Susane about or1e of the latter's
proteges: let him go to Mo11t Valerie11, he said, where the aur1s are
being allegedly fired off ~i 4
under the terms of the surrerrder
(Jan. 28, 1871) (S. 34), the National Assembly must be convened within 8 days(!).
Thiers' agitatior1 for a reactionary
assembly, Legitimists, etc. (450
monarchists out of 750 members) .
Conspiracy against Paris: ''Thiers' measures (S. 35) .

1) anti-republican demor1stration
by the National Assembly
2) ambiguity of Thiers' expres•
srons
3) threat to Paris (decapiter decapitaliser*)
4) ban on republican newspapers
5) death sentence for Blanqui i 5
6) appointment of Vinoy governor
of Paris, Valentin, Police Prefect,
d'Aurelle de Paladines, commander of the National Guard.
Manifesto of March 18: S. 43.
March 18, 1871. Central Committee
of the National Guard.
March 26, 1871. Commune.

"' Decapitate and decapitalise. -Ed.

.

' .-

-
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March 18. Government's flight to
Versailles.
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It was not the
Commu11e but the
indignant soldiers
who shot Lecomte
and
Clement
Thomas, the Bonapartist
officers .

Paris waging war against
Versailles from early April.
Begging Bismarck for troops
(prisoners of war) (S. 57-58).
•

9. The Commune's deeds.
Its minuses:- lack of class-consciousness (Proudhonists,
Blanquists)
failure to take
-lack of organisation
the bank and
attack
Versailles
-infatuation with nationalistic and revolutionary talk.

10. I ts· pluses:
'

.
.

•

A) Political reforms
a. separation of church from state (Apr. 2, 1871).
Expropriatiqn of church property. Abolition of
all state payments to the church.
Free public education (S. 46)
~. abolition of standing army (March 30, 1871)
(S. 46)
I· abolition of bureaucracy. Government of the
Workingworkers (S. 49). Regierungsfahig. * ,
class
govern(1) All officials elective and removable (S. 46).
ment
Apr. 1, 1871
.
(2) Small salary, to be not over 6,000 francs
(S. 46)

* Capable of governing.-Ed .

.

'

managed to do with a quarter
of the previous number ·of
officials: Lissagaray, S.

Clericals, Bonapartists, gendarmes.
'

9

o.

Equal rights for aliens (March 30, 1871), a
German-Minister of the Commune 16 (S. 53).
Participation of Poles (Dqbrowski, Wroblewski).
The banner of the Commune is the banner
of a world republic

.· e. Self-government of communes.

11. B) Economic reforms.
(-Bakers' night work banned (Apr .
20) (S. 53).
-Fines banned (S. 53).
Transformation
-The Commune won over a mass
of the Paris of
of Paris petty bourgeois ruined
idlers and
{ (elaborate) by Napoleon III (debts
pleasure-seekers
deferred) (S. 51). The Commune
into a workingaddresses the peasants (S. 51).
class Paris
-Transfer of abandoned factories to
(S. 55-56).
workers' associations Apr. 16 (S. 54):
l statistical census of factories.
12. Last fight.
-Heroism of the Federals (Election of mayors on Apr.
30 against the National Assembly. Thiers gives in to
Bismarck:
peace treaty
signed at Frankfort on May
10. Approved by the National Assembly on May 21.)
-Week of bloodshed May 21-28, 1871 (S. 62).
Rifles not enough
machine-guns.
-Balance 35,000=20,000 killed
15,000 transported, etc.
Courts busy
for several years.
Chorus of slander (S. 64-66).

'

.

.

.

·~
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13. Results and lessons.

V. I. LENIN

Revenge by the bourgeoisie. Even the
''national war'' turned out to be a political fraud (S. 67).
Country betrayed (alliance with the
Germans: S. 66).
Instability of bourgeois democracy.
Dictatorship of the proletariat.
Bismarck 1871. Co11fer 1904.

Written before lliarch 9 (22) 1904
First published in 1934
in Lenin Mi•<ellany XXVI

'

PLAN OF A LECTURE ON THE COMMUNE 17

Collected Works, Vol. 41,
pp. 113-18

1. Historical outli11e of the Commu11e.

.

'

'

'

•
•

Fra11ce under N apoleo11 III. Foundatio11s of imperialism:
the bourgeoisie no 1011ger, the proletariat not yet .... 1s
Adventurism of Napoleo11 III. Need for pomp, for wars.
2. Growth of proletariat after June 1848. I11ternationale
Arbeiterassoziatio11, * 1864. Its persecution by Napoleon III.
Protest of the French workers against war (July 12, Paris Section of the International, S. 16) and of the German
workers (Brunswick workers' meeting, July 16, Chemnitz,
Berlin Section of International, S. 18) . 19
3. Sedan: September 2, 1870, 20 and proclamation of republic on September 4, 1870. Artful liberals seize power.
Liberal lawyers and double-faced monarchists: Thiers.
4. Government of national defence= government of national betrayal. Trochu: ''plan'' for defending Paris. Comedy of defence. Heroism of the Paris workers. Capitulation on January 28, 1871.
5. Bismarck imposes conditions fol' convocation of the National Assembly in eight days (S. 34) to decide question of
war and peace. Thiers' intrigues with the monarchists.
Chamber of Junkers (ruraux). National Assembly at Bordeaux: 630 members=30 Bonapartists+200 republicans (100
moderates and 100 radicals)+400 monarchists (200 Orleanists+200 Legitimists 21 ).
Thiers' talk with Falloux.
,
6. Paris provoked: appointment of monarchist ambassadors; ''30 sou'' pay cut for soldiers of the National Guard;

* International Working Men's Association.-Ed.
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in Paris Prefect of the Police Valentin, Commander of the
National Guard d 'Aurelle de Paladines, and others (Trepov and Vasilchikov! 22 ); National Assembly moved to
Versailles; suppression of republican newspapers and so on.
Making the poor pay for the war. (S. 35.) Ar1ned Paris workers and-a monarchist assembly. Conflict inevitable.
7. Marx's warning*: second address of General Council
of the International, September 9, 1870: ''They must not
allow themselves to be swayed by the national memories
of 1792''; to proceed with ''the organisation of their own
class''; not to set themselves the aim of overthrowing the
government (''a desperate folly''): S. 25. Eugene Dupont,
Secretary of the International (General Council) for France,
wrote the same on September 7, 1870 (Weill, 134).
8. Last act of provocation. Seizure of the guns from the
National Guard, March 18, 1871. Thiers' fraudulent pretexts. Attempt fails. Central Committee of National Guard
proclaims the Commune. Civil war begun between Paris
Commune and Versailles Government.
9. Trends in the Commune: (a) Blanquists. Back in November 1880 Blanqui in Ni Dieu ni ma'itre** condemns the
theory of the class struggle and the separation of the interests of the proletariat from those of the nation. (Weill,
229) (draws no line between the workers and the revolutionary bourgeoisie). (b) Proudhonists (Mutualists) ''organisation of barter and credit''.
Revolutionary instinct of the working class asserts itself despite fallacious theories.
10. Political measures of the Commune:
(1) Abolition of the standing army.
(2) Abolition of the bureaucracy (a) Electivity of
all officials; (b) Salary not >6,000 fr.
(3) Separation of Church from State Minimum
(4) Introduction of free tuition
Programme

in

* Contra Blanqui, who founded
Danger.-Ed.) in 1870 (N.B.).
** Neither God nor Master.~Ed.

13

l'o1nmune and peasants. In three mo11tl1s it would all
be different! (S. 49-50.)*
Commune and International .. Frankel, the Poles (banner
of world republic).
11. Economic measures of the Commune.
(1) Ban on night work for bakers.
(2) Ban on fines.
(3) Registration of abandoned factories, their transfer to workers' associations witl1 compensation
on basis of decision by arbitration committees
(S. 54).
Did not take over the bank. Eight-hour day did
N.B.
not go through. Weill, 142.
(4) Halt to foreclosures of mortgages. Deferment o
payments (of rent).
12. Crash. Deficiencies of organisatior1. Defensive attitude.
Thiers-Bismarck deal {role of Bismarck= hired assassin}.
Bloody week, May 21-28, 1871.
Its horrors, exile, etc. Slanders (S. 65-66).
Women and children ....
P. 487: 20,000 killed in streets, 3,000 died in prisons,
etc. Military tribunals: until January 1, 1875-13,700
persons sentenced (80 women, 60 childre11), exile, prison.
13. Lessons: Bourgeoisie will stop at nothing. Today liberals,
radicals,
republicans,
tomorrow
betrayal,
shoot•
ings.
Independent organisation of the proletariat-class struggle-civil war.
In the present movement we all stand on the shoulders
of the Commune.
Written in February-March 1905
First published in 1931
in Lenin Miscellany XVI

Collected Works,
Vol. 8, pp. 206-08

Patrie en danger (The Country

* Baring

of ''secrets'': tricks of Trochu, ''goings on in the monasteries (S. 54). Very little has yet been done/

--' - '_

~

'

CONCLUDING PARAGRAPH TO THE ARTICLE
''THE PARIS COMMUNE AND THE TASKS
OF THE DEMOCRATIC DICTATORSHIP'' 23
This article teaches us, fi1·st a1id foremost, that for represeritati ves of the socialist proletariat to take part i11 a revolutionary government together with the petty bourgeoisie
is fully permissible iii principle, arid, iri certain conditions, everi obligatory. It shows us further that the real
task the Commune had to perform was primarily the achievement of the ·democratic arid not the socialist dictatorship, the implemeritation of our ''miriimum programme''.
Firially, the article reminds us that when we study the
lessons of the Paris Commune we should imitate not the
mistakes it made (the failure to seize the Barik of France
and to launch an offensive against Versailles, the lack of
a clear programme, etc.), but its successful practical measures, which indicate the correct road. It is not the word
''Commune'' that \Ve must adopt from the great fighters
of 1871; we should riot blindly repeat each of their slogans;
what we must do is to single out those programmatic and
practical slogar1s that bear l1por1 the state of affairs i1i
RL1ssia arid can be formulated i11 the worlls ''a re\'olutior1arydemocratic dictatorsl1i p of the proletariat and the peasar1try ,, .
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Proletary No. 8,
July 17 (4), 1905

.

,i,

'i,,'
'

•

Collected Works,
\'ol. 9, p, 141

From the PREFACE TO THE RUSSIAN TRANSLATION
OF KARL MARX'S LETTERS TO L. KUGELMANN
Marx's assessme11t of the Commurie crowns the letters
to Kugelmanr1. And this assessmer1t is particularly valuable
wheri compared with the methods of the Russian Rightwir1g Social-Democrats. Plekhanov, who after December
24
1905 fair1t-heartedly exclaimed: ''They should 11ot have
taker1 up arms'', had the modesty to compare himself to
Marx. Marx, says he, also put the brakes on the revolutio11
ir1 1870.
Yes, Marx also put the brakes on the revol11tion. But
see what a gulf lies between Plekhar1ov and Marx, in Plekbanov's own comparison!
In November 1905, a month before the first revolutionary wave in Russia had reached its climax, Plekhanov,
far from emphatically warr1ing the proletariat, spoke
directly of the 11ecessity to learn to use ar1ns and to arm .
Yet, whe11 the struggle flared up a month later, Plekhanov,
without rnakirig the slightest attempt to ar1alyse its sigr1ificance, its role i11 the general course of ever1ts arid its cor1r1ectio11 with previous forms of struggle, haste11ed to play tl1e
part of a per1i ter1t intellectual a11d exclaimed: ''1'hey
should not have taken up arms.''
In September 1870, six months before the Commune, Marx
gave a direct warr1ing to the French workers: ir1surrectio11
would be an act of desperate folly, he said i11 the well-know11
Address of the l11ternational. 25 He exposed in advance the
nationalistic illusions of the possibility of a movement ir1
the spirit of 1792. He was able to say, not after the event,
but many mo11ths before: ''Don't take up arms.''

_......
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And how did he behave when this hopeless cause, as he
himself had called it in September, began to take practical shape in March 1871? Did he use it (as Plekhanov did
· the December events) to ''take a dig'' at his enemies, the
Proudhonists and Blanquists who were leading the Commune? Did he begin to grumble like a schoolmistress, and
say: ''I told you so, I warned you; this is what comes of
your romanticism, your revolutionary ravings''? Did he
preach to the Communards, as Plekhanov did to the December fighters, the sermon of the smug philistine: ''You
·should not have taken up ar.µis''?
No. On April 12, 1871, Marx writes an enthusiastic letter t<;> Kugelmann-a letter which we would lil{e to see
hung in the hon1e of every Russian Social-Democrat and of
every literate Russia11 \Vorker.
In Septen1be1) · 1870 Marx 11ad called the i11su1~rection an
act of desperate folly; but in April 1871, when he saw the
mass movement of tho people, he watched it with the· keen
attention of a participant in great events marking a step
forward in the historic revolutionary inovement. ·
This is an attempt, he says, to smash the bureaucratic
military machine, and not -simply to transfer it to different hands. And he has words of the highest praise for the
''heroic'' Paris workers led by the Proudhonists and Blanquists. ''What elasticity,'' he writes, ''what historical initiative, what a capacity for sacrifice in these Parisians! ...
[p. 88 ]. History has no like example of a like greatness.''
:
The historical initiative of the masses was what Marx
prized above everything else. Ah, if only our ~ussian Social-Democrats \Vould learn from Marx how to appreciate
the his·torical initiative of the Russian workers and peasants in October and. December 1905! ..
Compare the homage paid to the historical initiative of
the masses by a profound thinker, who foresaw failure six
months ahead-and the lifeless, soulless, ped·a ntic: ''They
should not have taken up arms''! Are these not as far ·apart
as heaven and earth?
And like a participant in the mass struggle, to which
he reacted with all his characteristic ardour and passion,
Marx, then living in exile in London, set to work ·t o criti-

•
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cise the immediate steps of the ''recklessly brave'' Parisians who were ''ready to storm heaven''.
Ah, how our present ''realist'' wiseacres among the Marxists, who in 1906-07 are deriding revolutionary romanticism in Russia, would have sneered at Marx at the time!
How people would have scoffed at a materialist, an economist, an enemy of utopias, who pays homage to an ''attempt''
to storm heaven! What tears, condescending smiles or commiseration these ''men in mufflers'' 2 6 would have bestowed
upon him for his rebel tendencies, utopianism, etc., etc.,
for his appreciation of a heaven-storming movement!
But Marx was not inspired with the wisdom of the sapient minnows 27 who are afraid to discuss the technique
of the higher forms of revolutionary struggle. It is precisely the technical problems of the insurrection that he discussed. Defence or attack?-he asked, as if the military
operations had been taking place just outside London. And
he decided that it must certainly be attack: ''They should
have marched at· once on Versailles ... ''.
This was written in April 1871, a few weeks before the
great and bloody May ....
''They should have marched at once on Versailles''-the
insurgents should, those who had begun the ''act· of desperate folly'' (September 1870) of storming heaven.
''They should not have taken up arms'' in December 1905
in order to oppose by force the first attempts to take away
the liberties that had been won ....
Yes, Plekhanov had good reason to compare himself to
Marx!
"Second mistake,'' Marx said, continuing his technical criticism: ''The Central Committee'' (the military commandnote that the reference is to the Central Committee of the
National Guard) ''surrendered its power too soon ... ".
Marx knew how to warn the leaders against a premature
rising. But his attitude towards the heaven-storming proletariat was that of a practical adviser, of a participant in
the struggle of the masses, who were raising the whole
movement to a higher level in spite of the false theories and
mistakes of Blanqui and Proudhon.
''However that may be,'' he wrote, ''the present rising in
Paris-even if it be crushed by the wolves, swine, and
2-1534
•
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vile curs of the old society-is the most glorious deed of our
Party since the June i11surrection .... ''
And, without conceali11g from the proletariat a sing le
mistake of the Commune, Marx dedicated to this heroic
deed a work which to this very day serves as the best guide
in the fight for ''heaven'' and as a frightful bugbear to the
liberal and radical ''swine''. 28
Plel{hanov dedicated to the Dece111be1· events a ''\vork''
which has become practically the bible of the Cadets. 29
Yes, Plel<.hartcJV had good reaso11 to con1pare himself to
Marx.
Kugelmann apparently replied to Marx expressing certain doubts, referring to the hopelessness of the struggle
and to realism as opposed to romanticism-at any rate, he
compared the Commune, an insurrection, to the peaceful
demonstration in Paris on Ju11e 13, 1849.
Marx im1nediately (April 17, 1871) severely lectured Kugelmann.
''World history,'' he wrote, ''would indeed be very easy
to make, if the struggle were taken up only on condition of
infallibly favourable chances.''
In September 1870, Marx called the i11surrection a11 act
of desperate folly. But, when the masses rose, Marx wanted
to march with them, to leari1 with them i11 the process of
the struggle, arid not to give them bureaucratic admo11itior1s. I-Ie realised that to attempt in advance to calculate
the cha11ces with complete accuracy would be quackery or
hopeless pedar1try. What he valued above everything else was
that the worki11g class heroically and self-sacrificingly took
the initiative i11 making world history. Marx regarded world
history fro1n the standpoint of those who make it without
bei11g in a position to calculate the chances infallibly beforehand, and not from the standpoint of an intellectual philisti11e who moralises: ''It was easy to foresee ... they should
not have taken up ... ''.
Marx was also able to app1·eciate that there are mome11ts
i11 history wher1 a desperate struggle of the masses, ever1
for a hopeless cause, is essential for the further schooling
of these masses arid their trainir1g for the next struggle.
Such a statement of the question is quite incompreher1sible and even alien i11 pri11ciple to our present-day quasi-
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Marxists, who like to take the 11a111e of Ma1·x i11 vai 11 trJ
borrow only his estin1ate of tl1e p.ast, and riot his ability
to make the future. Plekhar1ov did i1ot even think of it
when he set out after December 1905 ''to put the bralces
on''.
. But it is precisely. this question that Marx raised, without
111 the le~st forge~t1ng that he himself in September 1870
regarded insurrection as ar1 act of desperate folly.
" ... The bourgeois canaille of Versailles '' he wrote
''···.presented t~e Parisians with the alterr1ative of eithe;
taking ~p t!1e fight or succumbing without a struggle. The
demoralisation of the working class in the latter case would
have been a far greater misfortune than the succumbing of
any number of 'leaders'.'' 3 o
And 'Yith this. we shall conclude our brief revie\v of the
lessons in a policy worthy of the proletariat which Marx
teaches in his letters to Kugelmann.
l'ublished in 1907 as a pan1pl1let
lry Novaya Duma Publishers
·
St. Petersburg
'

Collected Works,
Vo!. 12, pp. 108-12
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After the coup d'etat, which marked the end of the revolution of 1848, France fell under the yoke of the Napoleonic regime for a period of 18 years. This regime brought
upon the country not only economic ruin but national humiliation. In rising against the old regime the proletariat
undertook two tasks-one of them national and the other
of a class character-the liberation of France from the German invasion and the socialist emancipation of the workers from capitalism. This union of two tasks forms a
unique feature of the Commune.
The bourgeoisie had formed a ''government of national
defence'' and the proletariat had to fight for national independence ur1der its leadership. Actually, it was a government of ''national betrayal'' \Vhich saw its mission in fighting the Paris proletariat. But the proletariat, blinded by
patriotic illusions, did not perceive this. 'fhe patriotic idea
had its origin in the Great Revolution of the eighteenth century; it swayed the minds of the socialists of the Commune;
and Blanqui, for example, undoubtedly a revolutionary and
an ardent supporter of socialism, could find no better title
for his newspaper than the bourgeois cry: ''The country is
in danger!''
Combining contradictory tasks patriotism and socialism was the fatal mistake of the French socialists. In the
Manifesto of the International, issued in September 1870,
Marx had warned the Fre11ch proletariat against being misled by a false national idea 32 ; profound changes had
taken place since the Great Revolution, class antagonisms
had sharpened, and whereas at that time the struggle
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against the whole of European reaction united the entire
revolutionary nation, now the proletariat could no longer
combine its interests with the interests of other classes
hostile to it; let the bourgeoisie bear the responsibility
for the national humiliation-the task of the proletariat
was to fight for the socialist emancipation of labour from
the yoke of the bourgeoisie.
And indeed the true nature of bourgeois ''patriotism''
was not long in revealing itself. Having concluded an ignominious peace with the Prussians, the Versailles government proceeded to its immediate task-it launched an attack to wrest the arms that terrified it from the hands of
the Paris proletariat. The workers replied by proclaiming
the Commune and by civil war.
Although the socialist proletariat was split up into numerous sects, the Commune was a splendid example of the
unanimity with which the proletariat was able to accomplish the democratic tasks which the bourgeoisie could only
proclaim. Without any particularly complex legislation,
in a simple, straightforward manner, the proletariat, which
had seized power, carried out the democratisation of the
social system, abolished the bureaucracy, and made all
official posts elective.
But two mistakes destroyed the fruits of the splendid
victory. The proletariat stopped half-way: instead of setting about ''expropriating the expropriators'', it allowed
itself to be led astray by dreams of establishing a higher.
justice in the country united by a common national task;
such institutions as the bank, for example, were not taken
over, and Proudhonist theories about a ''just exchange'',
etc., still prevailed among the socialists. The second mistake was excessive magnanimity on the part of the proletariat: instead of destroying its enemies it sought to exert
moral influence on them; it underestimated the significance
of direct military operations in civil war, and instead of
launching a resolute offensive against Versailles that would
have crowned its victory in Paris, it tarried and gave the
Versailles government time to gather the dark forces and
prepare for the blood-soaked week of May.
But despite all its mistakes the Commune was a superb
example of the great proletarian movement of the nineteenth

•
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century. Marx set a high value on the historic significance
of the Commune-if, during the treacherous attempt by
the Versailles gang to seize the arms of the Paris proletariat, the workers had allowed themselves to be disarmed
without a fight, the disastrous effect of the demoralisation,
that this weakness would have caused in the proletarian
movement, would have been far, far greater than the losses
suffered by the working class in the battle to defend its arms.
The sacrifices of the Commune, heavy as they were, are
~ made up for by its significance for the general struggle of
the proletariat: it stirred the socialist movement throughout Europe, it demonstrated the strength of civil war, it
dispelled patriotic illusions, and destroyed the naive belief in any efforts of the bourgeoisie for common national
aims. The Commune taught the E~ropean prole~aria~ to
pose concretely the tasks of the socialist revolution. i
The lesson learnt by the proletariat will not be forgottep. The working class will make use of it, as it has
already done in Russia during the December uprising.
The period that preceded the Russian revolution and prepared it hears a certain resemblance to the period of the
Napoleonic yoke in France. In Russia, too, the autocratic clique brought upon the country economic ruin and
national humiliation. But the outbreak of revolution was
held back for a long time, until social development had
created the conditions for a mass movement, and, notwithstanding all the courage displayed, the isolated actions
against the government in the pre-revolutionary period broke
against the apathy of the masses. Only the Social-Democrats, by strenuous and systematic work, educated the
masses to the level of the higher forms of struggle mass
actions and armed civil war.
The Social-Democrats were able to shatter the ''common
11ational '' and ''patriotic'' delusior1s of the young proletariat and whe11 the Mar1ifesto of October 17th 3 3 had bee11
wrested from the tsar due to their direct interventior1,
the proletariat began vigorous preparation for the next,
inevitable phase of the revolution-the armed uprising.
Having shed ''commo11 national'' illusior1s, it cor1centrated its
class forces in its ow11 mass organisations-the Soviets of
Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies, etc. And notwithstanding

if
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all the differences in the aims and tasks of the .Russian revolution, compared with the French revolution of 1871,
the Russian proletariat had to resort to. the same met~od
of struggle as that first used by the Paris Commu~e-civ
il war. Mindful of the lessons of the Commune, it knew
that the proletariat should not ignore peaceful. methods
of struggle-they serve its ordinary, da~-to-day intere~ts,
they are necessary in periods of preparat1.on for ~eyolution
-but it must never forget that in certain co~ditions .t~e
class struggle assumes the form of armed conflict and c1y1l
war· there are times when the interests of th~ pr?letar1at
call' for ruthless extermination of its enemies in open
armed clashes. This was first demon~tr.ated by th~ French
proletariat in the C~m~une and b1·illiantly ~o.nfirmed by
the Russian proletariat in the December upr1s1ng.
.
And although these magnificent uprisings o~ ~he "'.orking
class were crushed, there will be another uprising, .1n fa~e
of which the forces of the enemies of the proletariat w.ill
prove ineffective, and fro~ w~ich the socialist proletariat
will emerge completely victorious.
Zagranichnaya Gazefa No. 2,

l\Jarch 23, 1908

Collected Works,
Vol. 13, pp. 47fi-78
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F_orty years have passed since the proclamation of the
Paris Commune. In accordance with tradition, the French
workers paid homage to the memory of the men and women
of the revo_lution of March 18, 1871, by meetings and
demonstrations. At the end of May they will again place
wreaths on the graves of the Communards who were shot the
victims. of the terrible ''May Week'', and over their gr'aves
they will once more vow to fight untiringly until their
ideas have triumphed and the cause they bequeathed has
been fully achieved.
Why does the proletariat, not only in France hut throughout the entire world, honour the men and women of the
Paris Commune as their predecessors? And what is the heritage of the Commune?
.The Commune sprang up spontaneously. No one consciousl~ prepared it in an organised way. The unsuccessful
~ar with Germany, the privations suffered during the
siege, the unemployment among the proletariat and the ruin
am~ng the lower middle classes; the indignation of the masses
against the upper classes and against authorities who had
displ~yed utter incompetence, the vague unrest among the
working class, which was discontented with its lot and was
stri_v~rig for a different social system; the reactionary comp_os1t1on of the National Assembly, which roused apprehensions as to t~e fate of the republic-all this and many other
f~ctors combined to drive the population of Paris to revolution on March 18, which unexpectedly placed power in the
hands of the National Guard, in the hands of the working
class and the petty bourgeoisie which had sided with it.
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It was an event unprecedented in history. Up to that
time power had, as a rule, been in the ha~ds of landowners
and capitalists, i.e., in the hands of their trusted agents
who made up the so-called government. After the revolution of March 18, when M. Thiers' government had fled
from Paris with its troops, its police and its officials, the
people became masters of the situation and power passed
into the hands of the proletariat. But in modern society,
the proletariat, economically enslaved by capital, cannot
dominate politically unless it breaks the chains which fetter it to capital. That is why the movement of the Commune was bound to take on a socialist tinge, i.e., to strive
to overthrow the rule of the bourgeoisie, the rule of capital, and to destroy the very foundations of the contemporary social order.
·
.
. .
At first this movement was extremely indefinite and confused. It was joined by patriots who hoped that the Commune would renew the war with the Germans and bring it
to a successful conclusion. It enjoyed the support of the small
shopkeepers who were threatened with ruin unless there
was a postponement of payments on debts and rent (the
government refused to grant this postponement, hut they
obtained it from the Commune). Finally, it enjoyed, at first,
the sympathy of bourgeois republicans who feared that the
reactionary National Assembly (the ''rustics'', the savage
landlords) would restore the monarchy. But it was of course
the workers (especially the artisans of Paris), among
vvhom active socialist propaganda had been carried on durir1g the last years of the Second Empire and many of w.hoi_n
even belonged to the International, who played the pr1nc1pal part in this movement.
Only the workers remained loyal to the Commune to ~~e
end. The bourgeois republicans and the petty bourgeo1s1e
soon broke away from it: the former were frightened off
by the revolutionary-socialist, proletarian character of the
movement· the latter broke away when they saw that it was
doomed to' inevitable defeat. Only the French proletarians
supported their government fearlessly and untiringly, they
alone fought and died for it-that is to say, for the cause
of the emancipation of the working class, for a better
future for all toilers .
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Deserted by its former allies and left without support,
the Commune was doomed to defeat. The entire bourgeoisie
of France, all the landlords, stockjobbers, factory owners,
all the robbers, great and small, all the exploiters joined
forces against it. This bourgeois coalition, supported by
Bismarck (who released a hundred thousand French prisoners of war to help crush revolutionary Paris), succeeded
in rousing the ignorant peasants and the petty bourgeoisie of the provinces against the proletariat of Paris, and
forming a ring of steel around half of Paris (the other half
was besieged by the German army). In some of the larger
cities in France (Marseilles, Lyons, St. Etienne, Dijon,
etc.) the workers also attempted to seize power, to proclaim
the Commune and come to the help of Paris; but these attempts were short-lived. Paris, which had first raised the
banner of proletarian revolt, was left to its own resources
and doomed to certain destruction.
Two conditions, at least, are necessary for a victorious
social revolution-highly developed productive forces and
a proletariat adequately prepared for it; But in 1871 both
of these conditions were lacking. French capitalism was
still poorly developed, and France was at that time mainly
a petty-bourgeois country (of artisans, peasants, shopkeepers, etc.). On the other hand, there was no workers' party;
the working class had not gone through a long school of
struggle and was unprepared, and for the most part did not
even clearly visualise its tasks and the methods of fulfilling them. There was no serious political organisation of
the proletariat, nor were there strong trade unions and cooperative societies ....
Bt1t the chief thing which the Commune lacked was timean opportunity to take stock of the situation and to embark
upon the fulfilment of its programme. It had scarcely
had time to start work, when the govern1nent eiitreriched
in Versailles and s11pported by the entire bourgeoisie began
hostilities against Paris. 'rhe Comm11ne had to cor1centrate
primarily on self-defence. Right up to the very end, May
21-28, it had no time to think seriously of anything else.
However, in spite of these unfavourable conditions, in
spite of its brief existence, the Commune managed to promulgate a few measures which sufficiently characterise its
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real significance and aims. The Commune did away with
the standing army, that blind weapon in the hands o~ the
ruling classes, and armed the whole peopl~. It proclaimed
the separation of church and state, aboli~hed state. payments to religious bodies (i.e., state salaries for priests),
made popular education purely secular, and in this way
struck a severe blow at the gendarmes ir1 cassocks. In the
purely social sphere the Commune accomplis~ed very little but this little nevertheless clearly reveals its character
as ~ popular, workers' governm~nt. Nig~t work in bakeries
was forbidden· the system of fines, which represented legalised robbe;y of the workers, was abolished. Finally,
there was the famous decree that all factories and workshops abandoned or shut down by their owners were to be
turned over to associations of workers that were to resume
production. And, as if to emphasise its character as a truly democratic, proletarian government, the Commune decreed that the salaries of all administrative and government
officials, irrespective of rank, should not exceed the normal
wages of a worker, and in no case amount to more than
6,000 francs a year (less than 200 rubles a month).
All these measures showed clearly enough that the Commune was a deadly menace to the old world founded on
the enslavement and exploitation of the people. That was
why bourgeois society could not feel at ease so. long as ~he
Red Flag of the proletariat waved over the Hotel de Ville
in Paris. And when the organised forces of the government
finally succeeded in gaining the upper hand ove~ the poorly
organised forces of the revolution, the Bonapartist generals,
who had been beaten by the Germans and who showed courage only in fighting their defeated countrymen, those
French Rennenkam pfs and Meller-Zakomelskys, organised
s11ch a slaughter as Paris had never kno:vn. Abo_ut 30,000
Parisians were shot down by the bestial soldiery, and
about 45,000 were arrested, many of whom were aft~rwards
executed while thousands were transported or exiled. In
all, Pari~ lost about 100,000 of its best people, ir1cluding
some of the finest workers in all trades.
The bourgeoisie were satisfied. ''Now \Ve have finished
with ~ocialism for a long time,'' said their leader, the bloodthirsty dwarf, Thiers, after he and his generals had drowned
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the proletaria~ of. Paris in blood. But these bourgeois
c~ows croaked in vain. Less than six years after the suppress1?n o.f ~he .Com.mune, ~hen. many of its champions were
still p1n1ng ~n prison or in exile, a new working-class movement arose in France. A new socialist generation enriched
by the experience of their predecessors and no whi't discouraged by their defeat, picked up the flag which had fallen
~rom the hands of the fighters of the Commune and bore
~; boldl.y and co~fidently forward. Their battle-cry was:
Long live the social revolution! Long live the Communef''
A~d i-? another few years, the new workers' party and the
ag1tat1onal work launched by it throughout the country
compelled the ruling classes to release Communards who
were still kept in prison by the government.
The memory of the fighters of the Commune is honoured
not only by the workers of France but by the proletariat
of the whole world .. For the Commune fought, not for some
local or narrow national aim, but for the emancipation of
all toiling hum~nity, of all the downtrodden and oppressed.
As a foremost fighter for the social revolution, the Commune
~as won sympat~y wherever there is a proletariat suffering a_nd engaged in st~uggle. The epic of its life and death,
the sight of a workers government which seized the capital
of the worl~ and held it for over two months, the spectacle
?f the heroic struggle of the proletariat and the torments
it. u?derwent after its defeat-all this raised the spirit of
m1ll1ons of workers, aroused their hopes and enlisted their
sym~athy f?r the cause of socialism. The thunder of the cannon in Paris awakened the most backward sections of the
:proletariat from their deep slumber, and everywhere gave
impetus t~ the growth of revolutionary socialist propaganda .. That is why the cause of the Commune is not dead.
It lives to the present day in every one of us.
The ~ause of the Commune is the cause of the social
revo!ut1on, ~he .cause of the complete political and econom1.c emanc1pat1on of the toilers. It is the cause of the proletariat of the whole world. And in this sense it is immortal.
Rabochaya Gazet<1. No 4-5
April 15 (28), 191.t
'
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From THE MILITARY PROGRAMME
OF THE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION
A bourgeoisie armed against the proletariat is one of
the biggest, fundamental and cardinal facts of modern capitalist society. And in face of this fact, revolutionary Social-Democrats are urged to ''demand'' ''disarmament''! That
is tantamount to complete abandonment of the class-struggle point of view, to renunciat~on of all thought ?f revolution. Our slogan must be: arming of the proletariat to defeat, expropriate and disarm the bourgeoisie. These .are the
only tactics possible for a revolutionary class, tactics that
follow logically from, and are dictated by, the whole objective development of capitalist militarism. Only after the
proletariat has disarmed the bourgeoisie will it be able,
without betraying its world-historic missior1, to consign all
armaments to the scrap-heap. And the proletariat will undoubtedly do this, but only when this condition has been
fulfilled, certainly not before.
If the present war rouses among the reactionary Christian
socialists, among the whimpering petty bourgeoisie, only
horror and fright, only aversion to all use of arms, to bloodshed, death, etc., then we must say: Capitalist society
is and has always been horror withou.t end. If this n_i.ost
reactionary of all wars is now preparing for. that soc1e~y
an end in horror, we have no reason to fall into despair.
But the disarmament ''demand'', or more correctly, the
dream of disarmament, is, objectively, nothing but an expression of despair at a time when, as everyone can ~e~,
the bourgeoisie itself is paving the way for the only. leg1t~
mate and revolutionary war-civil war against the imperialist bourgeoisie .
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,\ lifeless Ll1r~<1r·y, S<1111e n1igl1t say, bt1t we W<Juld re1r1i11d
tl1em of two 11istoricr1l facts: the role of tl1e trusts a11d the
employ111e11t of 'vome11 ir1 iI1dustry, 011 the one ha11d, and
the Paris Commune of 1871 and the December 1905 uprisir1g in Russia, 011 the other.
'fhe bo11rgeoisie n1al<es it its busir1ess to promote trusts,
drive women and childrer1 ir1to the factories, subject the111
to corruption and sufferi11g, co11dem11 them to extreme poverty. We do not ''demand'' s11ch development, 've do not
''support'' it. We fight it. But how do we fight? We explain that trusts and the employment of women ir1 industry
are progressive. We do 11ot 'vant a return to the handicraft
system, pre-mo11opoly capitalism, domestic drudgery for
women. Forward through the trusts, etc., and beyond them
to socialism!
With the necessary changes that argun1ent is applicable
also to the present militarisation of the population. Today
the imperialist bourgeoisie militarises the youth as well
as the adults; tomorrow, it may begin militarising the
'von1en. Our attitude should be: All the better! Full speed
ahead! For the faster we move, the 11earer shall we be to the
armed llprising agai11st capitalism. How can Social-Democ1·ats give way to fear of the militarisation of the youth,
etc., if they l1ave 11ot forgotte11 the example of the Paris
Co111ml111e? This is 11ot a ''lifeless theory'' or a dream. It
is a fact. And it would be a sorry state of affairs indeed if,
all the economic and political facts notwithstanding, Social-Democrats began to doubt that the imperialist era a11d
in1perialist wars n1ust inevitably brir1g about a repetitio11
of such facts.
A certain bourgeois observer of the Paris Commune,
writing to an English newspaper in May 1871, said: ''If the
French nation consisted entirely of women, what a terrible
nation it would be!'' Women and teen-age children fought
iI1 the Paris Commune side by side with the men. It will
be 110 different in the coming battles for the overthrow of
the bourgeoisie. Proletarian womer1 will 11ot look on passively as poorly armed or unarmed workers are shot down
by the well-armed forces of the bourgeoisie. They will take
to arms, as they did i11 1871, and from the cowed nations
of today-or more correctly, from the present-day labour
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From the LETTERS FROM AFAR
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Guided by their class instinct, the workers have realised that in revolutionary tiines they need not only ordinary, hut an entirely different organisation. They have rightly taken the path indicated by the experience of our 1905
Revolution and of the 1871 Paris Commune; they have
set up a Soviet of Workers' Deputies; they have begun to
develop, expand and strengthen it by drawing in soldiers'
deputies, and, undoubtedly, deputies from rural wage-workers, and then (in one form or another) from the entire
peasant poor.
The prime and most important task, and one that brooks
no delay, is to set up organisations of this kind in all parts
of Russia without exception, for all trades and strata of
the proletarian and semi-proletarian population without
exception, i.e., for all the working and exploited people,
to use a less economically exact but more popular term.
Running ahead somewhat, I shall mention that for the entire mass of the peasantry our Party (its special role in the
new type of proletarian organisations I hope to discuss in
one of my next letters) should especially recommend Soviets of wage-workers and Soviets of small tillers who do
not sell grain, to be formed separately from the well-to-do
peasants. Without this, it will he impossible either to conduct a truly proletarian policy in general,* or correctly

* In

the rural districts a struggle will now develop for the small
and, partly, middle peasants. The landlords, leaning on the wellto-do peasants, will try to lead them into subordination to the bourgeoisie. Leaning on the rural wage-workers and rural poor, we must
}ead them into the closest alliance with the urban proletariat .
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to a pp roach the extremely important practical question
which is a matter of life and death for millions of people:
the proper distribution of grain, increasing its production,
etc.
It 1night be asked: What should be the function of the
Soviets of Workers' Deputies? They ''must be regarded as
orgar1s of insurrection, of revolutionary rule'', we wrote
in No. 47 of the Geneva Sotsial-Demokrat 34 , of October
13, 1915.*
This theoretical proposition, deduced from the experience of the Commune of 1871 and of the Russian Revolution
of 1905, must be explained and concretely developed on
the basis of the practical experience of precisely the present
stage of the present revolution in Russia.
We need revolutionary government, we need (for a certain transitional period) a state. This is what distinguishes us from the anarchists. The difference between the revolutionary Marxists and the anarchists is not only that
the former stand for centralised, large-scale communist production, >vhile the latter stand for disconnected srnall production. The difference betweer1 us precisely on the question
of government, of the state, is that we are for, and the
ar1archists against, utilising revolutionary forms of the state
in a revolutionary way for the struggle for socialism.
We need a state. But not the kind of state the bourgeoisie
has created everywhere, from constitutional monarchies to
the most democratic republics. And i11 this we differ from
the opportunists and Kautskyites of the old, and decaying,
socialist parties, who have distorted, or have forgotten,
the lessons of the Paris Commune and the analysis of these
lessons made by Marx and Engels.**
We need a state, but not the kind the bourgeoisie needs,
with organs of government in the shape of a police force,
*See Collected Works, Veil. 21, p. 402.-Ed.
** In one of rny next letters, or i11 a special article, I \vill deal in
tletail with this a11alysis, given in particl1lar in Marx's The Civil
War in France, in Engels's Introduction to the third editio11 of that
\VOrk, in the letters: Marx's of April 12, 1871, and Engels's of l\1arch
18-28, 1875, and also with the utter d·istortion of l\1arxisrr1 by I\.autsky
in his controversy with Pannekoek ir1 1912 on the question of the
so-called ''destruction of the state''. 36
3-1534
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an army and a bureaucracy (officialdor11) separate from and
opposed to ~he people. A_ll bourgeois revolutions merely
perfected tliis state machine, merely transferred it from
the hands of one party to those of ar1other.
Tl1e prol~tariat, on the other hand, if it warits to uphold the ga111s of the preserit revolutiori arid proceed further, to win peace, bread a11d freedom, must ''smash'' to
use Marx's expressiori, this ''ready-made'' state machine
and substitute a riew one for it by 1nerging the police force,
the army a?d the bure~uc~acy with the entire armed people .. Follow111g the path 1nd1cated by the experience of the
Paris Commune of 1871 and the Russian Revolution of 1905
the pro~etariat must organise and arm all the poor, exploit~
ed sections of the population in order that they themselves
should take the orgaris of state power directly into their
own hands, in order that they the1nselves should constitrtte
these organs of state power.
. Arid ~he workers of Russia have already taken tl1is path
In the first stage of the first revolutior1, in February-Marcli
19~ 7. The wh?le task i1ow is clearly to l1r1derstand what
this new pat~ is, to proceed alo11g it furtl1er, boldly, fir1nly
arid persever111gly.
Written

March 11 (24), 1917

First publisl1ed in the magazine
The Communist International
No. 3-4, 1924

Collected \Vorhs,
'/ol. 23, r1r1. 32'1·26
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From THE DUAL POWER
The basic question of every revolution is that of state
power. Unless this question is understoo~, there can be no
intelligent participation in the revolution, not to speak
of guidance of the revolution.
.
.
The highly remarkable feature of our revolution is that
it has brought about a dual power. This fact must be grasped
first and foremost: unless it is understood, we cannot
advance. We must know how to supplement and amend
old ''formulas'' for example, those of Bolshevism, for while
they have bee~ found to be correct on ~he whole, their
concrete realisation has turned out to be different. Nobody
previously thought, or could have t~ought, of a_d_ual power.
. What is this dual power? Alongside the Prov1s1onal Government, the government of the bourgeoisie, another government has arisen, so far weak and incipient, but undoubtedly a government that actually exists and is growingthe Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies.
What is the class composition of this other government?
It consists of the proletariat and the peasants (in soldiers'
ur1iforms). What is the political :r_iatu~e of this gover~ment?
It is a revolutionary dictatorship, 1.e., a power directly
based 011 revolutionary seizure, on the direct initiative of
the people from below, arid not on a law enacted by a centralised state power. It is an entirely different kind of power
from the one that generally exists ir1 the parliamentary
bourgeois-democratic republics _of the usual type still :prevailing ir1 the advanced countries of Europ.::; an~ America.
This circumstance is often overlooked, often not given enough
thought, yet it is the crux of the matter. This power is of
3*
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the same type as the Paris Co1nmune of 1871. The fundame11tal characteristics of this type are: (1) the source of power
is not a law previously discussed and enacted by parliamer1t, but the direct initiative of the people from below,
in their local areas-direct ''seizure'', to use a current expression; (2) the replacement of the police and the army,
which are institutions divorced from the people and set
against the people, by the direct arming of the whole people; order in the state under such a power is 1naintained by
the armed workers and peasants themselves, by the armed
people themselves; (3) officialdom, the bureaucracy, are
either similarly replaced by the direct rule of the people
themselves or at least placed under special control; officials
become not only elective, but are also subject to recall at
the people's first demand; they are reduced to the position
of simple agents; from a privileged group holding ''jobs''
remunerated on a high, bourgeois scale, they become
workers of a special ''arm of the service'' whose remuneration
does not exceed the ordinary pay of a competent worker.
This, and this alone, constitutes the essence of the Paris
Commune as a special type of state. This essence has been
forgotten or perverted by the Plekhanovs (downright chauvinists who have betrayed Marxism), the Kautskys (tl1e
men of the ''Centre'', i.e., those who vacillate between chauvinism and Marxism), and generally by all those SocialDemocrats, Socialist-Revolutionaries, etc., etc., who now
rule the roost.
They are trying to get away with empty phrases, evasions,
subterfuges; they congratulate each other a thousand
times upon the revolution, but refuse to consider what the
Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies are. They refuse
to recognise the obvious truth that inasmuch as these
Soviets exist, inasmuch as they are a power, we have in
Rt1ssia a state of the type of the Paris Commune.
I have er11phasised the words ''inasmuch as'', for it is
only a11 ir1cipient power. By direct agreemer1t with the
bourgeois Provisional Government a11d by a series of actual
concessior1s, it has itself surrendered and is surrendering its
positions to the bourgeoisie.
Pravda No. 28, April 9, 1917

Signed: JV. Lenin

Collected

From THE TASKS OF THE PROLETARIAT IN OUR
REVOLUTION
A NEW TYPE OF STATE
EMERGING FROM OUR REVOLUTION

11. The Soviets of Workers', Soldiers', Peasa11ts' and
other Deputies are not understood, not only in the sense
that their class significance, their role in the Russian revolution, is not clear to the majority. They are not understood also in the sense that they constitute a new form or
rather a new type of state.
The most perfect, the most advanced type of bourgeois
state is the parliamentary democratic republic: power is vested in parliament; the state machine, the apparatus and
organ of administration, is of the customary kind: the standing army, the police, and the bureaucracy-which in practice is undisplaceable, is privileged and stands above the
people.
Since the end of the nineteenth century, however, revolutionary epochs have advanced a higher type of democratic state, a state which in certain respects, as Engels put
it, ceases to be a state, is ''no longer a state in the proper
sense of the word''. 36 This is a state of the Paris Commune
type, one in which a standing army and police divorced
from the people are rep laced by' the direct arming of the
people themselves. It is this feature that constitutes the
very essence of the Commune, which has been so misrepresented and slandered by the bourgeois writers, and to \\·hich
has been erroneously ascribed, among other things, the intention of immediately ''introducing'' socialism.
This is the type of state which the Russian revolution
began to create in 1905 and in 1917. A Republic of Soviets
of Workers', Soldiers', Peasar1ts' and other Deputies,
united in an All-Russia Constituent Assembly of people's
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representatives or in a Council of Soviets, etc., is what is
already being realised in our country now, at this juncture.
It is being realised by the initiative of the nation's millions
who are creating a democracy 011 their own, in their ow~
way, without waiting until the Cadet professors draft their
legisla~ive bills for a parliamentary bourgeois republic,
or ~nt1l the pedants and routine-worshippers of petty-bourgeois ~'Soci~l-Democrac~'', like Mr. Plekhanov or Kautsky,
stop d1stort1ng the Marxist teaching on the state.
Marxism differs from anarchism in that it recognises
the need for a state and for state power in the period of
revolution in general, and in the period of transition from
capitalism to socialism in particular.
Marxism differs from the petty-bourgeois, opportunist
''Soci~l-Democ.ratism'' of Plekhanov, Kautsky and Co. in
tha~ it :ecogn1ses that what is required during these two
period~ is not a state of the usual parliamentary bourgeois
republican type, hut a state of the Paris Commune type.
The main distinctions between a state of the latter type
and the old state are as follows.
. It is quite easy (as history proves) to revert from a parl1ame.ntary bourgeois republic to a monarchy, for all the
machinery of oppression-the army, the police, and the
bureaucracy-is left intact. The Commune and the Soviets
smash that machinery and do away with it.
The parliamentary bourgeois republic hampers and stifles
the independent political life of the masses, their direct
participation in the democratic organisation of the life of
the state from the bottom up. The opposite is the case with
the Soviets.
The latter reproduce the type of state which was being
evolved by the Paris Commune and which Marx described
as ''the political form at last discovered under which to
work out the economic emancipation of labour''. a7
We are usually told that the Russian people are not
yet prepared for the ''introduction'' of the Commune. This
was the argument of the serf-owners when they claimed that
the pea~ants were not prepared for ema11cipation. The Commune, i.e., the Soviets, does not ''ir1troduce ''. does riot
int~11d to ''introdl1ce'', arid must 11ot iritroduce any reforms
which have 11ot absolutely 1natured botl1 ir1 ecor1omic real•
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ity arid in the 1ni11ds of the overwhelming majority of the
people. The deeper the economic collapse and the crisis
prodl1ced by the war, the more urgent becomes the need
for the most perfect political form, which will facilitate
tl1e healing of the terrible wou11ds inflicted on mankind
by the war. The less the organisational experience of the
Russian people, the more resolutely must we proceed to
organisatio11al developmer1t by the people themselves, and
riot merely by the bourgeois politiciar1s and ''well-placed''
bl1reaucrats.
The sooner we shed the old prejudices of psel1do-Marxism,
a Marxism falsified by Plekhanov, Kautsky and Co., the
more actively we set about helpir1g the people to organise
Soviets of Workers' arid Peasar1ts' Deputies everywhere
ar1d immediately, a11d helping the latter to take life in its
entirety under their co11trol, arid the longer Lvov and Co.
delay the convocatior1 of the Constituent Assembly, the
easier will it be for the people (through the mediun1 of
the Constitl1ent Assembly, or independently of it, if Lvov
delays its convocatio11 too long) to cast their decision in
favour of a republic of Soviets of Workers' and Peasants'
Deputies. Errors in the 11ew work of orga11isational development by the people themselves are at first inevitable;
but it is better to make mistal<es and go forward than to
wait ur1til the professors of law summor1ed by Mr. Lvov
clraft their laws for the convocation of the Constituent
Assembly, for the perpetuation of the parliamentary bourgeois republic and for the strangling of the Soviets of yY orkers' and Peasants' Deputies.
If we organise ourselves and conduct our propaganda
skilfully, not only the proletarians, but nine-tenths of the
peasants will be opposed to the restoration of the police,
will be opposed to a11 undisplaceable and privileged bureaucracy and to an army divorced from the people. And
that is all the 11ew type of state stands for.
12. Tl1e substitution of a people's militia for the police
is a reform that follows from the entire course of the revolution and that is now being ir1troduced in most parts of
Russia. We must explain to the people that in 111ost of
the bourgeois revolutio11s of the usual type, this reform
\Vas always extremely short-lived, and that the bourgeoisie

.
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-even the most democratic and republican-restored the
police of the old, tsarist type, a police divorced from the
people, commanded by the bourgeoisie and capable of oppressing the people in every way.
There is only one way to prevent the restoration of the
police, and that is to create a people's militia and to fuse
it with the army (the standing army to be replaced by the
arming of the e11tire people). Service in this militia should
extend to all citizens of both sexes between the ages of
fifteen and sixty-five without exception, if these tentatively suggested age limits may be taken as i11dicating the
participation of adolescents and old people. Capitalists
must pay their workers, servants, etc., for days devoted
to public service in the militia. Unless women are brought
to take an independent part not only in political life generally, but also in daily and universal public service, it
is no use talking about full and stable democracy, let alone
socialism. And such ''police'' fur1ctions as care of the sick
and of homeless children, food inspection, etc., will never
be satisfactorily discharged until women are on an equal
footing with men, not merely nominally but in reality.
The tasks which the proletariat must put before the people in order to safeguard, consolidate and develop the
revolution are prevention of the restoration of the police
and enlistment of the organisational forces of the entire
people in forming a people's militia.
•

•
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From THE STATE AND REVOLUTION
Chapter III
THE STATE AND REVOLlJTION.
EXPERIENCE OF THE PARIS COMMUNE
OF 1871. MARX'S ANALYSIS
1. WI-IAT MADE TfIE COMrYIUNARDS'
ATTEMPT HEROIC?

It is well known that in the autumn of 1870, a few months
before the Commune, Marx warned the Paris workers that
any attempt to overthrow the government would be the
folly of despair. 38 But when, in March 1871, a decisive
battle was forced upon the workers and they accepted it,
when the uprising had become a fact, Marx greeted the
proletarian revolution with the greatest enthusiasm, in spite
of unfavourable auguries. Marx did not persist in the pedantic attitude of condemning an ''untimely'' movement as
did the ill-famed Russian renegade from Marxism, Plekhanov, who in November 1905 wrote encouragingly about
the \Vorkers' and peasants' struggle, but after December
1905 cried, liberal fashion: ''They should not have taken
up arms. ''
Marx, however, was 11ot only enthusiastic about the
heroism of the Communards, \vho, as he expressed it, "stormed
heaven''. 3 9 Although the mass revolutionary movement
did not achieve its aim, he regarded it as a historic experience of enormous importance, as a certain advance of the
world proletarian revolution, as a practical step that was
more important tha11 h11ndreds of programmes and argume11ts. Marx endeavoured to a11alyse this experiment, to
draw tactical lessons from it and re-examine his theory
in the light of it.
The only ''correctior1'' Marx tl1ought it necessary to make
to the Communist Manifesto he made on the basis of the
revolutionary experience of the Paris Communards .
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-even the most democratic and republican-restored the
police of the old, tsarist type, a police divorced from the
people, commanded by the bourgeoisie and capable of oppressing the people in every \vay.
There is only one way to prevent the restoration of the
police, arid that is to create a people's militia and to fuse
it with the army (the standing army to be replaced by the
arming of the e11tire people). Service in this militia should
extend to all citizens of both sexes between the ages of
fifteen and sixty-five without exception, if these tentatively suggested age limits may be taker1 as indicating the
participation of adolescents and old people. Capitalists
must pay their workers, servants, etc., for days devoted
to public service in the militia. Unless women are brought
to take an indeper1dent part not only in political life generally, but also in daily and universal p11blic service, it
is no use talking about full and stable democracy, let alone
socialism. And such ''police'' functions as care of the sick
and of homeless children, food inspection, etc., will never
be satisfactorily discharged until women are on an equal
footing with men, not merely nominally but in reality.
The tasks which the proletariat must put before the people in order to safeguard, consolidate and develop the
revolution are prevention of the restoration of the police
and enlistment of the organisational forces of the entire
people in forming a people's militia.
•

•
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From THE STATE AND REVOLUTION
Chapter III
THE STATE AND REVOLUTION.
EXPERIENCE OF THE PARIS COMMUNE
OF 1871. MARX'S ANALYSIS

1. WI-IAT MADE THE COMrY!UNARDS'
ATTEMPT I-lEROIC?

It is well known that i11 the autumn of 1870, a few months
before the Commune, Marx warned the Paris \Yorkers that
any attempt to overthrow the goverr1ment would be the
folly of despair. 38 But when, in March 1871, a decisive
battle was forced upon the workers and they accepted it,
when the uprising had become a fact, Marx greeted the
proletarian revolution with the greatest enthusiasm, in spite
of unfavourable auguries. Marx did not persist in the pedantic attitude of condemning an ''untimely'' movement as
did the ill-famed Russian renegade from Marxism, Plekhanov, \Vho in November 1905 wrote encouragingly about
the \Yorkers' and peasants' struggle, but after December
1905 cried, liberal fashion: ''They should not have taken
up arms.''
Marx, however, was 11ot only enthusiastic about the
heroism of the Communards, who, as he expressed it, ''stormed
heaven''. 39 Although the mass revolutionary movement
did not achieve its aim, he regarded it as a historic experience of enormous importance, as a certain advance of the
world proletarian revolution, as a practical step that was
more important tha11 h11ndreds of programmes and arguments. Marx endeavoured to a11alyse this experiment, to
draw tactical lessons from it and re-exa1nine his theory
in the light of it.
The only ''correction'' Marx thought it necessary to make
to the Communist Manifesto he made on the basis of the
revolutionary experience of the Paris Commur1ards .
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The last preface to the 11ew German editioI1 of the Com- ,
munist Manifesto, sigr1ed by both its al1thors, is dated
June 24, 1872. In this preface the authors, Karl Marx and
Frederick Er1gels, say that the programme llf the Communist
M artifesto ''has in some details become out-of-date'', arid
they go on to say:
'' ... One thing especially was proved by the Commitn.e,
viz., that 'the working class cannot sirnply lay hold of the
ready-made state machinery and wield it for its own
purposes' .... '' 40

The authors tool<: the words that are ir1 sir1gle quotatior1
marks in this passage from Marx's book, The Civil War in
France.
Thus, Marx arid Engels regarded one prir1ci pal and fu11damental lesson of the Paris Commune as beir1g of such e11ormous importar1ce that they introduced it as an important
correction into the Communist Manifesto.
Most characteristically, it is this important correction
that has been distorted by the opportunists, and its meaning probably is not known to nine-tenths, if not ninetynine-hundredths, of the readers of the Com1nunist Manifesto. We shall deal with this distortion more fully farther on,
in a chapter devoted specially to distortions. Here it will
be sufficient to note that the current, vulgar ''interpretation'' of Marx's famous statement just quoted is that Marx
here allegedly emphasises the idea of slow development
in contradistinctior1 to the seizure of power, and so on.
As a matter of fact, the exact opposite is the case. Marx's
idea is that the working class must break up, smash the
''ready-made state machinery'', and not confine itself merely to laying hold of it.
On April 12, 1871, i.e., just at the time of the Commune,
Marx wrote to Kugelmann:
''.If you look up the last chapter of 1ny Eighteenth
Brumaire, you will find that I declare that the next
attempt of the Frerich Revolution will be no lor1ger,
as before, to trar1sfer the bureaucratic-military rr1achirie
from one hand to ar1other, but to smash it [Marx's
italics-the original is zerbrechen ] , a11d this is the pre-
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condition for every real people's r~voll1tion on the Co?tinent. And this is what our heroic Party comrades in
Paris are attempting." (Neue Zeit, 41 Vol. XX, 1, 1901-02,
JJ. 709.) (The letters of Marx to Kugelm~r~n have apeared in Russian in no less than two ed1t1or1s, one of
~hich I edited and supplied with a preface.)*
The words, ''to smash the bureaucratic-milit~ry rnachin~ '',
br·iefly express the principal lesson of Mar~1sm. regard~11g
the tasks of the proletariat during a revolution rn relat1or1
to the state. And it is this ~e~son th~t has been not only
completely ignored, b1:1t pos1t1ve~y ~1storted ~y the prevailing, Kautskyite, ''1nterpretat1on of Marxism!
.
As for Marx's reference to The E_ighteenth Brumaire,
we have quoted the relevan~ passa_ge rn full abo~e. .
It is interestir1g to note, rn particular, two point~ rr1 t~e
above-quoted argument of Marx. First, he restricts h_rs
conclusion to the Continent. This was understandabl~ rn
1871 when Britain was still the model of a purely capitalist c~untry, but without a militarist clique and, to a considerable degree, without a bureau~racy. Marx therefo~e
excluded Britain, where a revolution, even a peo~le s
revolution, then seemed possible, and. indeed ~as possible,
without the precondition of destroying the ready-made
state machinery''.
.
.
.
Today, in 1917, at the time of the fi;st great rmper1~l
ist war this restriction made by Marx rs no longer valid.
Both B'ritain and America, the biggest and the l:s.t repr~
sentati ves-in the whole world-of Anglo-Saxon liberty ,
in the sense that they had no militarist cliques and b~reau
cracy have completely sunk into the all-Europ~an frlt~y,
blood~ morass of bureaucratic-military institutions which
subordinate everything to themselves, and suppress ever~
thing Today in Britain and America, too, ''the precondition f or ever; real people's revolution'' is the _smas~,ing, the
destruction of the ''ready-made state m~chrne;y. (made
and brought up to ''European'', general rmper1al1st, perfection in those countries in the years 1914-17)_.
,
Secondly, particular attention should be p~1d to Marx s
extremely profound remark that the destruction of the bl10

* See

Collected Works, Vol. 12, rip. 104-12.-.Eil.
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reaucratic-military state machine is ''the precondition for
every real people's revolution''. This idea of a ''people's''
revolution seems strange coming from Marx, so that the
Russian Plekhanovites and Mensheviks, 42 those followers of
Struve who wish to be regarded as Marxists, might possibly
declare such an expression to be a ''slip of the pen'' on
Marx's part. They have reduced Marxism to such a state of
wretchedly liberal distortion that nothing exists for them
beyond the antithesis between bourgeois revolution and
proletarian revolution, and even this antithesis they interpret in an utterly lifeless way.
If we take the revolutions of the twentieth ce11tury as
examples we shall, of course, have to admit that the Portuguese and the Turkish revolutions43 are both bourgeois
revolutions. Neither of them, however, is a ''people's''
revolution, since in neither does the mass of the people,
their vast majority, come out actively, independently, with
their own economic and political demands to any noticeable
degree. By contrast, although the Russian bourgeois revolution of 1905-07 displayed no such ''brilliant'' successes
as at times fell to the Portuguese and Turkish revolutions, it was undoubtedly a ''real people's'' revolution,
since the mass of the people, their majority, the very lowest social groups, crushed by oppression and exploitation,
rose independently and stamped on the entire course of the
revolution the imprint of their own demands, their attempts
to build in their own way a new society in place of the old
society that was being destroyed.
In Europe, in 1871, the proletariat did not constitute
the majority of the people in any country on the Continent.
A ''people's'' revolution, one actually sweeping the majority
into its stream, could be such only if it embraced both the
proletariat and the peasants. These two classes then constituted the ''people''. These two classes are united by
the fact that the ''bureaucratic-military state machine''
oppresses, crushes, exploits them. To smash this machine, to
break it up, is truly in the interest of the ''people'', of their
majority, of the workers and most of the peasants, is ''the
precondition'' for a free alliance of the poor peasants and
the proletarians, whereas without such an alliance democracy
is unstable and socialist transformation is impossible .
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As is well known, the Paris Commune was actu~lly_ work.
i"ts way toward such an alliance, although it did not
i11g
. ·
· t
1
reach its goal owing to a r1umher of c1rcumstar1ces, in erna
arid external.
,
· ''
Consequently, in speaking of a ''real people s ~evo 1ution
Marx, without in the least discounting the special features
of the petty bourgeoisie (he spoke a great deal about them
aiid ofte 11 ), took strict accou11~ of the actu~l halar1ce of
lass forces in most of the continental countries of Europe
fn 1871. On the other hand, h~ stated that. the ''smashi11g''
f the state machine was required by the interests of bot_h
~he workers and the peasants, that it united ~hem, t~~t it
placed before them the common task of.removing the parasite'' and of replacing it by something new.
By what exactly?
2. WHAT IS TO REPLACE THE S!VIASHED STATE MACHINE?

In 1847, in the Communist Manifesto, Marx's answer to
this question was as yet a purely abstract one; to be exact,
it was an answer that indicated the t~sks,. hut not the wa~s
of accomplishing them. The answer given in the Communist
Manifesto was that t_his machine ~as to ~,e replace,~ _by
''the proletariat organised as the ruling class , by the win.
n1ng
of the b att 1e o f democracy '' : 44
Marx did not indulge in utopias; he expected the experience of the mass movement to pro_vide the. re:ply to the
question as to the specific forms this organ1sat1on of the
proletariat as the ruling class w?uld_ assume and as to. the
exact manner in which this organisat~on wo~l~ be_ combined
with the most complete, most consistent winning of the
battle of democracy''.
Marx subjected the experience of the Commune, meagre
as it was, to the most careful analysis in The Civil War i_n
France. Let us quote the most important passages of this
work.
Originating from the Middle Ages, there developed
in the nineteenth century ''the centralised state po~er,
•vith its ubiquitous organs of standin~ army, police,
bureauc1·acy, clergy, a11d judicature''. With the develop-
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ment of class aritagonism between capital arid labour,
''state power ass11med 1nore aiid 1nore the character of a
public force for the suppressiori of the \Vorking class,
of a machine of class rule. After every revolution, which
marks an advarice iri the class struggle, the purely coercive character of the state power stands out iri bolder
and bolder relief''. After the revolution of 1848-49, state
power became ''the national war instrument of capital
against labour''. The Second Empire consolidated this.
''The direct antithesis to the empire was the Commurie." It was the ''specific form'' of ''a republic that
was not only to remove tlie monarchical form of class
rule, but class rule itself .... ''
What was this ''specific'' form of the proletarian, socialist republic? What was the state it began to create?
'' ... The first decree of the Commune ... was the suppression of the standing army, and its replacement by
the armed people .... ''
T?is ~emand ~o"'. figures in the programme of every party
calling its.elf socialist. The real worth of their programmes,
however, is best shown by the behaviour of our SocialistRevolutionaries45 and Merisheviks, who, right after the
revolutiori of February 27, 46 actually refused to carry out
this demand!
'' ... The Commune was formed of the municipal councillors, chosen by universal suffrage in the various wards
of Paris, resporisible and revocable at any time. The
majority of its members were naturally working me1i,
or acknowledged representatives of the working class ....
" ... The police, which l111til then had been the i11strument of the Gover11me1it, was at or1ce stripped of its
political attributes, arid turr1ed i11to the resporisible and
at all times revocable i11strume1it of the Commur1e ....
So were the officials of all otlier branches of the administratio11.... From the members of the Commurie downwards, public service had to be done at workmen's wages.
The privileges and the representation allowarices of the
high dignitaries of state disappeared alc)ng with the digriitaries themselves .... Having orice got rid of the stand-
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irig army and the police, the instruments of the physical
force of the old Governrr1ent, the Comr11u1ie proceeded
at orice to break the instrument of spiritual suppression,
the power of the priests.... The judicial functior1aries
lost that sham indepe1iderice ... they were thenceforward
.
to .be elective,
resporisr. ble, ari d revoca bl e .... '' 47
The Commune, therefore, appears to have replaced t~e
smashed state machirie ''orily'' by fuller democracy: abolrtiori of the standing army; all officials to be elected and
subject to recall. But as a matter o~ f~ct t.his ."only'' signifies a gigantic replacement of certar? rnst1tut1ons by ?th~r
institutions of a furidameritally different type. This is
exactly a case of ''quantity being transformed .into quality'::
democracy, introduced as fully and cons1st~11t.ly as rs
at all conceivable, is transformed from bourge?is into proletarian democracy; from the state (=a special. force
the suppression of a particular class) irito something which
is no longer the state proper.
. .
It is still necessary to suppress the bourgeo1s1e and crush
their resistance. This was particularly necessary for the
Commune· and one of the reasons for its defeat was that
it did riot' do this with sufficierit determination. The organ
()f s11ppression, however, is here the majority of the populatiori arid 11ot a minority, as was always the case under
slaver~, serfdom a1id wage slavery .. And since the m,~jor
i ty of the people itself suppresses rts oppressors, a sp~
cial force'' for suppression is no longer necessary! 111 t~is
sense, the state begins to wither i:wa¥. Inst~a~ of the s~e~1al
iristitutions of a privileged m1nor1ty (pr1v1leg~d. off~cral
clorn the chiefs of the standing army), the maJor1ty itself
can directly fulfil all these functions, arid the more the furicLi<)11s <>f state power are pe1·formed. by the peo.Ple as a
vvl1ole the less rieed tl1ere is for the ex1ste1ice of this povver.
In tl1is corinectio11, the follo\vi11g measures of the Com111u11e, e 1nphasised by Marx, are par·tic11larly riotewortl1y: the
abolitiori of all rep1·ese11tatior1 allowances, a1id of all monetary privileges t<J officials, tl1e reductiori of th~ remu11e~
<1tior1 r>f all serva11ts of the state to the level o~ workmen s
wages''. 'fhis shows more clearl~ tha11 anyth111g else the
tum from bourgeois to proletarian democracy, from the
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democracy of the oppressors to that of the oppressed classes,
from the state as a ''special force'' for the suppression of
a particular class to the suppression of the oppressors by
the general force of the majority of the people-the workers
and the peasants. And it is on this particularly striking
point, perhaps the most important as far as the problem of
the state is concerned, that tl1e ideas of Marx have been
most completely ignored! In popular commenta1. ies, the
number of which is legion, this is not mentioned. The thing
done is to keep silent about it as if it were a piece of oldfashioned ''naivete'', just as Christians, after their religion had been given the status of a state religion, ''forgot'' the ''naivete'' of primitive Christianity with its democratic revolutionary spirit.
The reduction of the remuneration of high state officials seems to be ''simply'' a demand of naive, primitive
democracy. One of the ''founders'' of modern opportunism,
the ex-Social-Democrat Eduard Bernstein, has more than
once repeated the vulgar bourgeois jeers at ''primitive'' democracy. Like all opportunists, and like the present Kautskyites, he did not understand at all that, first of all, the
transition from capitalism to socialism is impossible without
a certain ''reversion'' to ''primitive'' democracy (for how
else can the majority, and then the whole populatio11
without exception, proceed to discharge state functions?);
and that, secondly, ''primitive democracy'' based on capitalism and capitalist culture is not the same as primitive
democracy in prehistoric or pre-capitalist times. Capitalist
culture has created large-scale production, factories, railways, the postal service, telephones, etc., and on this basis
the great majority of the functions of the old ''state power''
have become so simplified and can be reduced to such exceedingly simple operations of registration, filing and checking that they can be easily performed by every literate
person, can quite easily be performed for ordinary ''workmen's wages'', and that these functions can (and must) be
stripped of every shadow of privilege, of every semblance
of ''official grandeur''.
All officials, without exception, elected and subject to
recall at any time, their salaries reduced to the level of
ordinary ''workmen's wages''-these simple and ''self-evi-
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dent'' democratic measures, while completely uniting the
interests of the workers and the majority of the peasa11ts,
at the same time serve as a bridge leading from capitalism
to socialism. These measures concern the reorganisation
of the state, the purely political reorganisation of society;
but, of course, they acquire their full meaning and significance only in connection with the ''expropriation of the
expropriators'' either being accomplished or in preparation,
i.e., with the transformation of capitalist private ownership
of the means of production into social ownership.
''The Commune,'' Marx wrote, ''made that catchword
of all bourgeois revolutions, cheap government, a reality, by abolishing the two greatest sources of expenditure-the army and the officialdom.''
From the peasants, as from other sections of the petty
bourgeoisie, only an insignificant few ''rise to the top'',
''get 011 in the world'' in the bourgeois sense, i.e., become
either well-to-do, bourgeois, or officials in secure and pri vileged positions. In every capitalist country where there
are peasants (as there are in most capitalist countries),
the vast majority of them are oppressed by the government
and long for its overthrow, long for ''cheap'' governme11t.
This can be achieved only by the proletariat; and by achieving it, the proletariat at the same time takes a step towards
. the socialist reorganisation of the state.
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Facsimile of the .M~nifesto issued by the Central Con1mittee of
the National Guard c1n l\farch 19, 1871

''The Commune,'' Marx wrote, ''was to be a worki11g,
not a parliamentary, body, executive and legislative
at the same time ...•
''Instead of deciding once in three or six years which
member of the ruling class was to represent and repress
[ve1. - und zertreten] the people in parliament, universal
suffrage \Vas to serve the people constituted in communes,
as individual suffrage serves every other employer i11 the
search for 'vorkers, foremen and accountants for his
business.''
Owing to the prevalence of social-chauvinism and oppor4- 1534
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tur1ism, this remarkable criticism of parliamentarism, made
ir1 1871, also belongs r10\v to the ''forgotter1 words'' of Marxism. Tl1e professional Cabir1et Ministers arid parliamer1tarians, the traitors to the proletariat and the ''practical''
socialists of our day, have left all criticism of parliamer1taris111 to the arrarchists, and, 011 this wor1derfully reasor1able
ground, they denol1r1ce all criticism of parliamer1tarism as
''anarchism''!! It is not surprising that the proletariat of
the ''advanced'' parliamer1tary countries, disgusted with
sucl1 ''socialists'' as the Scheidemanns, Davids, Legier1s,
Sembats, Renaudels, Henderso11s, Vanderveldes, Staunir1gs,
Brantir1gs, Bissolatis and Co., has been with increasir1g
frequency givir1g its sympathies to anarcho-syr1dicalism, ir1
spite of the fact that the latter is merely the twin brother·
of opportunism.
For Marx, however, revolutionary dialectics was r1ever
tl1e empty fashionable phrase, the toy rattle, which Plekhanov, l(autsky and others have made of it. Marx knew how to
break \Vith ar1archism rutl1lessly for its ir1ability to make
lrse even of the ''pigsty'' of bourgeois parliamer1ta1·ism,
especially when tl1e situation was obviously riot revolutio11ary; but at the same time he kr1ew how to subject parliamer1tarism to genuinely revolutionary proletarian criticism.
To decide once every few years which me1nber of the
ruling class is to repress arid crush the people through
parliament-this is the real essence of botrrgeois parliamer1tarism, not only ir1 parliamentary-constitutional mor1a1·chies, but also in the most democratic republics.
But if we deal with the question of the state, and if we
cor1sider parliamer1tarism as or1e of the ir1stitt1tior1s of the
state, from the point of view of the tasks of the proletariat
in this field, what is the way out of parliamentarism? Ho\v
car1 it be disper1sed with?
Or1ce agair1 \Ve must sa_}': the lessons of Marx, based on
the study of the Con1mune, have bee11 so completely forgotten that the preser1t-day ''Social-De1nocrat '' (i.e., pr·esent-day traitor to socialism) really canr1ot ur1dersta11d a11y
criticism of parliame11tarism otl1er tha11 ar1archist or reactionary criticism.
'fl1e way out of pa1·liamer1tarism is riot, of course, the
abolitior1 of representative institutio11s a11d the elective

TlIE STATE AND RE\'OLlJTfON

51

prirrciple, but the conversioi_i of the re_pre~entat!ve institutions from talking shops rnto ''working bodies. ''The
Commune was to be a working, riot a parliamentary, body,
executive and legislative at the same time;,"
. .
''A working, not a parliamentary, body -this. is a blo:V
straight from the shoulder at the pr~,sent-day_pa1·l1amentar1arrs and parliamentary ''lap dogs of Socra~-Democrac_y!
'fake any parliamentary co'-1:nt~y, from America to Switzerland from France to Br1ta111, Norway and so forthin thes~ co11ntries the real business of ''state'' is performed
behind the scenes and is carried on by the departments,
chancelleries and General Staffs. Parlia~ent is ~i ven up
to talk for the special purpose of fooling t~e comm?n
people''. This is so t~ue that e_ven i11 the B. us_sran republ~c,
a bourgeois-democratic republic, all the~e sins of parlramentarism came out at once, even before rt managed to set
up a real parliament. 1'he heroes of rotten philistinism, such
as the Skobelevs and Tseretelis, the Chernovs and Avksentyevs, have even succeeded in polluting t?e Sov!ets after
the fashio11 of the most disgusting bourgeois parlramentarism in co11vertir1g them into mere talking shops. In the
Soviets the ''socialist'' Ministers are fooling the credulous
rustics 'with phrasemongering and resolution~. In. the goyernment itself a sort of permane11t shuf~le _is going o~ in
order that on the one hand, as many Soc1al1st-Revolut1or1aries and Mensheviks as possible may in turn get near the
''pie'' the lucrative and honourable posts, and that, on
the other hand the ''atter1tion '' of the people may be ''engaged''. Meanw'hile the chancelleries and army staffs ''do''
the business of ''state''.
Dyelo Naroda, 48 the orga11 ~f tl1e. ruli11g ~ociali~t-Re
volutior1ary Party recently admitted rn a leading artrclewith the matchle~s frankness of people of ''good society'',
in which ''all'' are engaged in political prostitution-that
even irr the ministries headed by the ''socialists'' (save the
1nark!), the \vhole ?ureaucratic apparat~s ~~ in f!ct uncliarrged, is \vorking rn the old "'.ay an~ quite f:eely _sa~ot
aging revolutionary measures! Eve11 wrt~o.ut t~rs adm1ss1on,
does riot the actual history of the partier patron of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Monslreviks in t~e gover?11.1e11t
prove this? It is rroteworthy, ho\ve ver, that in the m1r11ste-
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rial compariy of the Cadets, the Chernovs, Rusanovs, Zenzinovs and the other editors of Dyelo Naroda have so completely lost all se11se of shame as to brazenly assert, as if
it were a mere bagatelle, that i11 ''their'' ministries everything is unchanged!! Revolutionary-democratic phrases to
gull the rural Simple Simons, and bureaucracy and red tape
to ''gladden the hearts'' of the capitalists-that is the essence of the ''honest'' coalition.
The Commune substitutes for the venal and rotten parliamentarism of bourgeois society institutions in which
freedom of opinion and discussion does not degenerate into
deception, for the parliamentarians themselves have to
work, have to execute their own laws, have themselves to
test the results achieved in reality, and to account directly to their constituents. Representative institutions remain, hut there is no parliamentarism here as a special
system, as the division of labour between the legislative
and the executive, as a privileged position for the deputies.
We cannot imagine democracy, even proletarian democracy,
without represe11tative institutions, hut we can and must
imagine democracy without parliamentarism, if criticism
of bourgeois society is not mere words for us, if the desire
to overthrow the rule of the bourgeoisie is our earnest arid
sincere desire, and not a mere ''election'' cry for catching
workers' votes, as it is with the Mensheviks and SocialistRevolutionaries, and also the Scheidemanns and Legiens,
the Sembats arid Vanderveldes.
It is extremely instructive to note that, in speaking of the
functions of those officials who are riecessary for the Commune and for proletarian democracy, Marx compares them
to the workers of ''every other employer'', that is, of the
ordinary capitalist eriterprise, with its ''workers, foremeri
and accountants''.
There is no trace of utopia11ism in Marx, in the sense
that he made up or invented a ''rie\v'' society. No, he studied the birth of the new society out of the old, a11d the
forms of transitiori from the latter to the former, as a riatural-historical process. He examined the actual experie11ce of
a mass proletarian movement and tried to draw practical
lessoris from it. He ''lear~ed'' from the Commune, just as
all the great revolutionary thir1kers learned u11hesitatingly
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from the experience of great movements of the oppressed
c.lasses, arid never addressed them with pedantic ''homilies''
(such as Plekhanov's: ''They should not have taken up
arms'' or Tsereteli 's: ''A class must limit itself'').
Abolishing the bureaucracy at once, everywhere and
(~ompletely, is out of the question. It is a utopia. But to
smash the old bureaucratic machine at once and to begin
immediately to construct a new one that will make possible
the gradual abolition of all bureaucracy-this is not a
utopia, it is the experience of the Commune, the direct and
immediate task of the revolutionary proletariat.
Capitalism simplifies the functions of ''state'' administration; it makes it possible to cast ''bossing'' aside and
to confine the whole matter to the organisation of the
proletarians (as the ruling class), which will hire ''work- '
ers, foremen and accountants'' in the name of the whole
of society.
We are not utopians, we do not ''dream'' of dispensing
at once with all administration, with all subordination.
These anarchist dreams, based upon incomprehension of the
tasks of the proletarian dictatorship, are totally alien to
Marxism, and, as a matter of fact, serve only to postpone
the socialist revolution until people are different. No, we
want the socialist revolution with people as they are now,
with people who cannot dispense with subordination, control and ''foremen and accountants''.
The subordination, however, must be to the armed vanguard of all the exploited and working people, i.e., to the
proletariat. A beginning can and must he made at once,
overnight, to replace the specific ''bossing'' of state officials by the simple functions of ''foremen and accountants'', functions which are already fully within the ability
of the average towri dweller and can well be performed for
''workmen's wages''.
We, the workers, shall organise large-scale production
on the basis of what capitalism has already created, relying
on our own experience as workers, establishing strict, iron
discipline hacked up by the state power of the armed workers. We shall reduce the role of state officials to that of
simply carrying out our instructions as responsible, revocable, modestly paid ''foremen and accountants'' (of course,
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with the aid of tech11icians of all sorts, t_ypes arid degrees).
This is our proletarian task, this is \Vhat we car1 arid must
start \Vith in accomplishing the proletarian revolutior1.
Such a beginr1ing, 011 the basis of large-scale production,
will of itself lead to the gradual "witherir1g a\vay'' of all
bureaucracy, to the gradual creatio11 of a11 order-a11 order
without inverted commas, an order bearing no similarity
to wage slavery-an order under wl1ich the functio11s of
cor1trol arid accour1ting, becoming more a1id more simple,
will be performed by each in turn, \Vill then become a
habit arid will fi11ally die out as the special functions of a
special sectioi1 of the population.
A witty German Social-Democrat of the severities of the
last century called the postal service an example of the
socialist eco11omic system. This is very true. At present
the postal service is a business organised on the lines of
a state-capitalist monopoly. Impei·ialisn1 is gradually transforming all trusts into organisations of a similar type,
iri which the same bourgeois bureaucracy stands over the
''common'' people, who are overworked and starved. But
the mechanism of social management is here already to
hand. Once we have overthrown the capitalists, crushed the
resistance of these exploiters with the iron hand of the
armed workers, and smashed the bureaucratic machine of
the modern state, we shall have a splendidly equipped mechanism, freed from the ''parasite'', a mechanism which can
very well be set going by the united workers themselves,
who will hire technicians, foreme1i and accour1tants, arid
pay them all, as indeed all ''state'' officials iri general,
workmen's wages. Here is a concrete, practical task which
can immediately be fulfilled in relation to all trusts, a
task whose fulfilment will rid the working people of exploitation, a task which takes account of what the Commune
had already begun to practise (particularly in building up
the state).
To orgariise the who le eco11omy on the lines of the postal
service so that the techriiciaris, foremeri and accountants,
as well as all officials, shall receive salaries no higher tha1i
''a workmar1's wage'', all ur1der the control arid leadership
of the armed proletariat-this is our immediate aim. This
is the state and this is the economic foundatiori we rieed .
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This is what will bring about the abolitior_i of .par~ian;ent
arism and the preservation of representative institution~.
This is what will rid the labouring classes of the bourgeoisie's prostitution of these institutions.
4. ORGANISATION OF NATIONAL UNITY

''Iii a brief sketch of national organisation which the
Comm1ine had no time to develop, it states explicitly
that the Commune was to be the political form of even
the smallest village .... " The communes \Vere to elect
the ''National Delegation'' in Paris.
.
.
'' ... The fe\v but important functions which would still
remain for a central government were not to be suppressed, as has been deliberately mis-~tated, but ~ere
to be transferred to communal, i.e., strictly responsible,
officials.
'' ... National unity was not to be brokeri, b.ut, .on t~e
contrary, organised by the communa~ constitution; it
\Vas to become a reality by the destruction of state power
which posed as the embodiment of. that unity yet .wai1ted
to be independent of, and superior to, the nation, ?n
\vhose body it was but a parasitic excrescence .... While
the merely repressive organs of the old governme?tal
power \Vere to be amputated, its legiti~a.te funct~ons
were to be wrested from an authority claiming the ri.ght
to stand above society, and restored to the responsible
servants of society.''
The extent to which the opportunists of present-day Social-Democracy have failed-perhaps it would be mo.re true
to say, have refused-to understarid these observations of
Marx is best shown by that book of Herostratean fame of
the renegade Bernstein, The Premises of Socialism_ and ~he
Taslcs of the Social-Democrats. It is in connect1oi1 \vith
the above passage from Marx that Bernstein ~rote that ''as
far as its political conter1t is coricer1ied '', this progra ~me
''displays, in all its essential features, the grea.test similarity to the federalism of Proudhon.... Iii spite, of all
the other points of difference b~tween Marx and the ,,pettybourgeois' Proudhon [Bernstein places the word petty-
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bourgeois'' ir1 inverted commas to make it sound ironical)
on these points, their lines of reasoning run as close as
could be''. Of course, Bernstein continues, the importance
of the municipalities is growing, hut ''it seems doubtful
to me whether the first job of democracy would be such a
dissolution [Auflosung I of the modern states and such a
complete transformation [U mwandlung I of their organis~tion as is _visualised by Marx and Proudhon (the formation of a National Assembly from delegates of the provincial
or district assemblies, which, in their turn, would cor1sist
of deleg~tes from the c?mmunes), so that consequently
the previous mode of national representation would disappear''. (Bernstein, Premises, German edition, 1899, pp. 134
and 136.)
To confuse Marx's views on the ''destruction of state
power, a parasitic excrescence'', with Proudhon's federalism is positively monstrous! But it is no accident, for it
never occurs to the opp~rtunist that Marx does not speak
here at all a~out federalism as opposed to centralism, but
about smashing the old, bourgeois state machine which
exists in all bourgeois countries.
The only thing that does occur to the opportunist is
wh~t he ~e~s :ir.ound him, in an environment of petty-bourgeois philistinism and ''reformist'' stagnation, namely
only ''municipalities''! The opportunist has even grown out
of the habit of thinking about proletarian revolution.
It is ridiculous. But the remarkable thing is that nobody argued with Bernstein on this point. Bernstein has
~een refuted by many, especially by Plekhanov in Russian
lit~rature and by Ka~tsky in European literature, but
neither of them has said anything about this distortion of
Marx by Bernstein.
The opportunist has so much forgotten how to think in
a revolutionary way and to dwell on revolution that he
attributes ''federalism'' to Marx, whom he confuses with the
founder of anarchism, Proudhon. As for Kautsky and Plekhanov, who claim to he orthodox Marxists and defenders
of the theory of 1·evolutionary Marxism, they are silent
on this point! Here is one of the roots of the extreme vulgarisation of the views on the difference between Marxism
and anarchism, which is characteristic of both the Kaut-
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skyites and the opportunists, and which we shall discuss
again later.
There is not a trace of federalism in Marx's above-quoted observations on the experience of the Commune. Marx
agreed with Proudho11 on the very point that the opportunist Bernstein did not see. Marx disagreed with Proudhon
011 the very point on which Bernstein found a sin1ilarity
betwee11 them.
Marx agreed with Proudhon in that they both stood for
the ''smashing'' of the moderr1 state machine. Neither the
opportunists nor the Kautskyites wish to see the similarity
of views on this point between Marxism and anarchism
(both Proudhon and Bakunin) because this is where they
have departed from Marxism.
Marx disagreed both with Proudhon and Bakunin precisely on the question of federalism (not to mention the dictatorship of the proletariat). Federalism as a principle follows logically from the petty-bourgeois views of anarchism.
Marx was a centralist. There is no departure whatever from
centralism in his observations just quoted. Only those who
are imbued with the philistine ''superstitious belief'' in
the state can mistake the destruction of the bourgeois state
machine for the destruction of centralism!
Now if the proletariat and the poor peasants take state
power into their own hands, organise themselves quite freely in communes, and unite the action of all the communes
in striking at capital, in crushing the resistance of the
capitalists, and in transferring the privately-owned railways, factories, land and so on to the entire nation, to the
whole of society, won't that be centralism? Won't that
be the most consistent democratic centralism and, moreover, proletarian centralism?
Bernstein simply cannot conceive of the possibility of
voluntary centralism, of the voluntary amalgamation of
the communes into a nation, of the voluntary fusion of the
proletarian communes, for the purpose of destroying bourgeois rule and the bourgeois state machine. Like all philistines, Bernstein pictures centralism as something which
can he imposed and maintained solely from above, and
solely by the bureaucracy and the military clique.
As though foreseeing that his views might be distorted,

58

\". I. LENIN

THE STATE 1\ND REVOLUTION

Marx expressly emphasised that the cha1·ge that the Commurie had vvar1ted to destroy natior1al 11r1ity, to abolish the
cer1tral authority, vvas a deliberate fraud. Marx purposely
used the \Vords: ''N atior1al unity \Vas ... to be organised'',
~o as to oppose conscious, democ1·atic, proletariaii centralism to bo11rgeois, military, bureaucratic centralism.
But tliere are iiorie so deaf as those vvho \vill not hear.
A1id tl1e very thing the opporturiists of prese11t-day SocialDemocracy do riot warit to hear abo11t is the destr11ction of
state po\ver, the amp11tatio11 of the parasitic excrescer1ce.

11sed in regard to the state whe11 appraisi11g and analysing
the experience of the Commune.
All this was written a little less than half a century ago;
a11d now one has to engage in excavations, as it were, in
order to bring undistorted Marxism to the knowledge of
the mass of tl1e people. The conclusions drawn from the
observation of the last great revolution which Marx lived
through were forgotten just when the time for the next
great proletarian revol11tions had arrived.

5. ABOLITION OF THE PARASITE STATE

We have already quoted Marx's words
and we must novv supplemer1t them.

011

this subject,

'' ... It is. generally the fate of ne\v historical creations ''
'
he \Vrote, ''to be mistaken for the counterpart of older
and even defunct forms of social life, to \Vhich they may
bear a certain likeness. Thus, this new Commurie, \Vhich
breaks [ bricht, smashes] the modern state power, has
been regar·ded as a revival of the medieval comm11r1es ...
as a federation of small states (as Montesquie11 and the
Girondi11s 49 visualised it) ... as an exaggerated form of the
old struggle against over-ce1itralisation ....
'' ... The Communal Constitution would have restored
to the soc~a_l body all the forces hitherto absorbed by
t~at parasitic excrescence, the 'state', feeding upo11 society and hampering its free movemer1t. By this one act
it \Vould have initiated the regeneration of France ....
'' ... The Com1nunal Constitution would have brought
the rural producers under the ir1tellectual lead of the
central towns of their districts, arid there secured to
them, i11 the tovvn working men, the natural trustees
of their interests. The very existence of the Commune
involved, as a matter of course, local self-government,
but no longer as a CC)Unterpoise to state power, now become superfluous.''
'

''Breakirig state power'', which \Vas a ''parasitic excrescence''; its ''amputation'', its ''smashing''; ''state povver,
11ow become superfluous''-these are the expressions Marx
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'' ... The niultiplicity of interpretatior1s to which the
Commune has been subjected, and the multiplicity of
interests which expressed themselves in it show that
it was a thoroughly flexible political form, while all
previous forms of government had been essentially repressive. Its true secret was this: it was essentially a
working-class government, the result of the struggle of
the producing against the appropriating class, the political form at last discovered under which the economic
emancipation of labour could be accomplished ....
''Except on this last conditior1, the Communal Co11stitution would have beeri an impossibility and a delu.
,,
sion ....
The utopians busied themselves with ''discovering'' political forms under which the socialist transformatior1 of
society was to take place. The anarchists dismissed the
question of political forms altogether. The opportunists of
present-day Social-Democracy accepted the bourgeois political forms of the parliamentary democratic state as the
limit which should not be overstepped; they battered their
foreheads praying before this ''model'', and denounced as
anarchism every desire to break these forms.
Marx deduced from the whole history of socialism and
the political struggle that the state was bound to disappear,
and that the transitional form of its disappearance (the
transitio11 from state to r1on-state) would be the ''proletariat orgariised as the ruling class''. Marx, however, did not
set out to discover the political forms of this future stage.
He limited himself to carefully observing French history,
to analysing it, and to drawing the conclusion to which

60

V. I. LENTN

THE STATE AND REVOLUTION

the year 1851 had led, namely, that matters were moving
towards the destruction of the bourgeois state machine.
And wher1 the mass revolutionary movement of the proletariat burst forth, Marx, in spite of its failure, in spite
of its short life and patent weakness, bega11 to study the
forms it had discovered.
The Commune is the form ''at last discovered'' by the
proletarian revolution, linder which the economic emancipation of labour can take place.
The Commune is the first attempt by a proletarian revolution to smash the bourgeois state machine; and it is
the political form ''at last discovered'', by which the
smashed state machine can and must be replaced.
We shall see further on that the Russian revolutions of
1905 and 1917, in different circumstances and under different conditions, continue the work of the Commune and
con firm Marx's brilliant historical analysis.
Chapter IV
CONTINUATION. SUPPLE.l\fENTARY
EXPLANATIONS BY ENGELS

•

Marx gave the fundamentals concerning the significance
of the experience of the Commune. Engels returned to the
same subject time and again, and explained Marx's analysis
and conclusions, sometimes elucidating other aspects of
the question with such power and vividness that it is necessary to deal with his explanations specially.
1. THE HOUSING QUESTION

In his work, The Housing Question (1872), Engels already
took into account the experience of the Commune, and
dealt several times with the tasks of the revolution in relation to the state. It is interesting to note that the treatment of this specific subject clearly revealed, on the one
hand, points of similarity between the proletarian state
and the present state-points that warrant speaking of the
state in both cases-and, on the other hand, points of
difference between them, or the transition to the destruction
of the state.
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''How is the housing question to be settled, then? In
present-day society, it is settled just as any other social question: by the gradual economic levelling of demand and supply, a settlement which reproduces the
question itself again and again and therefore is no settlement. How a social revolution would settle this question
not only depends on the circumstances in each particular case, but is also connected with much more far-reaching questions, one of the most fundamental of which
is the abolition of the antithesis between town and country. As it is not our task to create utopian systems for
the organisation of the future society, it would be more
than idle to go into the question here. But one thing is
certain: there is already a sufficient quantity of houses
in the big cities to remedy immediately all real 'housing
shortage', provided they are used judiciously. This can
naturally only occur through the expropriation of the
present owners and by quartering in their houses homeless
workers or workers overcrowded in their present homes.
As soon as the proletariat has won political power, such
a measure prompted by concern for the common good
will be just as easy to carry out as are other expropriations and billetings by the present-day state." (German
edition, 1887, p. 22.)50
The change in the form of state power is not examined
here, but only the content of its activity. Expropriations
and billetings take place by order even of the present state.
From the formal point of view, the proletarian state will
also ''order'' .the occupation of dwellings and expropriation
of houses. But it is clear that the old executive apparatus,
the bureaucracy, \Vhich is connected with the bourgeoisie,
would simply be unfit to carry out the orders of the proletarian state.
'' ... It must be pointed out that the 'actl1al seizure'
of all the instruments of labour, the taking possessior1
of industry as a whole by the working people, is the exact
opposite of the Proudhonist 'redemption'. In the latter
case the individual worker becomes the owr1er of the
dwelling, the peasant farm, the instruments of labour; ir1
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the former case, the 'working people' remai11 the collective
owners of the houses, factories and instruments of labour, arid will hardly permit their use, at least during
a transitional period, by ir1di vid uals or associations
without compensation for the cost. In the same \Vay, the
abolition of property ir1 land is not the abolition of gro11nd
rent but its transfer, if in a modified forn1, to society.
The actual seizure of all the instruments of labour by
the working people, therefore, does not at all preclude
the retentior1 of rer1t relations." (P. 68.)
We shall examine the question touched upor1 ir1 tl1is
passage, namely, the economic basis for the withering away
of the state, in the next chapter. Engels expresses himself
most cautiously, saying that the proletariar1 state would
''hardly'' permit the use of houses without payn1er1t, ''at
least during a transitional period''. The lettir1g of houses
owned by the whole people to individual families presupposes the collection of rer1t, a certain amount of control,
and the employment of some standard in allotting the housing. All this calls for a certain form of state, but it does
riot at all call for a special military and bureaucratic apparatus, with officials occupying especially privileged positions. 1'he transition to a situation in which it 'will be
possible to supply dwellings rent-free depends ori the complete "withering away'' of the state.
Speaking of the Blariquists' adoption of the fundamer1tal
position of Marxism after the Commune and under the
irifluence of its experience, Engels, in passing, formulates
this position as follows:
'' ... Necessity of political action by the proletariat and
of its dictatorship as the transition to the abolitiori of
classes and, with them, of the state .... " (P. 55.)
Addicts to hair-splitting criticism, or bourgeois ''exterminators of Marxism'', will perhaps see a contradiction between this recognition of the ''abolition of the state''
a11d repudiation of this formula as ari anarchist one in the
above passage from Anti-Diihring. It would riot be surprising if the opportunists classed Engels, too, as ari ''anarchist'', for it is becon1ing increasir1gly common with the
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social-chauvinists to accuse the i1iter1iatio1ialists of anarchism.
Marxisrn has always taught that \vith the abolition of
classes the state will also be abolished. The well-known
passage on the ''witheririg away of the state'' irr Anti-Diihring accuses the anarchists riot simply of favouring the abolition of the state, but of preaching that the state can be
abolished ''overnight''.
As the now prevailing ''Social-Democratic'' doctrine completely distorts the relation of Marxism to anarchism 011
the questio11 of the abolition of the state, it will be particularly useful to recall a certain controversy in which Marx
and Engels came out against the ariarchists.
•

2. CONTROVERSY WITH THE ANARCHISTS

This controversy took place in 1873. Marx arid Engels
contributed articles against the Proudhonists, ''autonomists'' or ''anti-authoritariaris'', to an Italian socialist ari11ual, and it was not until 1913 that these articles appeared
iri German iii N e11e Zeit. 51
''If the political struggle of the working class assumes
revolutionary forms,'' wrote Marx, ridiculing the anarchists for their repudiation of politics, ''and if the workers set up their revolutionary dictatorship iri place of
·the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie, they commit the
terrible crime of violating pririciples, for iri order to
satisfy their wretched, vulgar everyday needs arid to
crush the resistance of the bourgeoisie, they give the
state a revolutionary arid transier1t form, instead of laying down their arms and abolishing the state .... " (N eue
Zeit, V<il. XXXll, 1, 1913-14, p. 40.) 52
. It was solely against this kirid of ''abolitiori'' of the state
that Marx fought iri refuti11g the anarchists! He did not
at all oppose the view that the state would disappear whe11
classes disappeared, or that it would be abolished wheri
classes \Ver·e abolished. What l1e did oppose \Vas the propositior1 that the W(Jrl,ers sliould reriour1ce the use of arms,
<11·gariised violer1ce, that is, the state, which is to serve to
''crush the resistar1cc of the bourgeoisie''.
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To prevent the true meaning of his struggle against anarchism from being distorted, Marx expressly emphasised t he
''revolutionary and transient form'' of the state which t he
proletariat needs. The proletariat needs the state only temporarily. We do not at all differ with the anarchists on t he
question of the abolition of the state as the aim. We maintain that, to achieve this aim, we must temporarily make
use of the instruments, resources and methods of state
power against the exploiters, just as the temporary dictatorship of the oppressed class is necessary for the aboli tio11
of classes. Marx chooses the sharpest and clearest way of .
stating his case against the anarchists: After overthro\ving
the yoke of the capitalists, should the \Yorkers ''lay down
their arms'', or use them against the capitalists in order
to crush their resistance? But what is the systematic use
of arms by one class against another if not a ''transient
form'' of state?
Let every Social-Democrat ask himself: Is that how he
has been posing the questior1 of the state in controversy
with the anarchists? Is that how it has been posed by the
vast majority of the official socialist parties of the Second
International?
Engels expounds the same ideas inl much greater detail
and still more popularly. First of all he ridicules the muddled ideas of the Proudhonists, \vho called themselves ''anti-authoritarians'', i.e., repudiated all authority, all subordi11ation, all power. Take a factory, a railway, a ship
on the high seas, said Engels: is it not clear that not one
of these complex technical establishments, based on the
use of machinery and the systematic co-operation of many
people, could functior1 without a certain amount of subordination and, consequently, without a certain amount of
authority or power?
'' ... When I counter the most rabid anti-autl1oritarians
\Vith these arguments, tho only ans\ver they can give
1ne is the following: Oh, that's true, except that here
iL is not a question of authority with \vhich we vest
our delegates, but of a commission! These people
. imagine they can cha11ge a thing by char1ging its
name .... '' 53
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Having thus shown that authority and autonomy are
relative terms, that the sphere of their application varies
with the various phases of social development, that it is
absurd to take them as absolutes, and adding that the
sphere of application of machinery and large-scale production is steadily expanding, Engels passes from the general
discussion of authority to the question of the state.
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"Had the autonomists,'' he wrote, ''contented themselves
with saying that the social organisation of the future
would allow authority only within the bounds \vhich the
conditions of production make inevitable, one could
have come to terms with them. But they are blind to all
facts that make authority necessary and they passionately fight the word.
''Why do the anti-authoritarians not confine themselves to crying out against political authority, the
state? All socialists are agreed that the state, and with
it political authority, will disappear as a result of the
coming social revolution, that is, that public functions
will lose their political character and become mere administrative functions of watching over social interests. But the anti-authoritarians demand that the political state be abolished at one stroke, even before the
social relations that gave birth to it have been destroyed.
They demand that the first act of the social revolution shall be the abolition of authority.
''Have t hese gentlemen ever seen a revolution? A revolution is certainly the most authoritarian thing there
is; it is an act whereby one part of the population imposes its will upon the other part by means of rifles,
bayonets and cannon, all of which are highly authoritarian means. And the victorious party must maintain its
rule by means of the terror which its arms inspire i11
the reactionaries. Would the Paris Commune have lasted
more than a day if it had not used the authority of the
armed people against the bourgeoisie? Cannot we, on
the contrary, blame it for having made too little use
of that authority? Therefore, one of two things: either
the anti-authoritarians don't know what they are tallring about, in which case they are creating nothing but
5-1534
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confusion. Or they do know, and in that case they are
betraying the cause of the proletariat. lr1 either case
they serve only reaction." (P. 39.) 54
This argument touches upon questions which should be
examined in connection with the relationship between politics and economics during the withering away of the state
(the next chapter is devoted to this). These questions are:
the transformation of public functions from political into
simple functions of administration, and the ''political
state''. This last term, one particularly liable to cause misunderstanding, indicates the process of the withering away
of the state: at a certain stage of this process, the state
which is withering away may be called a non-political state.
Again, the most remarkable thing in this argument of
Engels is the way he states his case against the anarchists.
Social-Democrats, claiming to be disciples of Engels, have
argt1ed on this subject against the anarchists millions of
times since 1873, but they have not argued as Marxists
could and should. The anarchist idea of the abolition of
the state is muddled and non-revolutionary-that is how
Engels put it. It is precisely the revolution in its rise and
development, with its specific tasks in relation to violence,
authority, power, the state, that the anarchists refuse to
see.
The usual criticism of anarchism by present-day SocialDemocrats has boiled down to the purest philistine banality: ''We recognise the state, whereas the anarchists do
not!'' Naturally, such banality cannot hut repel workers
who are at all capable of thinking and revolutionary-minded. What Engels says is different. He stresses that all socialists recognise that the state will disappear as a result
of the socialist revolution. He then deals specifically with
the question of the revolution-the very question which,
as a rule, the Social-Democrats evade out of opportunism,
leaving it, so to speak, exclusively for the anarchists ''to
work out''. And when dealing with this questior1, Engels
takes the bull by the horns; he asks: should not the Commur1e
have made more use of the revolutionary power of the state,
that is, of the proletariat armed and organised as the ruling class?
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Prevailing official Social-Democracy usually dis1!1iss~d
the question of the concrete tasks of the proletariat in
the revolution either with a philistine sneer, or, at best,
with the sophistic evasion: ''The f~ture will show." ~nd
the anarchists were justified in saying about such SocialDemocrats that they were failing in their task of giving
the workers a revolutionary education. Engels draws upon
the experience of the last proletarian revolution precisely
for the purpose of making a most concrete study of what
should be done by the proletariat, and in what manner,
in relation to both the banks and the state.
3. LETTER TO BEBEL

One of the most, if not the most remarkable o~serva
tion on the state in the works of Marx and Engels is contained in the following passage in Engels' s letter to Behel
dated March 18-28, 1875. This letter, we may observe in
parenthesis, was, as far as ~e know,. first publis~ed by Behel
in the second volume of his memoirs (Aus meinem Leben),
which appeared in 1911, i.e., thirty-six years after the
letter had been written and sent.
Engels wrote to Behel criticising that same draft of
the Gotha Programme which Marx. criticised in his f~mous
letter to Bracke. 5 6 Referring specially to the question of
the state, Engels said:
''The free people's state has been transformed into
the free state. Taken in its grammatical sense, a free
state is one where the state is free in relation to its
citizens hence a state with a despotic government. The
whole t~lk about the state should be dropped, especially
since the Commune, which was no longer a state in the
proper sense of the word. The 'peoI,>le 's state' ha~ been
thrown in our faces by the anarchists to the point of
disgust, although already Marx's boo.k against Pr~ud
hon ss and later the Communist Manifesto say plainly
that with the introduction of the socialist order of society the state dissolves of itself [sic~. auflost.l ai:id ~is
appears. As the state is only ~ transitional . institution
which is used in the struggle, in the revolution, to hold
5•
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down one's adversaries by force, it is sheer nonsense to
talk of a 'free people's state'; so long as the proletariat
still needs the state, it does not r1eed it in the interests
of freedom hut in order to hold down its adversaries,
and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom
the state as such ceases to exist .. We would therefore
propose replacing state everywhere by Gemeinwesen, a
good old German word which can very well take the place
of the French word commune." (Pp. 321-22 of the German original.) 57
It should he borne ir1 mind that this Jetter refers to the
party programme which Marx criticised in a letter dated
only a few weeks later than the above (Marx's letter is
dated May 5, 1875), and that at the time Engels was living
with Marx in London. Consequently, when he says ''we''
in the last sentence, Engels, undoubtedly, in his own as
well as in Marx's name, suggests to the leader of the German workers' party that the word ''state'' be struck out
of the programme and replaced by the word ''community''.
What a howl about ''anarchism'' would he raised by the
leading lights of present-day ''Marxism'', which has been
falsified for the convenience of the opportunists, if such
an amendment of the programme were suggested to
them!
Let them howl. This will earn them the praises of the
bourgeoisie.
And we shall go on with our worl{. In revising the programme of our Pa1·ty, we must by all means take the advice
of Engels and Marx into consideration in order to come
nearer the truth, to restore Marxism by ridding it of distortions, to guide the struggle of the working class for its
emanci pa ti on more correctly. Certainly no one opposed
to the advice of Engels and Marx will he found among the
Bolsheviks. The only difficulty that may perhaps arise will
he in regard to the term. In German there are two words
meaning ''community'', of which Engels used the one which
does not denote a single comml1nity, hut their totality,
a system of communities. In Russian there is no such word,
and we may have to choose the French \Vord ''comn1ur1e'',
although this also has its drawbacks.
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'''l'he Commune was no longer a state in the proper sense
of the word ''-this is the most theoretically important
statement E11gels inakes. After what has been said above,
this statement is perfectly clear. The Commune was ceasing to be a state since it had to suppress, not the majority
of the population, hut a minority (the exploiters). It had
smashed the bourgeois state machine. In place of a special
coercive force the population itself came on the scene. All
this was a departure from the state in the proper sense of
the word. And had the Commune become firmly established, all traces of the state in it would have ''withered
away'' of themselves; it, would not have had to ''abolish''
the institutions of the state-they would have ceased to
function as they ceased to have anything to do.
''The 'people's state' has been thrown in our faces by
the anarchists.'' In saying this, Engels above all has in
mind Bakunin and his attacks on the German Social-Democrats. Engels admits that these attacks were justified
insofar as the ''people's state'' was as much an absurdity
and as much a departure from socialism as the ''free people's state''. Engels tried to put the struggle of the German Social-Democrats against the anarchists on the right
lines, to make this struggle correct in principle, to rid it of
opportunist prejudices concerning the ''state''. Unfortunately, Engels' s letter was pigeon-holed for thirty-six years.
We shall see farther on that, even after this letter was published, Kautsky persisted in virtually the same mistakes
against which Engels had warned.
Behel replied to Engels in a letter dated September 21,
1875, in which he wrote, among other things, that he ''fully
agreed'' with Engels 's opinion of the draft programme, and
that he had reproached Liehknecht with readiness to make
concessions (p. 334 of the German edition of Behel 's memoirs, Vol. II). But if we take Behel's pamphlet, Our Aims,
we find there views on the state that are absolutely wrong.
"The state must ... be transformed from one based on class rule
into a people's state.'' (Un sere Ziele, German edition, 1886, p. 14.)

This was prir1ted in the ninth (the ninth!) edition of
Behel's pamphlet! It is not surprising that opportunist
views on the state, so persistently repeated, were absorbed
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by the German Social-Democrats, especially as Engels' s
revolutionary interpretations had been safely pigeon-holed,
and all the conditions of life were such as to ''wean'' them
from revolution for a long time.
5. TifE 1891 PREFACE TO l'vIARX'S

THE CIVIL WAR IN FRANCE

In his preface to the third edition of The Civil War in
France (this preface is dated March 18, 1891 and was
originally published in N eue Zeit), Engels, in ~ddition to
some interesting incidental remarks on questions concerning
the attitude towards the state, gave a remarkably vivid
summary of the lessons of the Commune. 58 This summary,
made more profound by the entire experience of the twenty years that separated the author from the Commune, and
directed expressly against the ''superstitious belief in the
state'' so widespread in Germany, may justly be called the
last word of Marxism on the question under consideration.
In France, Engels observed, the workers emerged with
arms from every revolution; ''therefore the disarming of
the workers was the first commandment for the bourgeois,
who w~re at the helm of the state. Hence, after every
revolution won by the workers, a new struggle ending
with the defeat of the workers''.
'
This summary of the experience of bourgeois revolutions
is as concise as it is expressive. The essence of the matter
-among other things, on the question of the state (has the
opP.ressed . class a:ms?)-is here remarkably well grasped.
It is precisely this essence that is most often evaded both
by profess~rs influenced by bourgeois ideology, and by petty-bourgeois democrats. In the Russian revolution of 1917
the honour (Cavaignac honour) of blabbing this secret of
bourgeois revolutions fell to the Menshevik, would-be Marxist; Tsereteli. In his ''historic'' speech of June 11, Tseretel1 blurted out that the bourgeoisie were determined to
dis~r~ the Petrograd workers-presenting, of course, this
dec1s1on as his own, and as a necessity for the ''state'' in
general!
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1'sereteli 's historic speech of June 11 will, of course,
serve every historian of the revolution of 1917 as a graphic
illustration of how the Socialist-Revolutionary and Menshevil\: bloc, led by Mr. Tsereteli, deserted to the bourgeoisie
against the revolutionary proletariat.
Another incidental remark of Engels' s, also con11ected
with the question of the state, deals with religion. It is
well known that the German Social-Democrats, as they
degenerated and became increasingly opportunist, slipped more
and more frequently into the philistine misinterpretation
of the celebrated formula: ''Religion is to be declared
a private matter.'' That is, this formula was twisted to
mean that religio11 was a private matter even for the party
of the revolutionary proletariat!! It was against this complete betrayal of the revolutionary programme of the proletariat that Engels vigorously protested. In 1891 he saw
only the very feeble beginnings of opportunism in his party,
and, therefore, he expressed himself with extreme caution:
"As almost only workers, or recognised representatives of the workers, sat in the Commune, its decisions
bore a decidedly proletarian character. Either they decreed reforms which the republican bourgeoisie had failed
to pass solely out of cowardice, but which provided a
11ecessary basis for the free activity of the working class
-such as the realisation of the principle that in relation to the state religion is a purely private matter-or
the Commune promulgated decrees which were in the
direct interest of the working class and in part cut deeply into the old order of society.''
Engels deliberately emphasised the words ''in relation
to the state'', as a straight thrust at German opportunism,
which had declared religion to be a private matter in relation to the party, thus degrading the party of the revolutionary proletariat to the level of the most vulgar ''freethinking'' philistinism, which is prepared to allow a nondenominational status, but \vhich renounces the party struggle against the opium of religion which stupefies the peopl:.
The future historian of the German Social-Democrats, in
tracing the roots of their shameful bankruptcy in 1914,
will find a fair amount of interesting material on this ques-
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tion, begin11ing with the evasive declarations in the articles of the party's ideological leader, Kautsl{y, which throw
the door wide open to opportunism, and ending with the
attitude of the party towards the ''Los-von-Kirche-Bewegung'' (the ''Leave-the-Church'' movement) in 1913. 59
But let us sae how, twenty years after the Commune,
Engels summed up its lessons for the fighting proletariat.
Here are the lessons to which Engels attached prime im- t
portance:
·
'' ... It was precisely the oppressing power of the for- '
mer centralised government, army, political police, bureaucracy, which Napoleon had created in 1798 and which
every new government had since then taken over as a
welcome instrument and used against its opponents-it
was this power which was to fall everywhere, just as it
had fallen in Paris.
''From the very outset the Commune had to recognise
that the working class, once in power, could not go on
managing with the old state machine; that in order not
to lose again its only just gained supremacy, this working class must, on the one hand, do away with all the
old machinery of oppression previously used against it
itself, and, on the other, safeguard itself against its own
deputies and officials, by declaring them all, without
exception, subject to re'call at any time .... "
Engels emphasised once again that not only under a
monarchy, hut also in a democratic republic the state remains a state, i.e., it retains its fundamental distinguishing feature of transforming the officials, the ''servants of
society'', its organs, into the masters of society.
''Against this transformation of the state and the organs of the state from servants of society into masters
of society-an inevitable transformation in all previous
states-the Commune used two infallible means. In the
first place, it filled all posts-administrative, judicial
and educational-by election on the basis of universal
suffrage of all concerned, subject to recall at any time by
the electors. And, in the second place, it paid all officials, high or low, only the wages received by other workers. The highest salary paid by the Commune to anyone
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was 6,000 francs.* In this way a dependable harrier to
place-hunting and careerism was set up, even apa:t from
the binding mandates to delegates to representative bodies, which were added besides .... ''
Er1gels here approached the interesting hour1dar~ line at
\vhich consistent democracy, on the one hand, is. tr~ns
formed into socialism and, on the ?t~er, demands soc1al1sm.
For in order to abolish the state, it is necessary to conyert
the 'functions of the civil service into the simple operations
of control and accounting that are withir1 the scope and
ability of the vast majority of the popula.tion, an~, s~bse
qtiently, of every single individual. And if c~reer1s~ is to
be abolished completely, it n1ust be _made imp~ssible ~or
''honourable'' though profitless posts in the ~1 v1l Serv1?e
to be used as a springboard to highly lucrative posts ~n
banks or joint-stock companies, as constantly happens in
all the freest capitalist countries.
.
·
Engels, however, did not make the i;n1stake some .Marxists make in dealing, for example, with the question of
the right of nations to self-determ~nat.ion, when. they argue that it is impo~si~le unde: cap1ta.l1sm and will he superfluous under soc1al1sm. 1:'h1s seem1ngl~ clever hut actually incorrect statement might be made in re~ard to an.y
democratic institution, including moderat~ s~lar1es .for officials because fully consistent democracy is impossible u_nder ~apitalism, and under socialism all democracy will
wither away.
This is a sophism like the old joke about a man becoming bald by losing one more hair.
To develop democracy to the utmost, to find the forms
for this development, to test them by practice, and so forth
-all this is one of the component tasks of th~ struggle
for the social revolution. Taken separately, no kind of democracy will bring socialism. But in actual life democracy \Vill never be ''taken separately''; it \Vill be ''taken to-

*

N om in ally abot1t 2,400 rubles or, according to the pres.ent rate
of exchange, about 6,000 rt1bles. The action of those Bolsheviks. :vho
propose that a salary of 9,000 rubles be _paid to members of municipal
councils, for instance, instead of a maximum sal~ry_ of 6,000 ru~Jes
quite an adequate sum-throughout the state, 1s inexcusable.
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gether'' with other things, it will exert its influence on economic life as well, will stimulate its transformation· and
in its turn it will be influenced by economic develop~ent,
and so on. This is the dialectics of living history.
Engels continued:

telis and Chernovs, who in their ''coalition'' practice have
revealed a superstitious belief in, and a superstitious reverence for, the state!

'' ... T~is shattering [Sprengu11g] of the former state power and its replacement by a new and truly democratic
one is described in detail in the third section of The
Civil War. But it was necessary to touch briefly here
once. more on some of its features, because in Germany
particularly the superstitious belief in the state has
passed from philosophy into the general consciousness of
the bourgeoisie and even of many \Vorkers. According to
the philosophical conception, the state is the 'realisation of the idea', or the Kingdom of God on earth, translated into philosophical terms, the sphere in which eternal truth and justice are, or should be, realised. And
from this follows a superstitious reverence for the state
and everything connected with it, which takes root the
more readily since people are accustomed from childhood
to imagine that the affairs and interests common to the
whole of society could not be looked after other than as
they have been looked after in the past, that is, through
the state and its lucratively positio11ed officials. And
people think they have taken quite an extraordi11arily
bold step forward when they have rid themselves of belief in hereditary monarchy and swear by the democratic
republic. In reality, however, the state is nothing hut a
machine for the oppression of one class by another and
indeed in the democratic republic no less than i~ · the
monarchy. And at best it is an evil inherited by the proletariat after ~ts victorious struggle for class supremacy,
whose worst sides the victorious proletariat will have to
lop off as speedily as possible, just as the Commune had
to, until a generation reared in ne\v, free social conditions is able to discard the entire lumber of the state.''
Eng.el~ warn~d the Germar1s not to forget the principles

of soc1al1sm with regard to the state ir1 general in connection with the substitutio11 of a republic for the monarchy.
His warnings now read like a veritable lesso11 to the Tsere-
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Chapter VJ
THE VULGARISATION OF MARXISM
BY THE OPPORTUNISTS

The question of the relation of the state to the social
revolution, and of the social revolution to the state, like
the question of revolution generally, was given very little
attention by the leading theoreticians and publicists of the
Second International (1889-1914). But the most characteristic thing about the process of the gradual growth of opportunism that led to the collapse of the Second International in 1914 is the fact that even when these people were
squarely faced with this question they tried to evade it or
ignored it.
In general, it may he said that evasiveness over the question of the relation of the proletarian revolution to the
state-an evasiveness which benefited and fostered opportunism-resulted in the distortion of Marxism and in its
complete vulgarisation.
.
.
To characterise this lamentable process, if only briefly,
we shall take the most prominent theoreticians of Marxism:
Plekhanov and Kautsky.
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1. PLEKHANOV'S CONTROVERSY
WITH THE ANARCHISTS

.

Plekhanov wrote a special pamphlet on the relation of
anarchism to socialism, entitled Anarchism and Socialism,
which was published in German in 1894.
In treating this subject, Plekhanov contrived completely to evade the most urgent, burning, and most politically essential issue in the struggle against anarchism, namely,
the relation of the revolution to the state, and the question of the state in general! His pamphlet falls into two
distinct parts: one of them is historical and literary, and
contains valuable material on the history of the ideas of
Stirner, Proudhon and others; the other is philistine, and
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contains a clumsy dissertation 011 the theme that a11 anarchist cannot be distinguished from a bandit.
It is a most amusing combination of subjects and most
characteristic of Plekhanov's whole activity on the eve of
the revolution and during the revolutionary period in Russia. In fact, in the years 1905 to 1917, Plekhanov revealed
himself as a semi-doctrir1aire and semi-philistine who, in
politics, trailed i11 the wake of the bourgeoisie.
We have seen how, in their controversy with the anarchists, Marx and Engels with the utmost thoroughness explained their views on the relation of the revolution to the
state. In 1891, in his foreword to Marx's Critique of the
Gotha Programme, Engels wrote that ''we''-that is, Engels arid Marx-:''were at that time, hardly two years after
The Hague Congress of the [First] International, 61 engaged
in the most violent struggle against Bakunin and his
anarchists''.
The anarchists had tried to claim the Paris Commune
as their ''own'', so to say, as a corroboration of their doctrine; and they completely misunderstood its lessons and
Marx's analysis of these lessons. Anarchism has given
nothing even approximating true answers to the concrete
political questions: Must the old state machine be
smashed? And what should be put in its place?
But to speak of ''anarchism and socialism'' while completely evading the question of the state, and disregarding
the whole development of Marxism before and after the
Commune, meant inevitably slipping into opportunism. For
what opportunism needs most of all is that the two questions just mentioned should not be raised at all. That in
itself is a victory for opportunism.
2. KAUTSKY'S CONTROVERSY
WITH THE OPPORTUNISTS

U11doubtedly, an immeasurably larger number of Kautsky's works have beer1 translated into Russian than into any
other language. It is not without reason that some German
Social-Democrats say in jest that Kautsky is read more
in Russia than in Germany (let us say, in parenthesis, that
this jest 11as a far deeper historical meaning than those
•
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who first made it suspect. The Russian workers, by makir1g
in 1905 a11 unusually great and unprecedented demand for
the best works of the best Social-Democratic literature in
the world, and by receiving translations and editions. of
these ·works in quantities unheard of in other coun~r1es,
rapidly transplanted, so to speak, the enormous experience
of a neighbouring, more advanced country to the young
soil of our proletarian movement).
.
Besides his popularisation of Marxism, Kautsky is particularly known in our country for his controversy with the
opportunists, with Bernstein at the.ir head. One ~act, ho~
ever is almost unknown, one which canr1ot be ignored if
\Ve ~et out to investigate how Kautsky drifted into the
morass of unbelievably disgraceful confusion and defence
of social-chauvinism during the supreme crisis of 1914-15.
This fact is as follows: shortly before he came out against
the most prominent representatives of opportunism. in
France (Millerand and J aures) and in Germany (Bernstein),
Kautsky betrayed very considerable vacillation. The Marxist Zarya,6 2 which was published in.Stut~gart in 1901-02,
and advocated revolutionary proletarian views, was forced
to enter into controversy with Kautsky and describe as ''elastic'' the half-hearted evasive resolution, conciliatory towards the opportunist's, that he proposed at the International Socialist Congress in Paris in 1900. 68 :£\autsky's le~
ters published in Germany reve~l no less he.s1tancy or1 l11s
part before he took the field against Bernstein.
.
Of immeasurably greater significance, however, is the
fact that, in his very controversy with the opportunists,
in his formulation of the question and his manner of treating it, we can now see, as.we study the hist~ry of ~a~tsky's
latest betrayal of Marxism, his systematic dev1at1on towards opportunism precisely on the questior1 of t~e state.
Let us take Kautsky's first important work against opportunism, Bernstein and the Social-Democratic ?rogramme.
Kautsky refutes Bernstein in detail, but here rs a characteristic thing:
Bernstein , in his Premises of Socialism, of Herostratea11
.
.
fame accuses Marxism of ''B lanquism'' (an accusation s1r1ce
. repe;ted thousands of times by the opportur1ists a~d liberal bourgeoisie in Russia against the revolutionary
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Marxists, the Bolsheviks). In this connection Bernstein dwells
particularly on Marx's The Civil War in France, and tries,
quite unsuccessfully, as we have seen, to identify Marx's
views 011 the lessons of the Commune with those of Proudhon. Bernstein pays particular attention to the conclusion
which Marx emphasised in his 1872 preface to the Conimunist Manifesto, namely, that ''the working class cannot
simply lay hold of the ready-made state machinery and
wield it for its own purposes''.
This statement ''pleased'' Bernstein so much that he used
it no less than three times in his book, interpreting it in
the most distorted, opportunist way.
As we have seen, Marx meant that the working class
must smash, break, shatter (Sprengung, explosion-the expression used by Engels) the whole state machine. But
according to Bernstein it would appear as though Marx
in these words warned the working class against excessive
revolutionary zeal when seizing power.
A cruder and more hideous distortion of Marx's idea cannot be imagined.
How, then, did Kautsky proceed in his most detailed
refutation of Bernsteinism? 64
He refrained from analysing the utter distortion of Marxism by opportunism on this point. He cited the abovequoted passage from Engels's preface to Marx's Civil War
and said that according to Marx the working class cannot
simply take over the ready-made state machinery, but that,
generally speaking, it can take it over-and that was all.
Kautsky did not say a word about the fact that Bernstein
attributed to Marx the very opposite of Marx's real idea,
that since 1852 Marx had formulated the task of the proletarian revolution as being to ''smash'' the state machine. 65
The result was that the most essential distinction between
Marxism and opportunism on the subject of the tasks of
the proletarian revolution was slurred over by Kautsky!
''We can quite safely leave the solution of the problem of the proletarian dictatorship to the future,'' said Kautsky, \vriting ''again8t''
Bernstein. (P. 172, German edition.)

This is not a polemic against Bernstein, but, in essence,
a concession to him, a surrender to opportunism; for at
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present the opportunists ask nothing better than to. ''quite
safely leave to the future'' all fundamental questions of
the tasks of the proletarian revolution.
From 1852 to 1891, or for forty years, Marx and Engels
taught the proletariat that it must sma~h the state machine. Yet, ir11899, Kautsky, confronted with the complete
betrayal of Marxism by the opport~nists on th~s .point,
fraudulently substituted for the question whether it is necessary to smash this machir1e the question of the concrete
forms in which it is to be smashed, and then sought refuge behind the ''indisputable'' (and barren) philistir1e truth
that concre.te forms cannot be known in advance!!
A gulf separates ~arx and ,Kautsky ove~ t~eir attitudes
towards the proletarian party s task of training the working class for revolution.
Let us take the next, more mature, work by Kautsky,
which was also largely devoted to a refutation of opportunist errors. It is his pamphlet, The Social Revolution. In
this pamphlet, the author chose as his special theme the
question of ''the proletarian revolution'' an~ ''the proletarian regime''. He gave much that was exceedingly valuable,
but he avoided the question of the state. Throughout the
pamphlet the author speaks of the winning of st~te power
-and no more; that is, he has chosen a formula which makes
a concession to the opportunists, inasmuch as it admits
the possibility of seizin~ power.without de~troying the state
machine. The very thing which Marx in 1872 decla:red
to be ''obsolete'' in the programme of the Communist
Manifesto, 66 is revi·ved by Kautsky in 1902.
A special section in the pamphlet is devoted to the ''forms
and weapons of the social revolution''. Here Kautsky
speaks of the mass political strike, of civil war, and of t_he
''instruments of the might of the modern large state, its
bureaucracy and the army''; but he does not say a word
about what the Commune has already taught the workers.
Evidently, it was not without reason tl1at ~n~els issue.d a
warning, particularly to the Gern1ar1 socialists, against
''superstitious reverence'' for the state.
Kautsky treats the matter as follows: the victorious proletariat ''will carry out the democratic programme'', and
he goes on to formulate its clauses. But he does not say
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a word about the 11ew material provided by 1871 on the
subject of the replacement of bourgeois democracy by proletarian democracy. Kautsky disposes of the question by
using such ''impressive-sounding'' banalities as:
''Still, it goes without saying that \Ve shall not achieve s11pre1nacy under the present conditions. Revolution itself presupposes long
and deep-going struggles, which, in themselves, will change our present political and social structure." ·

.

'
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Undoubtedly, this ''goes without saying'', just as the fact
that horses eat oats or the Volga flows into the Caspian.
Only it is a pity that an empty and bombastic phrase
about ''deep-going'' struggles is used to avoid a question of
vital importance to the revolutionary proletariat, na:mely,
what makes its revolution ''deep-going'' in relation to the
state, to democracy, as distinct from previous, non-proletarian revolutions.
By avoiding this question, Kautsky in practice makes
a concession to opportunism on this most essential point,
although in words he declares stern war against it and
stresses the importance of the ''idea of revolution'' (how
much is this ''idea'' worth when one is afraid to teach the
workers the concrete lessons of revolution?), or says, ''revolutionary idealism before everything else'', or announces
that the English workers are now ''hardly more than petty
bourgeois''.
''The most varied forms of enterprises-bureaucratic[??], trade
unionist, co-operative, private ... can exist side by side in socialist.
society,'' Kautsky writes. '' ... There are, for example, enterprises
which cannot do \vithout a bureaucratic [??] organisation, such as
the railways. Here the democratic organisation may take the follo\ving shape: the workers elect delegates who form a sort of parlian1ent,
\vhich establishes the working regulations and supervises the management of the bureaucratic apparatus. The management of other
enterprises may be transferred to the trade unions, and still others
may become co-operative enterprises.''

This argument is erro11eous; it is a step backward compared with the explanations Marx and Engels gave in
the seventies, using the lessons of the Commune as an
example.
As far as the supposedly necessary ''bureaucratic'' organisation is concerned, there is 110 differe11ce whatever
betweer1 a railway arid any other enterprise in large-scale
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a word about the i1ew material provided by 1871 on the
subject of the replacement of bourgeois democracy by proletarian democracy. Kautsky disposes of the question by
using such ''impressive-sounding'' banalities as:
"Still, it goes without saying that \Ve shall not achieve st1pre1nacy uncler the present conditions. Revolution itself presupposes long
and deep-going struggles , which, in then1selves, will change our present political and social structure."

Undoubtedly, this ''goes without saying'', just as the fact
that horses eat oats or the Volga flows into the Caspian.
Only it is a pity that an empty and bombastic phrase
about ''deep-going'' struggles is used to avoid a question of
vital importance to the revolutionary proletariat, namely,
what makes its revolution ''deep-goir1g'' in relation to the
state, to democracy, as distinct from previous, non-proletarian revolutions.
By avoiding this question, Kautsky in practice mal{es
a concession to opportunism on this most essential point,
although in words he declares stern war against it and
stresses the importance of the ''idea of revolution'' (how
much is this ''idea'' worth when one is afraid to teach the
workers the concrete lessons of revolution?), or says, ''revolutionary idealism before everything else'', or announces
that the English workers are now ''hardly more than petty
bourgeois''.
"The most varied forms of enterprises-bureaucratic[??], trade
unionist, co-operative, private ... can exist side by side in socialist
society," Kautsky writes. " ... There are, for example, enterprises
which cannot do without a bt1reaucratic [??] organisation, such as
the rail,vays. Here the democratic organisation may take the follo,ving shape: tho workers elect delegates who form a sort of parliament,
\Vhich establishes the working regulations and supervises the management of the bureaucratic apparatus. The management of other
enterprises may be transferred to the trade unions, and still others
may become co-operative enterprises."

This argument is erro11eous; it is a step backward compared with the explanations Marx and Engels gave in
the seventies, using the lessons of the Commune as an
example.
As far as the supposedly necessary ''bureaucratic'' organisa ti 011 is concerned, there is 110 difference whatever
between a railway arid any other enterprise in large-scale
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machine ind uslry, any factory, large shop, or largo-scale
capitalist agricultural enterprise. The tecl111ique of all tl1ese
enterprises mal{es absolutely imperative the strictest discipline, the utmost precision 011 the part of everyone in car1~ying
out 11is allotted task, for otherwise the whole enterprise may
come to a stop, or machinery or the finished product may
be damaged. In all these enterprises the workers will, of
course, ''elect delegates \Vho will form a sort of par liament''.
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The whole point, however, is that this ''sort of parliament'' will not be a parliament in the sense of a bourgeois
parliamentary institution. The whole point is that this
''sort of parliament'' will not merely ''establish the working regulations and supervise the management of the bureaucratic apparatus'', as Kautsky, whose thinking does not go
beyond the bounds of bourgeois parliamentarism, imagines. In socialist society, the ''sort of parliament'' consisting
of workers' deputies will, of course, ''establish the working regulations and supervise the management'' of the ''apparatus'', but this apparatus will not be ''bureaucratic''.
The workers, after winning political power, will smash the
old bureaucratic apparatus, shatter it to its very foundations, and raze it to the ground; they will replace it by a
new one, consisting of the very same workers and other
employees, against whose transformation into bureaucrats
the measures will at once be taken which were specified in
detail by Marx and Engels: (1) not only election, but also
recall at any time; (2) pay not to exceed that of a workman;
(3) immediate introduction of control and supervision by
all, so that all may become ''bureaucrats'' for a time and
that, therefore, nobody may be able to become a ''bureaucrat''.
Kautsky has not reflected at all on Marx's words: ''The
Commune was a working, not a parliamentary, body, executive and legislative at the same time. '' 67
Kautsky has not understood at all the difference between
bourgeois parliamentarism, which combines democracy (not
for the people) with bureaucracy (against the people), and
proletarian democracy, which will take immediate steps
to cut bureaucracy down to the roots, and which will be
able to carry these measures through to the end, to the com6-1634
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plete abolition of bureaucracy, to the i11troduction of complete democracy for the people.
Kautsky here displays the same old ''superstitious reverence'' for the state, and ''superstitious belief'' in bureaucracy.
Let us now pass to the last and best of Ka utsky 's works
agair1st the opportur1ists, his pamphlet The Road to Power
(which, I believe, has not been p11blished i11 R11ssia11, for
it appeared ir1 1909, when reaction was at its height ir1 our
country). This pamphlet is a big step forward, since it
does not deal with the revolutionary programme in general,
as the pamphlet of 1899 against Bernstein, or with the tasks
of the social revolution irrespective of the time of its occurrence, as the 1902 pamphlet, The Social Revolution; it
deals with the concrete conditions which compel us to recognise that the ''era of revolutions'' is setting in.
The author explicitly points to the aggravation of class
antagonisms in general and to imperialism, which plays
a particularly important part in this respect. After the
''revolutionary period of 1789-1871 '' in Western Europe, lie
says, a similar period began in the East in 1905. A world
war is approaching with menacing rapidity. ''It [the proletariat] can no longer talk of premature revolution.'' ''We
have entered a revolutionary period.'' The ''revolutionary
era is beginning''.
These statements are perfectly clear. This pampl1let of
Kautsky's should serve as a measure of comparison of what
the German Social-Democrats promised to be before the imperialist war arid the depth of degradatior1 to which they,
including Kautsky himself, sank when the war broke out.
''The present situation,'' Kautsky wrote in the pamphlet
under survey, ''is fraught with the danger that we [i.e.,
the German Social-Democrats] may easily appear to be
more 'moderate' than we really are.'' It tur11ed out that in
reality the German Social-Democratic Party was much
more moderate and opportunist than it appeared to be!
It is all the more characteristic, therefore, that although
Kautsky so explicitly declared that the era of revolutions
had already begun, in the pamphlet which he himself said
was devoted to an analysis of the ''political revolution'',
he agair1 completely avoided the question of the state.
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1'hese evasions of tl1e question, these omissions and equivocations, inevitably added up to that complete swingover to opportunism with which we shall now have to deal.
Kautsky, the German Social-Democrats' spokesman, seems
to have declared: I abide by revolutionary views (1899),
[ recog11ise, above all, the ir1evitability of tl1e social rev(>l11tio11 of the proletariat (1902), I recogr1ise the advent of
a 11ew era of revolutions (1909). Still, I am goi11g back on
\Vhat Marx said as early as 1852, si11ce the question of the
tasks of the proletaria11 revolution in relatio11 to the state
is being raised (1912).
It was in this point-blank form that the question was put
ir1 Kautsky's controversy with Pannekoek.
3. KAUTSKY'S CONTROVERSY WITJI PANNEKOEK

In opposing Kautsky, Pannekoek came out as or1e of the
representatives of the ''Left radical'' trend which ir1cluded
Rosa Luxemburg, Karl Radek a11d others. Advocating revol11tionary tactics, they were united in the conviction that
Kautsky was goi11g over to the ''Centre'', which wavered
in a11 unprincipled manner between Marxism and opportu11ism. This view was proved perfectly correct by the war,
when this ''Centrist'' (wrongly called Marxist) trend, or
Kautskyism, revealed itself in all its repulsive wretched11ess.
In an article touching on the question of the state, e11titled ''Mass Action and Revolution'' (Neue Zeit, 1912,
Vol. XXX, 2), Pannekoek described Kautsky's attitude as
011e of ''passive radicalism'', as ''a theory of inactive expectancy''. ''Kautsky refuses to see the process of revolution,'' wrote Pannekoek (p. 616). In presenting the matter
ir1 this way, Pannekoek approached the subject which interests us, namely, the tasks of the proletarian revolution
ir1 relatio11 to the state.
"The struggle of the proletariat," he wrote, ''is not merely a_ struggle against the bourgeoisie for state po,ver, but a struggle against
state pov;er .... The content of this [the proletarian I revolution is the
<lestruction and dissolution [Aufliisung) of the instruments of power of
the state with the aid of the instruments of po,ver of the proletariat ...
(p. 544). The struggle \vill cease only when, as the rest1lt of it, the
state organisation is completely destroyed. The organisation of the
5•
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n1ajority ~vil~ then have demonstrated its superiority by destroying
the organ1sat1on of the ruling minority.'' (P. 548.)

The forn1ulat~on in which Pannekoek presented his ideas
suffers from serious defects. But its meaning is clear 11 one~heless, and it is interesting to note how Kautsky combated
It.
"Up to now,'' he wrote, ''the antithesis between the Social-Democrats and the .anarchists has .been that the former wished to win
state power while the latter wished to destroy it. Pannekoek wants
to do both.'' (P. 724.)

Although Pannekoek's exposition lacks precision and concreteness-not to speak of other shortcomings of his article
w~ich hav~ no bearing on the present subject-Kautsky
seized precisely on the point of principle raised by Pannekoek; and on this fundamental point of principle Kautsky
completely abandoned the Marxist position and went over
wholly to opportunism. His definition of the distinction
between the Social-Democrats and the anarchists is absolutely
wrong;
he
completely
vulgarises
and
distorts
Marx•
•

I Sm.

The distinction between the Marxists and the anarchists
~s. this: (1) The former, while aiming at the complete abol1t10~ of the state, recognise that this aim can only be
ach1eve.d after classes have been abolished by the socialist
revolution, as the result of the establishment of socialism
which leads to the withering away of the state. The latte;
want to abolish the state completely overnight, 11ot understanding the conditions under which the state can be abolished. (2) The former recognise that after the proletariat
has won political power it must completely destroy the old
state machine and replace it by a new one consisting of an
organisation of the armed workers, after the type of the
Commune. The latter, while insisting on the destruction of
the state machine, have a very vague idea of what the
proletariat will put in its place and how it will use its
revolutionary power. The anarchists even deny that the
revolutionary proletariat should use the state power, they
reject its revolutionary dictatorship. (3) The former demand
that the proletariat be trained for revolution by utilising
the present state. The anarchists reject this.
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In this controversy, it is not Kautsky but Pannekoek
who represents Marxism, for it was Marx who taught that
the proletariat cannot simply win state power in the sense
that the old state apparatus passes into new hands, but
must smash this apparatus, must break it and replace it
by a new one.
Kautsky abandons Marxism for the opportunist camp, for
this destruction of the state machine, which is utterly unacceptable to the opportunists, completely disappears from
his argument, and he leaves a loophole for them in that
''conquest'' may be interpreted as the simple acquisition of
a majority.
To cover up his distortion of Marxism, Kautsky behaves
like a doctrinaire: he puts forward a ''quotation'' from Marx
himself. In 1850 Marx wrote that a ''resolute centralisation of power in the hands of the state authority'' 68 was
necessary, and Kautsky triumphantly asks: does Pannekoek
want to destroy ''Centralism''?
This is simply a trick, like Bernstein's identification of
the views of Marxism a11d Proudhonism on the subject of
federalism as against centralism.
Kautsky's ''quotation'' is neither here nor there. Centralism is possible with both the old and the new state machine. If the workers voluntarily unite their armed forces,
this will be centralism, but it will be based on the ''complete
destruction'' of the centralised state apparatus-the standing army, the police and the bureaucracy. Kautsky acts
like an outright swindler by evading the perfectly welll(nown arguments of Marx and Engels on the Commune and
plucking out a quotation which has nothing to do with the
point at issue.
''Perhaps he [Pan11ekoek ], '' Kautsky conti11ues, ",vants to abolisl1 t}1e state functio11s of the officials? But we can11ot do \vithout
officials even in the party and the trade unions, let alo11e in the state
ad1ninistration. And our programme does not demand the abolition
o~ stat~ officials, but that they be elected by the people .... We are
d1~cuss1ng here not the form the administrative apparatus of the 'future state' will assume, but whether our political struggle abolishes
[literally dissolves-auflost) the state power before u1e have captured
it [Kautsky's italics). Wl1ich ministry with its officials could be
abolished?'' Then follows an enumeration of the ministries of education, justice, finance and war. ''No, not one of the present ministries
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will be re.moved by our politic~! struggle aisainst the government..
I repeat, in order to preve11t m1sunderstand1ng: ,ve are not discu · ··
here the form the 'future state' will be given by the victorious s0s~ilg
Democrats, but ho,v the present state is changed by our opposi"t 1.c0 ia ~
(P. 725.)
·
n.

~:

.··
'
,

··

This is ar1 obvious trick. Pannekoek raised the questi '
of revolution. Both t~e t_itle of ~is articles and the pasag:~ :'
q_uoted above clearly indicate this. By skipping to the q _ .
t10 n o f '' oppos:. t.ion '' , K ~uts k y s_ubstitutes the opportunist'!
ues
for the revolutionary point of view. What he says. means·;
at present we are an opposition; what we shall ·be afte;;
we ~ave captured p_ower, that we shall see. Revolution has·:
vanished! ~nd tha_t is ex.actly_ what the opportunists wanted.
The P?Int at issue is neither opposition nor political !,
struggle in ~eneral, but revolution. Revolution consists in····
the proletariat destroying the ''administrative apparatus'' ..·.
and the whole state machine, replacing it by a new one '
m~~e up of the armed workers. Kautsky displays a ''super~····.
st1t1ous reverence'' for ''mi?istries''; but why can they not ·.
be replace~, say, by committees of specialists working un- ·
d~r s,overe1g1_1, all-powerful Soviets of Workers' and Sol- ···
d1ers Deputies?
Th~ point is not at all whether the ''ministries'' will
remain, o.r wh_ether ''committees of specialists'' or some ·
ot~er ~od1es will be set up; that is quite immaterial. The •
point is whether the old state machine (bound by thousands
of threads. to the _bourgeoisie and permeated through and
through with routine and inertia) shall remain, or be de~troyed and replaced by a new one. Revolution cor1sists not
in the new class commanding, governing with the aid of
th~ old state machine, but i11 this class smashing this machine. a11d commanding, governi11g with the aid of a new
machine. Kautsky slurs over this basic idea of Marxism, or
he does not understand it at all.
His questior1 about officials clearly shows that he does
?ot understand the lessons of the Commune or the teachings of Marx. ''We cannot do without officials even in the
party and the trade unions .... ''
We cannot do without officials under capitalis 11i, u11der
the rule ~! the bourgeoisie. The pr·oletariat is oppressed,
the work1r1g people are enslaved by capitalism. Under
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capitalism, democracy is restricted, cramped, curtailed, mutilated by all the conditions of wage slavery, and the poverty and misery of the people. This and this alone is the
reason why the functionaries of our political organisations
and trade unions are corrupted-or rather te11d to be corriipted-by the conditions of capitalism and betray a tendency to become bureaucrats, i.e., privileged persons divorced from the people and standing above the people.
That is the essence of bureaucracy; and until the ·capitalists have been expropriated and the bourgeoisie overthrown, even proletarian functionaries will inevitably be
''bureaucratised'' to a certain extent.
According to Kautsky, since elected functionaries will
remain under socialism, so will officials, so will the bureaucracy! This is exactly where he is wrong. Marx, referring
to the example of the Commune, showed that under socialism functionaries will cease to be ''bureaucrats'', to be
''officials'', they will cease to be so in proportion as-in
addition to the principle of election of officials-the principle of recall at any time is also introduced, as salaries are
reduced to the level of the wages of the average workman,
and as parliamentary institutions are replaced by ''working bodies, executive and legislative at the same time''. 6 9
As a matter of fact, the 'vhole of Kautsky's argument
against Pannekoek, and particularly the former' s wonderful point that we cannot do without officials even in our
party and trade union organisations, is merely a repetition
of Bernstein's old ''arguments'' against Marxism in general.
Ir1 his rer1egade book, The Premises of Socialism, Bernsteir1
con1bats the ideas of ''primitive'' democracy, combats what
he calls ''doctrir1aire democracy'': binding mandates, unpaid officials, impote11t ce11tral represer1tative bodies, etc.
'fo prove that this ''primitive'' democracy is l1nsound, Bern..
stei11 refers to the experience ()f the British trade 1111ions,
as ir1terpreted by the Webbs. 7 0 Seventy years of developn_ie11t ''ir1 absolute freedom'', he says (p. 137, German edit1or1), convinced the trade unions that primitive democracy was useless, and they replaced it by ordinary democracy, i.e., parliamentarism combined with bureaucracy.
. 111 reality, the trade unions did not develop ''in absolute
freeclom '' lJut in absolute capitalist slave1·y, u11der which,

•
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it ~?es wi~hou~ saying, a number of concessions to the preva1l1ng evil, violence, falsehood, exclusion of the poor from
the affairs of ''higher'' administration, ''cannot be . done
witho1it''. Under socialism much of ''primitive'' democracy will inevitably be revived, since, for the first time in
tl~e hi.story of c.i vilised society, the mass of the population
will rise ~o taking an independent part, not only in voting
and elections, but also in the everyday administration of
the state. Under socialism all will govern in turn and will
soon become accustomed to no one governing.
Marx's critico-analytical genius saw in the practical meas1ire~ of the Commune the turning-point which the opportunists fear and do not want to recognise because of their
c~wardice, becau~e. they do not. want to break irrevocably
with the hourgeo1s1e, and which the anarchists do not want
to see, either because they are in a hurry or because they do
not understand at all the conditions of great social changes.
''We . must not even think of destroying the old state
machine; how can we do without ministries and officials?''
ar~u.es. t~e opportunist, who is completely saturated with
ph1l1stinism and who, at bottom, not only does not believe
~n revolution, in the creative power of revolution, hut lives
in mortal dread of it (like our Mensheviks and SocialistRevolutionaries).
''We must think only of destroying the old state machine·
it is no use probing into the concrete lessons of earlier pro~
letarian revolutions and analysing what to put in the place
of what has been destroyed, and how,'' argues the anarchist
(the best of the anarchists, of course, and not those who
followir1g the Kropotkins and Co., trail behind the hour~
geoisie). Consequently, the tactics of the anarchist become
t~e tactics of despair instead of a ruthlessly bold revolutionary effort to solve concrete problems wl1ile tal(ing into
account the practical conditions of the mass movement.
Marx teaches us to avoid both errors· he teaches us to
act with supreme boldness in destroyi~g the entire old
state ma~hine, and at the same time he teaches us to put
the question concretely: the Commune was able in the space
of a _few w~eks to ~tart building a new, proletarian state
machine by introducing such-and-such measures to provide
wider democracy and to uproot bureaucracy. Let us learn
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revolutionary boldness from the Communards; let us see
in their practical measures the outline of really urgent and
immediately possible measures, and then, following this
road, we shall achieve the complete destruction of bureaucracy.
The possibility of this destruction is guaranteed by the
fact that socialism will shorten the working day, will raise
the people to a new life, will create such conditions for
the majority of the population as will enable everybody,
without exception, to perform ''state functions'', and this
will lead to the complete withering away of every form of
state in general.
''Its object [the object of the mass strike],'' Kautsky continues,
.''cannot be to destroy the state power; its only object can be to make
the government compliant on some specific question, or to replace
a government hostile to the proletariat by one willing to meet it halfway [entgegenkommende ]. . . . But never, under no circumstances,
can it [that is, the proletarian victory over a hostile gover.ement]
lead to the destruction of the state power; it can lead only to a certain
shifting [Verschiebung] of the balance of forces within the state power .... The aim of our political struggle remains, as in the past, the
conquest of state power by winning a majority in parliamen~ and by
raising parliament to the rank of master of the government.'' (Pp. 726,
727, 732.)

This is nothing but the purest and most vulgar opportunism: repudiating revolution in deeds, while accepting it
in words. Kautsky'~ thoughts go no further than a ''government ... willing to meet the proletariat half-way''-a step
backward to philistinism compared with 1847, when the
Communist Manifesto proclaimed ''the organisation of the
proletariat as the ruling class''. 71
Kautsky will have to achieve his beloved ''unity'' with
the Scheidemanns, Plekhanovs and Vanderveldes, all of
whom agree to fight for a government ''willing to meet the
proletariat half-way''.
We, however, shall break with these traitors to socialism,
and we shall fight for the complete destruction of the old
state. machine, in order that the armed proletariat itself
may become the government. These are two vastly different
things.
Kautsky will have to e11joy the pleasant company of the
Legiens and Davids, Plekhanovs, Potresovs, Tseretelis and
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Chernovs, who are quite willing to work for the ''shifting
of the balance of forces within the state power'', for ''winning a majority in parliament'', and ''raising parliament
to the rank of master of the government''. A most worthy
object, which is wholly acceptable to the opportunists and
which keeps everything within the bounds of the bourgeois
parliamentary republic.
We, however, shall break with the opportunists; arid the
entire class-conscious proletariat will be with us in the
fight-not to ''shift the balance of forces'', but to overthrow the bourgeoisie, to destroy bourgeois parliamentarism,
for a democratic republic after the type of the Commune,
or a republic of Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies,
for the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.

in this way make their political rule the foundation for
the socialist reorganisation of society, they have actually
preached to the masses the very opposite and have depicted the ''conquest of power'' in a way that has left thousands
of loopholes for opportunism.
.
The distortion and hushing up of the question of the
relation of the proletarian revolution to the state could
not but play an immense role at a time when states, which
posses a military apparatus expand~~ as a consequence. of
imperialist rivalry, have become m1l1tary monsters which
are extermi11ating millions of people in order to settle the
issue as to whether Britain or Germany-this or that finance
capital-is to rule the world.*

*

*

Written in August-September 1917
Published as a pamphlet in 1918
by Zhizn i Znaniye Publishers,
St. Petersburg

*

•

To the right of Kautsky in international socialism there
are trends such as Sozialistische Monatshefte 72 in Germany
(Legien, David, Kolb and many others, including the Scandinavians Stauning and Branting); Jaures's followers and
Vandervelde in France and Belgium; Turati, Treves and
other Right-wingers of the Italian Party 73 ; the Fab_ians74
and ''Independents'' (the Independent Labour Party, 75
which, in fact, has always been dependent on the Liberals)
in Britain; and the like, All these gentry, who play a tremendous, very often a predominant role in the parliamentary work and the press of their parties, repudiate outright
the dictatorship of the proletariat and pursue a policy of
undisguised opportunism. Ir1 the eyes of these gentry, the
''dictatorship'' of the proletariat ''contradicts'' democracy!!
There is really 110 essential distinction betwee11 them and
the petty-bourgeois democrats.
Takirrg this circt1msta11ce into consideration, we are justified in drawing the co11clusion that the Second International, that is, the overwhelming majority of its official
representatives, has completely sunk into opportunism. The
experience of the Commune has been not only ignored,
but distorted. Far from inculcating in the workers' minds
the idea that the tim-e is nearing when they must act to
smash the old state machi11e, re:place it by a 11ew or1e, a11q
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co11tinues as follows:
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Chapter VII
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THE EXPERIENCE OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTIONS OF 1905 AND 1917

I'

I
I

The subject indicated in the title of this chapter is so vast that
volumes could and should be written about it. In the present _pamphlet
\Ve shall have to confine ourselves, naturally, to the most important
lessons provided by experience, those bearing directly upon the tasks
of the proletariat in the revolution with regard to state power. (Her~
the ID(l.I1Uscript breaks off, -Ed.)

CAN THE BOLSHEVIKS RETAIN STATE POWER?

From CAN THE BOLSHEVIKS RETAIN STATE POWER?
The third plea, that the proletariat ''will not he able
technically to lay hold of the state apparatus'', is, perhaps,
the most common and most frequent. It deserves most
attention for this reason, and also because it indicates one
of the most serious and difficult tasks that will confront
the victorious proletariat. There is no doubt that these
tasks will he very difficult, hut if we, who call ourselves
socialists, indicate this difficulty only to shirk these tasks,
in practice the distinction between us and the lackeys of
the bourgeoisie will be reduced to nought. The difficulty
of the tasks of the proletarian revolution should prompt the
proletariat's supporters to make a closer and more definite
study of the means of carrying out these tasks.
The state apparatus is primarily the standing army, the
police and the bureaucracy. By saying that the proletariat
will not be able technically to lay hold of this apparatus,
the writers of Novaya Zhizn 76 reveal their utter ignorance
and their reluctance to take into account either facts or
the arguments long ago cited in Bolshevik literature.
All the N ovaya Zhizn writers regard themselves, if not
as Marxists, then at least as being familiar with Marxism,
as educated socialists. But Marx, basing himself on the experience of the Paris Commune, taught that the proletariat
cannot simply lay hold of the ready-made state machine
and use it for its own purposes, that the proletariat must
smash this machine and substitute a new 011e for it (I deal
with this in greater detail in a pamphlet, the first part of
which is now finished and will soon appear ur1der the title
The State and Revolution. The Marxist Theory of the State
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and the Tasks of the Proletariat in the Revolution*)·
This new type of state machinery was created b~ the ~ari~
Commune and the Russian Soviets of Workers , Soldiers
and Peas~nts' Deputies are a ''state ~ppar~tus'' of. the
same type. I have indicated this ma?y times since ~pril 4,
1917· it is dealt with in the resolutions of Bolshevik cor1feren'ces and also in Bolshevik literature. Novaya Zh~zn
could, of course, have expressed its utter disagreement with
Marx and with the Bolsheviks, but for a paper t~at has
so often and so haughtily, scolded the Bolsheviks for
their all~gedly frivolous attitude. to difficult probl~ms. to
evade this question completely rs tantamount to issuing
itself a certificate of mental poverty.
The proletariat cannot ''lay hold. of'' the ''state appa.~a
tus'' and ''set it in motion''. But rt can smash e~er~thing
that is oppressive, routine, incorrigibly bourgeois in the
old state apparatus and substitute its own, new apparat1:1s.
The Soviets of Workers', Soldiers' and Peasants' Deputies
are exactly this apparatus.
.
That N ovaya Zhizn has completely forgotten about this
''state appa1·atus'' can be called noth~ng hut mo.nstrous.
Behaving in this way in their theoretic.al r~ason1ng, the
N ovaya Zhizn people are, in essence, do1n~ in. the sp~ere
of political theory what the Cadets are doing in po.l1tical
practice. Because, if the proletariat and the revolutionary
democrats do not in fact need a new state _ap~aratus, t~en
the Soviets lose their raison d'etre, lose their r1~ht to. existence, and the Kornilovite Cadets are right in trying to
reduce the Soviets to nought!
. .
.
This monstrous theoretical blunder and pol1t1cal blindness on the part of N ovaya Zhizn is all the ~ore m?n- strous because even the internationalist ~enshev1ks 77 (w~th
whom Novaya Zhizn formed a bloc dur1.ng the .last City
Council elections in Petrograd) have on this question sho_wn
some proximity to the Bolsheviks. So, in the declaration
of the Soviet majority made by Comrade Martov at the
Democratic Conference, 78 we read:
'' ... The Soviets of Workers', So~diers' and. Peasants' Deputi.es,
set up in the first days of the revolution by a mighty burst of creative
*See Collected Works, Vol. 25, pp. 381-492.-Ed.
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entl1usiasm that stems from the people then1selves, constitute the new
fabric of the revolutionary state that has replaced the outworn state
fabric of the old regime .... ''

This is a little too flowery: that is to say, rhetoric here
covers up lack of clear political thinking. The Soviets have
not yet replaced the old ''fabric'', and this old ''fabric''
is not the state fabric of the old regime, but the state fabric of both tsarism and of the bol1rgeois republic. But at
ar1y rate, Martov here stands head and shoulders above
Novaya Zhizn.
The Soviets are a new state apparatus which, in the
first pl?ce, pro".ides an armed force of workers and peasants;
and this force is not divorced from the people, as was the
old standing army, hut is very closely hound up with the
people. From the military point of view this force is incomparably more powerful than previous forces; from the
re~olutionary point of v~ew, it cannot be replaced by a11ything else. Secondly, this apparatus provides a bond with
the. pe?ple, with the m_ajority of the people, so intimate,
so indissoluble, so easily verifiable and renewable that
nothing even remotely like it existed in the previou~ state
apparatus. Thirdly, this apparatus, by virtue of the fact
that its personnel is elected and subject to recall at the
people's will without any bureaucratic formalities, is far
~ore d~mocratic than any previous apparatus. Fourthly,
i~ provides a clo~e. co~tact with the most varied professions, thereby facilitating the adoption of the most varied
ai;id most radic.al r.eforms without red tape. Fifthly, it provides an organisatior1al form for the vanguard, i.e., for the
most class-conscious, most energetic and most progressive
section of th~ oppressed classes, the workers and peasants,
and so constitutes an apparatus by means of which the
vanguard of the oppressed classes can elevate, train, edu:..
cate, and lead the entire vast mass of these classes, which
has up to now stood completely outside of political life
and history. Sixthly, it makes it possible to combine the
advantages of the parliamentary system with those of immediate and direct democracy, i.e., to vest in the people's
elected represeritatives both legislative and executive functions. Compared with the bourgeois parliamentary system,
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this is an advar1ce in democracy's development which is
of world-wide, historic significar1ce.
In 1905, our Soviets existed or1ly in einbryo, so to speak,
as they lived altogether only a few weeks. Clearly, under
the conditions of that time, their compreher1sive development was out of tl1e question. It is still out of the question
i11 the 1917 revolution, for a few months is an extremely
short period and-this is most importar1t-the SocialistRevolutionary and Menshevik leaders have prostituted the
Soviets, have reduced their role to that of a talkir1g shop,
of an accomplice ir1 the compromising policy of the leaders.
The Soviets have been rotting and decaying alive under
the leadership of the Liebers, Dans, Tseretelis and Chernovs. The Soviets will be able to develop properly, to display their potentialities and capabilities to the full only
by taking over full state power; for otherwise they have
nothing to do, otherwise they are either simply embryos
(and to remain an embryo too long is fatal), or playthir1gs.
''Dual power'' means paralysis for the Soviets.
If the creative enthusiasm of the revolutionary classes
had not given rise to the Soviets, the proletarian revolution in R.ussia would have been a hopeless cause, for the
proletariat could certainly not retain power with the old
state apparatus, and it is impossible to create a new apparatus immediately. The sad history of the prostitution of
the Soviets by the Tseretelis and Chernovs, the history of
the ''coalitior1 '', is also the history of the liberation of the
Soviets from petty-bourgeois illusions, of their passage
through the ''purgatory'' of the practical experience of the
utter abomination and filth of all and sundry bourgeois
coalitions. Let us hope that this ''purgatory'' has steeled
rather than weakened the Soviets.
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September-October 1 (14), 1917
Publisl1ed in October 1917
ir1 the magazi11e Prosveshcheniye
No. 1-2

Collected Works,
'\'ol. 26, pp. 101-01,

From THE REPORT ON THE ACTIVITIES
OF THE COUNCIL OF PEOPLE'S COMMISSARS,
DELIVERED AT THE.THIRD ALL-RUSSIA CONGRESS
OF SOVIETS
JANUARY 11 (24), 1918

•

Comrades, on behalf of the Council of People's Commissars I must submit to you a report of its activities for the
two months and fifteen days that have elapsed since. the
establishment of Soviet power and the Soviet Government
in Russia.
Two months and fifteen days-that is only five days
more than the preceding workers' power lasted and ruled
over a whole country, or over the exploite1·s and the capitalists, the power of the Paris \Yorkers at the time of the
Paris Commune of 1871.
We must first of all remember this worl{ers' po\ver, we
must cast our minds back and compare it with the Soviet
power that was formed on October 25. And if we compare
the preceding dictatorship of the proletariat with the present one we shall see at once what a gigantic stride the
international working-class movement has made, and in
what an immeasurably more favourable position Soviet power in Russia finds itself, notwithstanding the incredibly
complicated conditions of war and economic ruin.
After retaining power for two months and ten days, the
workers of Paris, who for the first time in history established the Commune, the embryo of Soviet power, perished
at the hands of the French Cadets, Mensheviks and Right
Socialist-Revolutionaries of a Kaledin type. The French
workers had to pay an unprecedentedly heavy price for the
first experience of workers' government, the meaning and
purpose of which the overwhelming majority of the peasants in France did not know.
We find ourselves in immeasurably more favourable cir-
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cumstances because the Russian soldiers, worl{ers and peasants were able to create the Soviet Government, an apparatus which informed the whole world of their methods of
struggle. It is this that puts the Russian workers and peasants
in a position that differs from the power of the Paris proletariat. They had no apparatus, the country did not understand them; we were immediately able to rely on Soviet
power, and that is why we never doubted that Soviet power enjoys the sympathy and the warmest and most devoted
support of the overwhelming majority of the people, and
that therefore Soviet power is invincible.
Published

in

Collected Works,
Vol. 26, pp. 455-56

Izvestia TsI K

on January 12 and 13, 1918

•

Ba11ncr of the 67tl1 Battalion of the Pa;is .C om1nunards
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REPORT AT THE SE\TENTH CONGRESS OF THE R.C.P.(B.)

type of Soviel power' has show.n it~ value s~nce it has spread
to Fi11land, a country that is d1ffe1--ent i11 every respect,
where the1--e are no Soviets but where there is, at any rate,
a new type of power, proletarian power. 7 9 This i~, t~ere
fore , proof of what is theoretically roga1-.ded as ~nd1spl1table - that Soviet power is a new type of sta~e without a
bureaucracy, without police, withou l a sta11d1ng arrny, a
state in which bourgeois democracy l1as beer1 replaced by
a new democracy, a democracy tl1a t b1--i11gs to ~he f.ore the
vanguard of tl1e working people, gives the~ leg1slat1~e. and
executive authority, makes them responsible for m1l1tary
defence and creates state machinery that can re-educate
the masses.

From the REPORT ON TIIE REVIEW
OF THE PROGRAMME
AND ON CHANGING THE NAME OF TIJE PARTY,
DELIVERED AT TI-IE EXTRAORDINARY
SEVENTH CONGRESS OF THE R.C.P.(B.)
MARCH 8, 1918
Following this, our tasl{ is to define the Soviet type of
state. I have tried to outline theoretical views on this question in my book The State and Revolution. It seems to me
that the Marxist view on the state has been distorted in the
highest degree by the official socialism that is domina11t
i11 Western Europe, and that this has been splendidly co11firmed by the experience of tho Soviet revolution a11d the
establ ishment of the Soviets in Russia. There is mucJ1 that
is crude a11d unfinished in our Soviets, there is no (lOl1bt
about that, it is obvious to everyone who examines their
work; but what is important, has historical value ancl is a
step forward in the world development of socialism, is
that they are a new type of state. The Paris Commune \Vas
a matter of a few weeks, in one city, without the people
being conscious of what they were doing. The Commune
was not understood by those who created it; they established the Commune by following the unfailing instinct of
. the awal{ened people, and neither of the groups of French
socialists was conscious of what it was doing. Because we
are standing on the shoulders of the Paris Commune and
the many years of development of German Social-Democ~ racy, we have conditions that enable us to see clearly
what we are doing in creating Soviet power. Despite all the
crudity and lacl{ of discipline that exist in the Sovietsthis is a survival of the petty-bourgeois nature of our COllnt ; y- despite all that the new type of state has been created by the masses of the people. It has been functioning for
months and not weel{s, and 11ot i11 one city, but throughout
a tremendous country, populated by several nations. This
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•

From THE PROLE'"fARIAN REVOLUrflON
AND THE RENEGADE KAUTSKY
HOW KAUTSKY TURNED MARX
INTO A COMMON LIBERAL

The fundamental question that Kautsky discusses in his
pan1phlet is-that of the very essence of proletarian revolution, namely, the dictatorship of the proletariat. This is
a question that is of the greatest importance for all countries, especially for the advanced ones, especially for those
at war, and especially at the present time. One may say
without fear of exaggeration that this is the l{ey problem
oI the entire proletarian class struggle. It is, therefore,
necessary to pay particular attention to it.
J(autsky formulates the question as follows: ''Tl1e contrast between the t\vo socialist trends'' (i.e., tl1e Bolsheviks and · non-Bolshevil{s) ''is the contrast between two
radically different methods: the dictatorial and the democratic'' (p. 3).
Let us point out, in passing, that 'vhen calling the nonBolsheviks in Russia, i.e., the Mensheviks and SocialistRevolutionaries, socialists, Kautsky was guided by their
name, that is, by a word, and not by the actual place they
occupy i11 the struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. What a woi1derful understanding and application
of Marxism! But more of this later.
For the moment we must deal with the main point,
namely, with Kautsky's great discovery of the ''ft1ndamental
contrast'' between ''de!llocratic and dictatorial methods''.
That is the crux of the matter; that is the essence of Kautsl{y 's pamphlet. And that is such an awful theoretical muddle, such a complete renunciation of Marxism, that Kautsl{y, it must be confessed, l1as far excelled Bernstein.
1,he qi1estion of the dictatorsl1ip of the· proletariat is a
quesLio11 of the relation of the proletarian state to the hour-
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geois state, of proletarian dei:io~racy to ~ourgeois_ democracy. One would think that this is as plain as a pikestaff.
But Kautsky, like a schoolmaster who has become ~s dry
as dust from quoting the same old textbool{s on history,
persistently turns his back on the ·twentieth century and
his face to the eighteenth century, and for the hundredth
time in a number of paragraphs, in an incredibly tedious
fashi~n chews the old cud over the relation of bourgeois
democracy to absolutism and medi~valism! .
.
It sounds just like he were chewing rags in his sleep! .
But this means he utterly fails to understand what is
what! One cannot help smiling at Kautsky's effor~ to make
it appear that there are people who preach 'contempt
for democracy'' (p. 11) and so forth. That is th.e sort of
twaddle Kautsky uses to befog and confuse the issue, for
he talks like the liberals, speaking of democracy in general,
and not of bourgeois democracy; he even avoids using this
precise, class term, and, i~stea.d, tries to speal{ about ''presocialist '' democracy. This windbag devotes almost onethird of his pamphlet, twenty pages out of sixty-t~~ee, to
this twaddle, which is so agreeable to the bourgeoisie, for
it is tantamount to embellishing bourgeois democracy, a11d
obscures the question of the proletari~n revolution:
But, after all, the title of Kautsky s pamphlet is T~e
Dictatorship of the Proletariat. Everybody knows that this
is the very essence of Marx's doctrine; and after a lot of
irrelevant twaddle Kautsky was obliged to quote Marx's
words on the dictatorship of the proletariat.
But the way in which Kautsky the ''Marxist'' did it was
simply farcical! Listen to this:
''This view'' (which Kautsky dubs ''contempt fo: ~,emo?
racy'') ''rests upon a single word of Karl Marx s. This
·is what Kautsky literally says on page 20. And on page 60
the same thing is repeated even in the ~orm that ,~hey ..(t~e
Bolsheviks) ''opportunely recalled the little word (th~t is
literally what he says-des Wortchens! !) ''about .the dict~
torship of the proletariat which Marx once used in 1875 in
a letter''.
Here is Marx's ''Ii ttle word'':
"Between capitalist and communist. society lies . the
period of the revolutionary transformation of the one into
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the other. Corresponding to this is also a political transition period in which the state can be nothing but the
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.'' 8 o
~irst of all, to call this classical reasoning of Marx's,
which sums up the whole of his revolutionary teaching
''a single word'' and even ''a little word'', is an insult t~
and complete renunciation of Marxism. It must not be for?ott~n that Kautsky knows Marx almost by heart, and,
Judging by all he has written, he has in his desl{, or in his
head, a number of pigeon-holes i11 which all that was ever
written by Marx is most carefully filed so as to be ready at
hand for quotation. Kautsky must know that both Marx
arid Engels, in their letters as well as in their published
'vo:ks, repeatedly spoke about the dictatorship of the proletariat, before and especially after the Paris Commune.
Kautsky must know that the formula ''dictatorship of the
proleta~ia t '' is mer'ely a more historically concrete and
scientifically exact formulation of the proletariat's task
of ''smashing'' the bourgeois state macl1ine, about which
both Marx and Engels, in summing up the experience of
the Revolution of 1848, and, still mo1--e so, of 1871, spoke
for forty years, between 1852 and 1891.
Ho:v is this monstrous distortion of Marxism by that
Marx1~t pedant Kautsk~ to be explained? As far as the philosophical roots of this phenomenon are concerned, it
a~oun~s to the subst!tution of eclecticism and sophistry for
dialectics. Kautsky is a past master at this sort of substitu~ion. Regarded from the point of view of practical politics,
~t amounts to subservience to the opportunists, that is,
in the last analysis to the bourgeoisie. Since the ot1tb1~eal{
?f th~ war, Kau.tsky has made increasingly rapid progress
in this art of be111g a Marxist in words a11d a lacl{ey of the
bourgeoisie in deeds, until lie has become a virtuoso at it.
One feels even more co11vinced of tl1is whe11 oxami11ing
the remarkable way in which Kaut.sky ''it1terp1·ets'' Marx's
''little word'' about the dictatorship of the proleLariat. Listen to this:
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pedant, has deliberately ignored.) " ... Literally, the 'vord dict~torship
1neans the abolition of democracy. But, of course, taken liter!llly,
tliis " 1orcl also means the undivided rule of a single person unrestricted
by any la\vs- an autocracy, wl1ich differs from ~espotism only ins?far
as it is not meant as a perrnanent state institution, but as a transient
emergency measure.
.
.
"The term, 'dictatorship of the proletariat', hence not the dictatorship of a single individual, but of a cl~ss, ipso ~acto. preclu~es
the possibility that Marx in this connection had in mind a dictatorship in the literal sense of the term.
"He speaks 4erc not of a form of government, bu~ of a condi.tion
which must necessarily arise wherever the proletariat has gained
political power. That Marx in this case did not have in mi?-~ a form
of government is proved by Lhe fact that he was of the op1n1on that
in Britain and America the transition might take place peacefully,
i.e., in a democratic way'' (p. 20).

•

''Mar~, unfor~lina~ely, ne~lected to ~how us in greater detail ho,v

be conce1, ed this dictatorship .... " (This is an utterly mendacious
phrase of a r enegade, for Marx and Engels gave us , indeed, quite
a number of most detailed indications, whicl1 Kautsl{y, the Marxist
1

We have deliberately quoted this argument in full so
that the reader may clearly see the methods Kautsky the
''theoretician'' employs.
· Kautsl{y chose to approach the question in ~uch a w.ay
as to begin with a definition of the ''~ord'' d1ctatorsh1p.
Very well. Everyone has a sacred right to app1--oach. a
question in whatever way he pleases. One must o~ly distinguish a se1'iot1s and honest approach from a dishonest
one. Anyone who wants to be se~ious .in approach~~g the
question in this way ought to give his own definition of
the ''word''. Then the question would be put fairly and
squarely. But Kautsky does. not do that. ''Li~e:ally, '' he
writes, ''the word dictatorship means the abolition of democracy.''
In the first place, this is not a definition. If ~autsky
wanted to avoid giving a definition of the concept dictato1·ship, why did he choose this particular approach to the
qt1estion? ·
.
.
.
Secor1dly, it is obviously wro1tg. It is natural for a l~beral to speal( of ''democracy'' i11 ge11eral; but a Marxist
will 11over forgot to asl{: ''for what class?'' Everyo11e .l(nows,
for i 11sta11co (and Ka utsky the ''historian'' knows It too),
that rebellions, or even strong ferment, among the sl~ves
in ancient times at once revealed the fact that the ancient
state was essentially a dictatorship of the slaveowners. Did
this dictatorship abolish democracy among, and for, the
slaveowners? Everybody knows that it did not.
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Kautsky the ''Marxist'' made this monstrously absurd
and untrue statement because he ''forgot'' the class struggle ....
To transform Kautsky 's liberal and false assertion into
a Marxist and true one, one must say: dictatorship does
not necessarily mean the abolition of democracy for the
class that exercises the dictatorship over other classes· but
it does mean the abolition (or very material restriction,
which is also a form of abolition) of democracy for the class
over which, or against which, the dictatorship is exercised.
·
But, however true this assertion may be, it does not
give a definition of dictatorship.
Let us examine Kautsky's next sentence:
.

'' ... But, of course, taken literally, this word also means the undivided rule of a single person unrestricted by any laws .... ''

•
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· Like a blind puppy sniffing at random first in 011e direction and then in another, Kautsky accidentally stumbled u~on one true idea (namely, that dictatorship is rule
unrestricted by any laws), nevertheless, he failed to give
a definition of dictatorship, and, moreover, he made an
obvious historical blunder, namely, that dictatorship means
~he rule of. a sin~le person. This is even grammatically
incorrect, since dictatorship may also be exercised by a
handful of persons, or by an oligarchy, or by a class, etc.
Kautsky then goes on to point out the difference between
dict.atorship and despotism, hut, although what he says is
ohv1ous!y incor~ect, we shall not dwell upon it, as it is
wholly irrelevant to the question that interests us. Everyone knows Kautsky's inclination to turn from the twentieth century to the eighteenth, and from the eighteenth
century to classical antiquity, and we hope that the German
proletariat, after it has attained its dictatorship, will hear
this inclinati?n of . his in mind and appoint him, say,
teacher of ancient history at some gymnasium. To try to
ev~de a d~~nition of the dictatorship of the proletariat by
philosoph1s1ng about despotism is either crass stupidity or
very clumsy trickery.
As a result, we find that, having undertaken t o discuss
the dictatorship, Kautsky rattled off a great deal of mani-

fest lies, hut has given no definition! Yet, inste~d of relying on his mental faculties he could hav~ used his. mem?ry
to extract from ''pigeon-holes'' all those instances in which
Marx speaks of dictatorship . Had he done .so, he ~o~ld
certainly have arrived either at the following defin1t1on
or at one in substance coinciding with it:
Dictatorship is rule based directly upon force and unrestricted by any laws.
The revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat is rule
won and maintained by the llSe of violence by the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, rule that is unrestricted by
any laws.
This simple truth, a truth that is as plain as a pikestaff
to every class-conscious worker (who represents the people,
and not an upper section of petty-bourgeois scoundrels
who have been bribed by the capitalists, such as are the
social-imperialists of all countries), this truth, which is
obvious to every representative of the exploited classes
fighting for their emancipation, this truth, which is beyond
dispute for every Marxist, has to be ''extracted by force''
from the most learned Mr. Kautsky! How is it to be explained? Simply by that spirit of servility with which the
leaders of the Second International, who have become
contemptible sycophants in the service of the bourgeoisie,
are imbued.
Kautsl{y first committed a sleight of han~ by pro~lai~
ing the obvious nonsense that the word dictatorship, in
its literal sense, means the dictatorship of a single person,
and then-on the strength of this sleight of hand-he declared that ''hence'' Marx's words about the dictatorship
of a class were not meant in the literal sense (but in one
in which dictatorship does not imply revolutionary violence, but the ''peaceful'' winning of a majority under bourgeois- mark you - ''democracy'').
One must, if you please, distinguish between a ''condition'' and a ''form of government''. A wonderfully profound
distinction· it is like drawing a distinction between the
''condition;, of stupidity of a man who reasons foolishly
and the ''form'' of his stu pi di ty.
Kautsky finds it necessary to interpret dictatorship a~ a
''condition of domination'' (this is the literal expression
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he uses on the very next page, p. 21), because then revolu:,ionar¥. violence, a:id .violen.t revolut~o'!, d~sappear. The
condition of domination'' IS a cond1t1on in which any
majority finds itself under ... ''democracy''! Thanl{s to such
a f1--aud, revolution happily disappears!
The fral1d, however, is too crude and will not save Kautsky. One cannot hide the fact that dictatorship presupposes and implies a ''condition'', one so disagreeable to
renegades, ?f revolutionary via lence of one class against
another. It Is patently absurd to draw a distinction between
a ''condition'' and a ''form of gover11ment ''. To speak o.f
forms of government in this connection is trebly stupid,
for ev~ry schoolboy knows that monarchy and republic are
two different forms of government. It must be explained to
Mr. Kautsky that both these forms of government, like all
tra11si tio1:a1. ''forms of governme11 t '' under capitalism, are
only var1at1ons of the bourgeois state, that is, of the dic-

tator\ship of the boilrgeoisie.
L~stly, to speal{ of forms of government is not only a
stupid, but also a very crude falsification of Marx, who
was very clearly speaking here of this or that form or type
of state, and not of forms of government.
Tho proletarian revolution is impossible without the
forcible destruction of the bourgeois state machine and the
substitution for it of a new one which in the words of E11gels, is ·''no longer a state in the proper' sense of the word''. s1
Because of his renegade position, Kautsl{y, however, has
to befog and belie all this.
Look what wretched subterfuges he uses.
First subterfuge. '' ... That Marx in this case did not have
ir1 mind a form of government is proved by the fact that he
was of tl1e opinion that ir1 B1·itair1 a11d America the t1'a11sitio11 lrtight tal{e place peaceittlly, i.e., in a democratic
way.''
.Tl1~ /0~"1n of govern11ient has absoltttely nothi11g to clo
w1 th 1 t, Jor. there are mo11arc~1ios w hicl1 are riot typical of
t~e bourgeois state, such, for instance, as have no m1lita1'y
cl1.que, and there are republics which are quite typical in
this respect, such, for instance, as have a military clique
and a bureaucracy. This is a universally known historical
and political fact, and Kautsky cannot falsify it.

..
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If Kautsky had wanted to argue in a serious and honest
manner he would have asked himself: Are there historical
laws relating to revolution which know of no exception?
And the reply would have been: No, there are no such laws.
Such laws only apply to the typical, to what Marx once
termed the ''ideal'', meaning average, normal, typical
capitalism.
Further, was there in the seventies anything which made
England and America exceptional in regard to what we are
now discussing? It \vill be obvious to anyone at all familiar
with the requirements of science in regard to the problems
of history that this question must be put. To fail to put
it is tantamount to falsifying science, to engaging in
sophistry. And, the question having been put, there can be
no doubt as to the reply: the revolutionary dictatorship
of the proletariat is violence against the bourgeoisie; and
the necessity of such violence is particu Zar ly called for,
as Marx and Engels have repeatedly explained in detail
(especially in 1"'he Civil War in France and in the preface
to it), by the existence of militarism and a bureaucracy.
But it is precisely these institutions that were non-existent in Britain and America in the seventies, when Marx
made his observations (they do exist in Britain and in America now)!
Kautsky has to resort to trickery literally at every step
to cover up his apostasy!
And note how he inadvertently betrayed his cloven hoof
when he wrote: ''peacefully, i.e., in a democratic way''!!
In defining dictatorship, Kautsky tried his utmost to
conceal from the reader the fundamental feature of this
concept, na1nely, revolutionary violence. But now the truth
is out: it is a question of the co11trast betweer1 peacefiil
and violent revolutions.
That is the crux of the matter. I{autsl{y has to resort to
all these subterfuges, sophistries a11d falsifications only ~o
excuse hi1nself f1~om vio Zent revolutio11, and to conceal his
renunciation of it, his desertion to the side of the 'liberal
labour policy, i.e., to the side of the bourgeoisie. That is
the crux of the matter.
.
Ka utsky the ''historiar1 '' so shamelessly falsifies history
that he ''forgets'' the fundamental fact that pre-monopoly
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c~pitalism-whi?h actuall.y reached its zenith in the
tie~-was by virtue of its fundamental economic

seventraits
wh1c~ fou~d. mo~t typical expression in Britain and i~
America, dist1ngu1shed by a, relatively speaking, maximum
fondne~s for peace and freedom. Imperialism, on the other
hand,. I.e., mono~oly capitalism, which finally matured
only in the twentieth century, is, by virtue of its fundamental economic traits, distinguished by a minimum fondness for peace and freedom, and by a maximum and univers~l dev.elopment of militarism. To ''fail to notice'' this in
d.1sc~ss1ng ~he extent to which a peaceful or violent revolut10~ is typical or probable is to stoop to the level of a most
ordinary lackey of the bourgeoisie.
?econd subterfuge. The Paris Comml1ne was a dictatorsh1 p of t~e prol.etariat, but it was elected by universal
suffra~e, i:e., !1thout depriving the bourgeoisie of the
franch1s~, ,~.e., dem_ocratical.ly''. And Kautsky says triumphan~~y.
. .. The ~ictatorship of the proletariat was for
Ma~x (or: according to Marx) ''a condition which necessarily follows f~o~ pure democracy, if the proletariat
forms the maJor1ty'' (bei iiberwiegendem Proletariat
s. 21).
'
This argument of Kautsky's is so amusing that one truly suffers from a veritable embarras de richesses (an embarras~men~ due t~ the wealth ... of objections that can be made
to it). Firstly, it is ~ell known that the flower, the General
Sta~, the upp~r sections of the bourgeoisie, had fled from
Pari.s to Versailles. In Versailles there was the ''socialist''
Louis B~anc-w~ich, by the way, proves the falsity of
. !\-autsky s ~ssert1on that ''all trends'' of socialism took part
in th.e .P.ar1s Com~une .. Is it not ridiculous to represent
the d1 v1s1on of th~ inhabitants of Paris into two belligerent
c.a~ps, one ~f which. embraced the entire militant and po11 t1cally ,, ac~1 ve sec~ion of the bourgeoisie, as ''pure democracy w1 th ''uni versa! suffrage''?
.secondly, the Paris Commune waged war against Versailles ~s the workers' government of France against the
bou~geo1s government. What have ''pure democracy'' and
."universal suffrage'' to do with it, when Paris was deciding the fate .of France? When Marx expressed the opinion
that the Paris Commune had committed a mistake in fail-
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ing to seize the bank, which belonged to the ,v}1ole of
France, 82 did he not proceed from the principles and
practice of ''pure democracy''?
In actual fact, it is obvious that Kautsky is writing in
a country where the police forbid to laugh ''in crowds'',
otherwise Kautsky would have been killed by ridicule.
Tl1irdly, I would respectfully remind Mr. Kautsky, who
has Marx a11d Engels off pat, of the following appraisal of
the Paris Commune given by Engels from the point of view
of ... ''pure democracy'':
''Have these gentlemen'' (the anti-authoritarians) ''ever
seen a revolution? A revolution is certainly the most authoritarian thing there is; it is an act whereby one part of
the population imposes its will upon the other by means
of rifles, bayonets and ca11non-all of which are highly
autl1oritarian means. And the victorious party must maintain its rule by means of the terror which its arms i11spire
in the reactiona·r ies. Would the Paris Commune have lasted more than a day if it had not used the authority of the
armed people against the bourgeoisie? Cannot we, on the
contrary, blame it for having made too little use of that
authority?'' 83
Here is your ''pure democracy''! How Engels would have
ridiculed the vulgar petty bourgeois, the ''Social-Democrat''
(in the French sense of the forties and the general European sense of 1914-18), who took it into his head to talk
about ''pu1. e democracy'' in a class-divided society!
But that's enough. It is impossible to enumerate all
Kautsky's various absurdities, since every phrase he utters
is a bottomless pit of apostasy.
Marx and Engels analysed the Paris Commune in a most
detailed manner and showed that its merit lay in its attempt
84
to smash, to break up the ''ready-made state machinery''.
Marx and Engels considered this conclusion to be so important that this was the only amendment they introduced in
1872 into the ''obsolete'' (in parts) programme of the Communist Manifesto. 85 Marx and Engels showed that the Paris Commune had abolished the army and the bureaucracy,
had abolished parliamentarism, had destroyed ''that parasitic excrescence, the state'', etc. But the sage Kautsk·y ,
donning his 11ightcap, repeats the fairy-tale about ''pure
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de1nocracy'', which has bee11 told a thousand ti1nes by
liber~al professors.
No wonder Rosa Luxemburg declared, on August 4, 1914,
that German Social-Democracy was a stinking corpse.
Third subterfuge. ''When we speak of the dictatorship
as a form of government we cannot speak of the dictatorship
of a class, sir1ce a class, as we have already poir1ted OL1t,
can only rule but not govern .... '' It is ''organisa tio11s '' or
''parties'' that govern.
That is a muddle, a disgusting muddle, Mr. ''Muddleheaded Counsellor''! Dictatorship is not a ''form of government''; that is ridiculous nonsense. And Marx does not
speak of the ''form of government'' hut of the form or type
of state. That is something altogether different, entirely
different. It is altogether wrong, too, to say that a class
cannot govern: such an absurdity could only have been
uttered by a ''parliamentary cretin'', who sees nothing hut
bourgeois parliaments and notices nothing but ''ruling parties''. Any European cou11try will provide Kautsl<:y with
examples of government by a ruling class, for insta11ce,
by the la11dow11ers i11 the Middle Ages, in spite of their
insufficient organisation.
To sum up: Kautsl<:y has in a most unparalleled manner
distorted the concept dictatorship of the proleta1~iat, and
has turned Marx into a common liberal; that is, he himself
has sunk to the level of a liberal who utters banal phrases
about ''pure democracy'', embellishing and glossing over
the class content of bourgeois democracy, and shrinl{ing,
above all, from the use of revolutionary violence by the op·pressed class. By so ''interpreting'' the concept ''revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat'' as to expunge the
revolutionary violence of the oppressed class against its
oppressors, Kautsky has beaten the world record in the liberal distortion of Marx. The renegade Bernstein has proved
to be a mere puppy compared with the renegade Kautsky.
Written October-not later than
November 10, 1918
Published in
pamphlet form in 1918 by Kommunist Publishers, Moscow

From tl1e LETTER TO THE WORKERS OF EUROPE
AND AMERICA
''Soviet power'' is the second historical step, or stage,
in the development of the proletarian di~ta.torship. T~e
first step was the Paris Commune. The br1ll1a~t a:r:alys1s
of its nature and significance given by Marx in his The
Civil War in France showed that the Commune had created
a new type of state, a proletari~n s.tate. E.very state, incl1:di11g tl1e most democratic republic, is nothing but a machine
for the suppressio11 of one class by an?ther. The proleta~
ia·n state is a macl1ine for the suppression of the bourgeoisie by the proletariat. Such suppressio11 is necessary because
of the f11rious, desperate resistance put up ~Y. the landowners and capitalists, by the entire bourgeo1s1e and .all
their hangers-on, by all the exploiters, wh? s:op at 11oth1ng
when their overthrow, when the expropriation of the expropriators, begins ..
· Written January 21, 1919
Published in Pravda No. 16
and Izvestia VTsIK No. 16,
January 24, 1919

Collected Worhs,
Vol. 28, pp. 1131-32.

Collected Works,

Vol. 28, pp. 231- 42
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From the THESES AND REPORT ON BOURGEOIS
DEMOCRACY AND THE DICTATORSHIP
OF THE PROLETARIAT,
DELIVERED AT THE FIRST CO NG RESS
OF THE COMMUNIST INTERNATIONAL
MARCH 4, 1919
5. The Paris Commune-to which all who parade as socialists pay lip service, for they know that the workers
ardently and sincerely sympathise with the Communeshowed very clearly the historically conventional nature and
limited value of the bourgeois parliamentary system and
bourgeois democracy-institutions which, though highly progressive compared with medieval times, inevitably require
a radical alteration in the era of proletarian revolution.
It was Marx who best appraised the historical significance of
the Commune. In his analysis, he revealed the exploiting
nature of bourgeois democracy and the bourgeois parliamentary system under which the oppressed classes enjoy the
right to decide once in several years which representative
of the propertied classes shall ''represent and suppress''
(ver- undzertreten) the people in parliament. 86 And it is now,
when Soviet movement is embracing the entire world and
continuing the work of the Commune for all to see, that the
traitors to socialism are forgetti11g the concrete experience
·and concrete lessons of the Paris Commune and repeating
the old bourgeois rubbish about ''democracy in general''.
The Commune was not a parliamentary institution.
6. The significance of tl1e Com1nune, furthermore, lies
in the fact that it endeavoured to crush, to smash to its
very foundations, the bourgeois state apparatus, the bureaucratic, judicial, military and police machine, and to
replace it by a self-governing, mass workers' organisation
in which there was no division between legislative and
executive power. All contemporary bourgeois-democratic
republics, including the German republic, which the traitors
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to socialism, in mockery of the truth, describe as a
proletarian republic, retain this state apparatus. We therefore again get quite clear confirmation of the point that
shouting in defence of ''democracy in general'' is actually
defence of the bourgeoisie and their privileges as
exploiters.
19. Only the Soviet organisation of the state can really
effect the immediate break-up and total destruction of
the old, i.e., bourgeois, bureaucratic and judicial machin- ·
ery, 'vhich has been, and has inevitably had to be, retained
under capitalism even in the most democratic republics,
and which is, in actual fact, the greatest obstacle to the
practical implementation of democracy for the workers and
working people generally. The Paris Commune took the
first epoch-making step along this path. The Soviet system
has taken the second.
Published in Pravda No. 51
and Izvestia VTsIK No. 51,
March 6, t 919
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Collected Works,
Vol. 28, pp. 459, 466

PARIS COl\IlllllNE AND T,\S.KS OF DEl\IOCRATIC DICTATORSHIP

APPENDIX:
THE PARIS COMMUNE AND THE TASKS
OF THE DEMOCRATIC DICTATORSHIP
.

. Iskra' s po.si ti on on the question whether it is permissible for Soci~l-Democrats to participate in the Provisional
Gover~ment is now extremely confused. It appears, even
according. t? the followers of Martynov, that, given favoura.ble co~dit1o~s, there may be such a scale of the revoluti<>~ which will serve as the immediate preface to a grand
~oc1al uphe~val, but the Party itself, its will, its work and
its plans, will seem to have nothing at all to do with this
''Rely on God,. but be up t~ the mark yourself'', says ~
proverb, the obJect of which is to render religious fatalism
ha~mless. We shall say: ''Rely on circumstar1ces, on the historic J?rocess, but be up to the mark yourself.'' Otherwise
you will be a fatalist Economist and not a Social-Democrati~ revolutionary. I read in the resolution of the Menshevik .conference: ''Only in one case should Social-Democracy
?n .its own initiative direct its efforts at taking power
~n its hands and retaining it as long as possible: namely,
In the. case when the revolution spreads to the advanced
coun.tries
~est~rn Europe, in which the conditions for
p~tting soci.alis ~ 1~to practice have already reached a definite maturity. 1 First of all, one cannot help asking oneself: ?a_n.on.e direct one's efforts at something not on one's
own initiative? And secondly, what if the sentence is turned
~bout ~s follows: ''Only in one case will the revolution
in Russia. spread to a~vanced countries of Western Europe,
namely, ~f th~ . Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party
succeeds. in sei~~ng power and retaining it in its hands for
a long time.... If. suppositions are to be made, then why
not that one? Maximum energy is never a hindrance. By
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the way, 11obody is even tall'-i11g about the seizure of powei·
by the party; it is a question only of participation-as
far as possible leading participation-in the revolution
at the time when power is in its hands (if such a time
comes), and when efforts are made to snatch that power
from it.
In connection with the possibility and permissibility of
such a democratic dictatorship of the proletariat, it is of
interest to collect some historical information on the Paris
Commune, which was. a revolutionary power and carried
out revolution from above as well as trom below~ """"
-- Was-The Commune a dictatorship of the proletariat?
Engels 's Introduction to the third edition of Marx's The
Civil War in France ends with the words: ''Of late, the
Social-Democratic philistine has once more been filled with
wholesome terror at the words: Dictatorship of the Proletariat. Well and good, gentlemen, do you want to know
'vhat this dictatorship looks like? Look at the Paris Commune. That was the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.''
But there are various dictatorships. Perhaps it was a
true, pure dictatorship of the proletariat in the sense of
the pure Social-Democratic composition of its membership
and the character of its practical tasks? By no means! The
--~l~ss-conscious proletariat (and only more or less class~nseious -at €hat);· I.e., -tiie members of the International,
were in the minority; the majority consisted of representatives of petty-bourgeois democracy. One of the latest researchers (Gustav J aeckh) says so quite unequivocally. In
the Central Committee of the National Guard, for example,
there were 35 members and only_jwo socialists (i.e., members of the International), but, on the other hand, they
(Varlin and Avoine) carried enormous weight with all
their colleagues in power. Lissagaray wrote about that
same committee: ''Who were these men? The agitators,
the revolutionists of La Corderie, the socialists? No, there
was not a known name a;mongst them. All those elected
were nieri of"the middle classes,, _s1!2p~_eepers,_employees .... ''
And yet Varlin and Avoine participated in that committee.
Later, Pindy, Ostyn and J ourde also entered the committee.
The New York Arbeiter Zeitung, the organ of the International, wrote on July 18, 1874: ''The International did not
s•

•
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therefore make the Commune and was not identical with it,
but the members of the International made the programme
of the Commune their own in order to extend it beyond
itself, and they were at the same time the most zealous
and faithful defenders of the Commune, because they had
realised its importance for the working class.''
The General Council, which was headed, as we know,
by Marx, approved those tactics of the Paris Federation
of the International. Its Manifesto said: ''Wherever and in
whatever form the class struggle is waged, the members
of our association must be in its front ranks.'' But our predecessors, the members of the International, had no desire
to merge with the. Commune, they always defended their
own special, purely proletarian party organisation. J aeckh
writes: ''The Federal Council of the International was
obliged very early to ensure itself constant influence on the
development of important questions by plenipotentiaries
with the authorities, first in the Central Committee -antl
then in the Paris Commune.'' A splendid proof of the seclusion. of the proletarian organisation at that time, with,
~oweve;, participation of its members in the government,
is provided by the text of the following invitation: ''Next
Saturday, May 20, at one o'clock sharp, there will be an
extraordinary sitting of the Federal Council of the International Working Men's Association. Members of the Commune belonging to the International are invited to attend.
They will be required to give an account of the position
they have adopted in the Commune and of the cause and
essence of the disagreements that have arisen within it.
Admission to the sitting by membership card.'' Here is
another interesting document-a decision taken by the abovementioned extraordinary sitting: ''The International Working Men's Association adopted the following decisions at
its extraordinary sitting on May 20: •Having heard co-members who are also members of the Commune, the meeting
recognised that their conduct was completely loyal and
invited them to defend the interests of the working class
and to strive to maintain the unity of the Commune so
necessary for winning the struggle against the Versailles
government. It approved their having demanded publicity
for the sittings of the Commune and modification of Para-
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graph 3 of its Manifesto establishing the Committee of
Public Safety, which makes it impossible to exercise control over the activity of the executive authority, that is,
the Committee of Public Safety.'''
The meeting was attended by six members of the Commune, and three sent their apologies. On March 19, Lissagaray counted 25 representatives of the working class in
the Commune, but they did not all belong to the International; even then the petty bourgeoisie was in the majority.
This is not the place to relate the history of the Commune and the role played· iii it by members of the International. We shall merely say that Duval sat on the Executive Committee; Varlin, Jourde and Beslay on the Finance Committee, and Duval and Pindy on the Military
Committee; Assi and Chalain were on the Committee of
Public Safety; Malon, Frankel, Theisz, Dupont and Avrial on the Labour Committee. At the new elections on April 16, some more members of the International, including
Marx's son-in-law, Longuet, were elected; but the Commune
also included some._6£- its declared enemies, such as V esinier. Towards the end of the Commune, finance was administered by two highly talented members of the International, J ourde and Varlin.
Trade and labour were directed by Frankel; the posts
and telegraph, the Mint and direct taxation were administered by socialists. But still, most of the highly important
ministries were, as J aeckh notes, in the hands of the petty
bourgeoisie.
Hence there is no doubt that, when Engels called the
Commune a dictatorship of the proletariat, he had in mind
011ly the participation, and ideologically leading participation at that, of representatives· of the proletariat in the
revolutionary government of Paris.
But perhaps the immediate aim of the Commune was all
the same a complete social revolution? We cannot harbour
such illusions.
Indeed, the General Council's famous Manifesto, written
beyond doubt by Marx, says: ''The Commune was therefore to serve as a lever for uprooting the economic foundations upon which rests the existence of classes, and therefore of class rule.'' But it continues: ''The working class
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did not expect mirac!es from the Commune. They have no
ready-made utopias to introduce par decret du peuple. They
l\:now that in order to work out their own emancipation
and along with it that higher form to which present society is irresistibly tending by its own economical agencies,
they will have to pass through long struggles, through a
series of historic processes, transforming circumstances and
men. They have no ideals to realise, but to set free the ele1nents of the new society with \vhich old collapsing bouriV geo.~s· soci~ty ~tself is pregnant.'' All the measures, all the
~1al le
n adopted by the Commune, were practical
and n,ot ,~topia~) the Commune was carrying out what we
now call lhe minimul}!_ 12rogram1ne of socialism. In order
to recall what too· Commune' actually aid'" Iii that direction,
we shall quote another passage from the same Introduction
by Engels:
''On March 26 the Paris Commune was elected and on
March 28 it was proclaimed. The Central Committee of the
National Guard, which up to then had carried on the government, handed in its resignation to the Commune after
it had first decreed the abolition of the scandalous Paris
'Morality___ ~'. On March 30 the Commune abolished
v~onscription and the --~~anding army, and declared the sole
armed fofpe- to· b~_tlie National Guard, in which all citizens capable of bearing arms were to be enrolled. It remitted all payments of rent for dwelling houses from October
1870 until April, the amounts already paid to be booked
as future rent payments, and stopped all sales of articles
pledged in the municipal loan office. On the same day the
foreigners elected to the Commune were confirmed in office, because 'the flag of the--Cornmune is--the flag of the
World Republic'. On April 1 it was decided that the highest salary to be received by any employee of the Commune,
and therefore also by its members themselves, was not to
exceed 6,000 francs. 011 the following day the Commune
decreed the separation of the church from the state, and
the abolition of all state payments for religious purposes
as well as the transformation of all church property into
national property; as a result of \vhich, on April 8 the exclusion from the schools of all religious symbols,. pictures,
dogmas, prayers-in a word, 'of all that belongs to the
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sphere of the individual's conscience' -was ordered and
gradually put into effect. On the 5th, in reply to the shooting, day after day, of captured Commune fighters by the
Versailles troops, a decree was issued for the imprisonment
of hostages, but it was never carried into execution. On
the 6th the guillotine was brought out by the 137th Battalion of the National Guard, and publicly burnt, amid great
popular rejoicing. On the 12th the Commune decided that
the Victory Column on the Place Vendome, which had been
cast from captured guns by Napoleon after the war of 1809,
should be demolished as a symbol of chauvinism and incitement to national hatred. This was carried out on May
16. On April 16 it ordered a statistical tabulation of factories which had been closed down by the manufacturers,
and the working out of plans for the operation of these
factories by the workers formerly ernployed. in them, who
were to be organised in co-operative societies, and also
plans for the organisation of these co-operatives in one
great union. On the 20th it abolished night work for bakers,
and also the employment offices, which since the Second
Empire had been run as a monopoly by creatures appointed
by the police-labour exploiters of the first rank; these
offices were transferred to the mayoralties of the twenty
arrondissements of Paris. On April 30 it ordered the closing
of the pawnshops, on the ground that they were a private
exploitation of the workers and were in contradiction with
the right of the workers to their instruments of labour and
to credit. On May 5 it ordered the razing of the Chapel of
Atonement, which had been built in expiation of the execution of Louis XVI.''
We know that, partly because of the mistakes it made
and its excessive nobleness, the Commune did riot succeed
/,' ir1 overcoming'1sact101I, and the Communards perished.
Well, did they disgrace or compromise the cause of the
proletariat, as Martynov croakingly affirms of the possible
future revolutionary government in Russia? Apparently not,
for Marx wrote about the Commune:
''Workingmen 's Paris, with its Commune, will be for
ever celebrated as the glorious harbinger of a new society.
Its martyrs are enshrined in t.he great heart of the working
class. Its exterminators history has already nailed to that
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eternal pillory from which all the prayers of their priests
will not avail to redeem them.''
Our small l1istoric reference seems to us not uninstructive.
, It teaches us first of all that the participation of representatives of the socialist proletariat \vith the petty bourgeoisie in a revolutionary government is in principle entirely
permissible, and in certain conditions a direct obligation.
It shows us further that the real task which the Co1nn1une
had to carry out was above all to put into effect a demoC!:_ati~,_ and not a socialist dictatorship, to carry out our
mfnimum program-me. Finally it reminds us that wher1 \Ve
draw lessons for ourselves from the Paris Commune, we
must imitate not its mistakes (it did not capture the Bank
of France, did not undertake an offensive on Versailles,
did not have a clear programme, etc.), but its practically
successful steps, \Vhich chart
out
the correct road. \Vhat
... .. ,.,.....
.,
we must do is not take over 'the ·word ''commune'' from the
great fighters of 1871, not blindly repeat each of their slogans, but must clearly mark out our programme and practical slogans correspondi!!KJo _the state of affairs in Russia
and formulated·in the' worns: revolutionary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry.
'

~
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NOTES
1

Volume 41 of Leni11's Collected lVorks includes "Three Outlines
for a Report on the Paris Commune". Lenin delivered the report
at a meeting of Social-Democrats in Geneva on March 22, 1904.
We give here the first of these outlines.
p. 5

2

A reference to the June 1848 insurrection, one of the greatest class
battles of the I<'rench proletariat in the 19th century.
p. 5

3

In his Introduction to l\larx's The Civil War in France, Engels
analysed the situation in France after the June 1848 insurrection,
saying: ''If the proletariat "·as not yet able to rule France, the
bourgeoisie could no longer do so'' (Marx and Engels, Selected
Works in t"·o volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 475).
p. 5

'

'

'

'

Published in Proletary No.
July I 7(4), I 905

4

8,

'

'

\

I.A .A. (/ nterna tiona le Arbeiter Assoziation)-the International
Working Men's Association (First International)-the first international mass organisation of the proletariat set up at an international workers' meeting in London, called by British and French
workers in 1864. The establishment of the First International was
the result of long and persistent efforts by Marx and Engels to
organise a "'orking-class revolutionary party. Karl l\1arx was the
organiser and leader of the First International and wrote its Inaugural Address, Rules and other programme and tactical documents.
The International \Vorking l\Ien's Association existed until 1876.
p. 5

6

The !1862 London exposition-a "·orld industrial exhibition at
which a delegation of French "·orkers met British workers.
p. 5

8

Proudhonism-an anti-Marxist trend in petty-bourgeois socialism,
so called after its ideologist, the French anarchist Pierre Joseph
Proudhon. Proudhon criticised big capitalist property from the
petty-bourgeois position and dreamed of perpetuating small property ownership; he proposed the foundation of ''people's'' and
"exchange" banks, "·ith the aid of "·hich the "'orkers would allegedly
be able to acquire the means of production, become handicraftsmen, and ens11re the ''just'' marketing of their 'vares. Proudhon
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11

12
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did not understand the historic role of the proletariat and rejected
the class struggle, the proletarian revolution, and the dictatorship
of the proletariat; as an anarchist, he denied the necessity for the
state. l\'1arx and Engels struggled persistently against the Proudhonists' efforts to impose their ,-ie,vs on the First International.
Proudhonism was subjected to a ruthless criticism, as an unscientific and reactionary trend, in Marx's The Poverty of Philosophy.
Ans1ver to the ''Philosophy of Poverty'' by M. Proudhon, 1847,
and his other works. The Proudhonists constituted a minority in
the Paris Commune.
p. 5
B lanquism-a trend in the French socialist movement led by the
prominent revolutionary and exponent of French utopian communism, Louis Auguste Blanqui (1805-1881). The Blanquists expected "that mankind will be err1ancipated from wage-slavery, not
by the proletarian class struggle, but through a conspiracy hatched
by a small minority of intellect11als '' (V. I. Lenin, Collected
Works, Vol. 10, p. 392). In substituting the actions of a secret
grou.p of conspirators for the activity of a revolutionary party,
the Blanquists lost sight of the real conditions necessary for a
victorious uprising and ignored contacts with the people. They
constituted a majority in the Paris Commune.
p. 5
A reference to Louis Bonaparte and his supporters.
p. 5
Lenin refers to the war of 1866 bet,veen Austria and Prussia,
which ended in Prussia's victory. This secured Prussia's leading
role among the German kingdoms and principalities in the unification of Germany.
·p. 5
La debficle (1892)-Emile Zola's novel describing the FrancoPrussian War.
.p. 6
The manifesto issued by the Central Committee of the SocialDemocratic Workers' Party of Germany on September 5, 1870,
said: ''We protest against the annexation of Alsace and Lorraine ....
We shall faithfully stand by our fello\v-workmen in all countries
for the comn1on international cause of the Proletariat!'' (Marx
and Engels, Selected Works in t,,.o volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962,
p. 496.)
p. 6
Lenin is quoting from the "Second Address of the General Council
of the International \Vorking Men's Association on the FrancoPrussian War", written by ]\ilarx (see Marx and Engels, Selected
Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 497).
p. 6
Lenin refers to the follov.•ing passage i11 Marx's ''Address of the
General Council of the Internatio11al \Vorking Men's Association
on the Civil \Var in France, 1871": "The infamous impostors resolved upon curing the heroic folly of Paris by a regimen of famine
and broken heads, and to dupe her i11 the meanwhile by ranting
manifestoes, holding fortl1 tl1at Trochu, 'the governor of Paris,
will never capitulate', and J Liles Fa,-re, the foreign minister, will
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'not cede an inch of our territory, nor a stone of our fortresses'.
In a letter to Gambetta, that very same Jules Favre avows that
,vhat they were 'defending' against were not the Prussian soldiers,
but the v.•orking men of Paris" (Marx and Engels, Selected Works
i11 two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 500).
p. 7
Alphonse Simon Guiod, commander of the Paris army artiller~,
wrote to artillery division General Susane that he could take his
protege on his staff, wh~re he \vould be bored by inaction?. ~r could
send him to Mont Valerien, \vhere only a pretence of f1r1ng was
made. Tl1is letter, published by the Commune in No. 115 of Journal
Officiel de la Republique Franr;aise (Official Journal. of the Frenc~
Republic) on April 25, 1871, showed t~at the Gove~nment .of
National Defence merely pretended that it \Vas defending Paris.
p. 7
In 1870, the Government of National Defence passed the death
sentence on Louis Auguste Blanqui; it v.-as later commuted to
imprison1nent for life.
p. 7
A reference to Leo Frankel, a Hungarian revolutionary emigre,
who was a member of the Paris Commune and its Minister for
Labour, Industry and Commerce.
p. 9
"Plan of a Lecture on the Com"iune''-an outline of Lenin's lecture on the Paris Commune delivered in Geneva on March 5 (18),
1905, for the Russian colony of political emigrants.
p. 11
p. 11
See Note 3.

Here and further, Lenin refers to the German edition of Karl
Marx's pamphlet The Civil War in France, which appeared in
Berlin in 1891.
·
P· 11
Sedan-a city in France, where the French Army, under the command of l\lacMahon, was routed by the Prussians on September
1-2 1870 during the Franco-Prussian War. More than 100,000
Fr~nch s~ldiers, together with their Emperor Napoleon III, were
taken prisoner.
P· 11
J'he Legitimists-adherents of the ."legitimate'' ~~urbon dynasty
representing the interests of the big landed nob1l1ty, which was
overthro,vn in 1830.
The Orleanists-supporters of the Or.leans dyn.a~ty, which
relied on the finance aristocracy and the big bourgeoisie. It came
to power in 1830.
p. 11
Lenin draws a comparison between the executioners of the Paris
Commune of 1871 and the executioners of the first Russian revolution of 1905.
P· 12
The article "The Paris Commune and the Tasks of the Democratic
Dictatorship'' \Vas published in Proletary No. 8, July 17 (4), 1905.
Its author is not known. It was edited by Lenin, \vho changed the
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title, made a number of amendments in the wording and wrote
the conclusion. See Appendix.
'
p. 14
This refers to the arn1ed uprising of the l\1oscow workers against
the autocracy in December 1905, which "'as brutally suppressed.
p. 15
Lenin has in mind the ''Second Address of the General Council
of the International Working Men's Association on the FrancoPrussian War'', written by Marx (see Marx and Engels, Selected
Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 491-98).
p. 15
The Mf1n in a Mujfl~r-a character from Chekhov's story of the

same title, person1fy1ng the narrow-minded philistine afraid of
all innovation and initiative.
p. 17
A cowardly philistine in a tale by M. Y. Saltykov-Shchedrin.
p. 17
A reference to Karl Marx's The Civil War in France (see l\farx
and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow,
1962, pp. 473-545).
p. 18
Cadets-members of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, the
leading. party of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie in Russia,
set up in October 1905. To hoodwink the working people the
Cadets hypocritically called themselves ''the party of peo'ple's
freedom", a~tho~gh actually they did not go beyond the demand
for a ?onst1tut1onal monarchy. After the bourgeois-democratic
re''?lut1on .o~ February 1917, they held leading posts in the bourgeo~s Prov1s1onal Gove~nment, pursuing a counter-revolutionary
policy opposed to the interests of the people. After the victory
of the October Socialist Revolution, the Cadets became irreconcilable enemie~ of Soviet power and participated in all armed
counter-revolutionary acts and campaigns of the interventionists.
p. 18
See Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, l\loscow; 1965,
p. 264.
p. 19
The article "Lessons o~ the Commune'' is the verbatim report of
a speech made by Lenin a~ the international meeting in Geneva
on l\1arch _18, 1~08. The ed.1tors of Zagranichnaya Gazeta (Foreign
Gazette), in 'vh1ch the article was published, introduced it \vith
the following note: ''An international meeting "'as held in Gen.eva on March 1~ to con;imemorate three proletarian anniversaries: the twenty-fifth anniversary of the death of l\<larx the sixtieth anniversary of the l\farch revolution of 1848 and 'the anniversary of the Paris Commune. Comrade Lenin, o~ behalf of the
R.S.D.L.P., spoke at the meeting on the significance of the Commune.''
p. 20
See Karl Marx, ''Second Address of the General Council of the
Ir1ternational \Vorking Men's Association on the Franco-Prussian
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War'' (Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
p. 20
l.Vfoscow, 1962, p. 497).
Lenin refers to the l\1 anifesto of October 17, 1905, in which the
tsar, frightened by the growth of the revolutionary movement,
promised the people ''civil liberties'' and a ''legislative'' Duma.
This was a political manoeuvre on the part of the autocracy, aimed
at gaining time, splitting the revolutionary forces, foiling the
strike, and crushing the revolution.
p. 22
Sotsial-Demokrat-an illegal newspaper, Central Organ of the
R.S.D.L.P., published from February 1908 to January 1917. No. 1
was published in Russia and subsequent issues appeared abroad:
Nos. 2-32 (February 1909-December 1913) in Paris, Nos. 33-58
(November 1914-January 1917) in Geneva. In all there were 58
issues. From December 1911 the paper was edited by Lenin. More
than 80 articles and short items by Lenin were carried in it. p. 33

35

See Lenin's The State and Revolution (Collected Works, Vol. 25,
pp. 381-492).
p. 33

36

See Engels's letter to A. Behel of March 18-28, 1875 (Marx and
Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 293).
p. 37

37

See Karl Marx, The Civil War in France. Address of the General
Council of the International Working Men's Association (Marx
and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow,
1962, p. 522).
p. 38

as

Lenin has in mind the ''Second Address of the General Council
of the International Working Men's Association on the FrancoPrussian War. To the Members of the International Working
Men's Association in Europe and the United States'', written by
Marx in London between September 6 and 9, 1870.
p. 41

39

See Marx's letter to L. Kugelmann of April 12, 1871 (Marx and
Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 262).
p. 41

40

Marx and Engels, Selected
l\'loscow, 1962, p. 22.

41

Die Neue Zeit (New Times)-a theoretical journal of the German

i

.1

Works in two volumes, Vol.

I,
p. 42

Social-Democratic Party, published in Stuttgart from 1883 to
1923. It carried some of Marx's and Engels's writings for the
tirst time. Engels gave pointers t•) its editors and often criticised
them for their deviations from Marxism. Beginning with the midnineties, after Engels's death, it regularly published articles by
revisionists. During the First World War of 1914-18 the journal
formally occupied a Centrist position but virtually backed the
social-chauvinists.
p. 43

i
'

42

The Mensheviks-an opportunist trend in the Russian Social-

Democratic movement.
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Duri11g the elections to the Party's central organs at the
Second R.S.D.J~.P. Congress in 1903, the revolutionary Social-Democrats headed by J_,enin won the majority (bolshinstvo), and the
opportunists found themselves in the minority (menshinstvo);
hence the names Bolsheviks and Mensheviks.
During the revolution of 1905-07, the Mensheviks opposed
the hegemony of the working class in the revolution and the alliance of the ,,·or king class with the peasantry, and demanded agreement with the liberal bourgeoisie, which, in their opinion, should
have led the revolution. In the years of reaction which follO\\'ed
the defeat of the revolution of 1905-07, most Mensheviks became
liquidators, demanding that the illegal revolutionary party of
the working class be liquidated. After the victory of the bourgeoisdemocratic revolution in February 1917, the Menshe,·iks accepted
posts in the bourgeois Provisional Governnient, supported its
imperialist policy and waged a struggle against the mounting
proletarian revolution.
After the October Socialist Revolution, they became an openly
counter-revolutionary party, organising and participating in conspiracies and revolts against Soviet power.
·
p. 44
43

See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Manifesto of the Commu11ist
Party (Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
Moscow, 1962, p. 53).
p. 45

45

Socialist-Revolutionaries (S.R.s)-a petty-bourgeois party found-

ed in Russia in late 1901-early 1902.
After the February bourgeois-democratic revolution of 1917
the S.R.s, together with the Mensheviks and Cadets, were the
mainstay of the counter-revolutionary bourgeois-landowner Provisional Government, and S.R. leaders (Kerensky, Avksentyev
and Chernov) were members of the cabinet. The S.R. Party refused
to support the peasants' demand for the abolition of the landed
estates and advocated their preservation. The S.R. members of
the Provisional Government sent punitive expeditions against
peasants who had seized landed estates. On the eve of the October
armed uprising, the party openly sided with the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie in defence of the capitalist system and found
itself isolated from the revolutionary masses.
During the foreign military intervention and the Civil War,
the S.R.s took part in counter-revolutionary conspiracies and
organised acts of terrorism against Soviet statesmen and Communist Party leaders.
p. 46
A reference to the February 1917 bourgeois-democratic revolution
in Russia.
p. 46
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See Karl Marx, The Civil vVar iii Fra1ice (Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 519-20).
Further, on pp. 49, 55-63 of this book, Lenin quotes from the
same work by Marx (op. cit., pp. 522, 519-22).
p. 47

48

Dyelo Naroda (People's Cause)-an S.R. daily published in Pet-

rograd from March 1917 to July 1918.

p. 51

49

The Girondins-a political grouping of the bourgeoisie during
the French bourgeois revolution at the end of the eighteenth century. They expressed the interests of the moderate bourgeoisie,
wavered between revolution and counter-revolution, and made
deals with the n1onarchy.
p. 58

50

See Frederick Engels, The Housing Question (Marx and Engels,
Selected Works in t\vO volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 570-71).
Further, on pp. 61-62 of this book, Lenin quotes from the same
work by Engels (op. cit., pp. 629, 613).
p. 61

51

Lenin refers to the articles ''L' indifferenza in materia politica ''
(Political Indifferentism) by Karl Marx and ''Dell' Autorita ''
(On Authority) by Frederick Engels, published in the Italian
annual Almanacco Republicano per l'anno 1874 (Republican Almanac for 1874). In 1913, they appeared in German in Die Neue
Zeit.
p. 63

02

Karl Marx, ''Der politische Indifferentismus '' (Political Indifferentism) (see Marx/Engels, Werke, Bd. 18, Dietz Verlag, Berlin,
1962, s. 300).
p. 63

63

Frederick Engels, "On Authority'' (see Marx and Engels, Selected
Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 638).
p. 64

54

Frederick Engels, ''On Authority'' (see Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 638-39).

•

This refers to the Portuguese revolution of 1910, which overthrew
the king and proclaimed a republic, and the Turkish revolution
of 1908-09, as a result of which Turkey became a constitutional
monarchy.
p. 44

44

46

:'.\OTES

p. 66

55

See Karl Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programme (Marx and Engels,
Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. II, Moscow, 1962, pp. 15-37).
p. 67

56

A reference to Karl Marx's The Poverty of Philosophy.

67

p. 67

See Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. II,
p. 68
Moscow, 1962, p. 42.

58

See Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
Moscow, 1962, pp. 473-74.
Further, on pp. 70-74 of this book, Lenin quotes from the
same work (op. cit., pp. 475, 479, 483-85).
p. 70

69

The Los-von-Kirche-Bewegung (the "Leave-the-Church'' movement)
or Kirchenaustrittsbewegung (Movement to Secede from the Church)

128

assumed a vast scale in Germany before the Fir-t W ld
In January 1914 Neue Zeit be an ·'th h
~ .. or. War.
Gohre's article ''Kirchenaustrittsb~wegu~~ un~ ~ r~vjd1on1st P~u.~
(The Movement to Secede from the Church and S o~1i Demokrat1e
to discuss the attitude of the G
oc1~ - emocracy),
Party to the movement. Durin the d. erm.an Soc1~l-Democratic
Social-Democratic leaders fail~d to 1:~~sffod .. kon11nent German
that the party shoul<l remain neutral t~ward o th' Mho asserted
Secede from the Church and forbid it
s e ove~ent to
aganda against religion and the Ch~~h~~erbsethoalefngafgeh1n
propo t e party.

into a bourgeois Ministry cannot be considered as the nc.rmal
beginning for winning political power: it can never be anything
but a forced and exceptional makeshift in an emergency situation''.
Afterwards, opportunists frequently referred to this point to
justify their collabt·ration with the bourgeoisie.
p. 77
&4

'j

I'

.
p. 72
e figures of the possible salaries are i
b L . .
currency of the second half of 1917 g ven y en1n in the paper
During the First World \V
th R .
considerably de,ralued.
ar'
e uss1an paper ruble was
p. 73

{e'::ib1:r~~u[0 C;,nfs~2. 0/t ~sF~r~!fdnternational was held from S~p15 national organisations. In pre;~rfri' 6f defhga~s representing

and Engels did much to rall th
g . or
e ongress, Marx
1
The powers of the General ~o e I?ro etar1an revolutionary forces.
the proletariat were the main u~c1l and thhe political activity of
The C
i ems on t e agenda
cil's pow~~s~ress passed a resolution extending the General CounIts resolution on the polit'c l t' .
f
that ''the winning of politicai ; ac 1h1ty bo the proletariat stated
great task'', and that "to ensu ower ~s ecome the proletariat's
tion and the achievement of ft~ thl~ 1.tr1utmph olf the social revoluclasses '', the proletariat should u ~a e goa ;-:the abolition of
own (see Marx/Engels Werke Bdory~ni~ ~ pVo1itl1cal party of its
S. 149).
'
'
· • ie z er ag, Berlin, 1962,
The Congress witnessed the c 1 · t ·
Marx, Engels and their followers ha~1na iod f of the struggle which
all kinds of petty-bourgeois secta . "'.age TJ; many y~ars against
Bakunin, Guillaume and others r1an1sm. Ile anarchist leaders,
national.
' were expe ed from the Interp. 76
62

63

d l' ·
·
legally in Stuttgart in 1901-012 cban tfio i;1~al JOUr~al'. published
Four issues appeared. It c 't' . Y . e s ri; Ed1tor1al Board.
revisionism and defended th~1 th.1sed t.1n\ern~t10.nal and Russian
Some of Lenin's works were puhl~e hcda .Pr1_nc1ples of Marxism.
IS e
Ill It.
p. 77

65

See Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (Marx
and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962,
p. 332).
p. 78

66

See the Manifesto of the Communist Party. ''Preface to the German Edition of 1872'' (Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two
volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 21-22).
p. 79

'. I'

'

e1 See Karl Marx, The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels,
Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 519).
p. 81
68

See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, ''Address of the Central
Committee to the Communist League'' (Marx and Engels, Selected
Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 115).
p. 85

&9

See Karl Marx, The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 519).
p. 87

10

This refers to Sidney and Beatrice Webb's Industrial Democracy.
p. 87

71

See l\iarx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
Moscow, 1962, p. 53..
p. 89

12

Sozialistische Monatshefte (Socialist Monthly)-the chief journal

of the German opportunists and one of the organs of international
revisionism. It was published in Berlin from 1897 to 1933. During
the First World War of 1914-18, it took a social-chauvinist stand.
p. 90

Zarya (Dawn)-a Marxist scient'fi

A reference to the Fifth TV ld C
\vhich met in Paris from S;pte obgr~s3 ~!0 ~h; Second International,
mental issue, ''The Winnin m er ..
• 1900. On the fundawith Bourgeois Parties'' pu1 of rhl1t1cal dPo~er, and ~lliances
A. Millerand 's becomin'
on
e agen a in connection with
counter-revolutionar
g a member of the Waldeck-Rousseau
tabled by Ka11 tsky Ys~~r:~nili~~t,,.:~e Contgressf carr.ied a mo.tion,
'
· e en ry o a single socialist

Bernsteinism-an opportunist, anti-Marxist trend in i11ternation-

al Social-Democracy, which arose in Germany at the end of tl1e
nineteenth century and derived its name from Eduard Bernstein,
its most outspoken representative, who sought to revise Marxism.
p. 78

.,

so Th
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73

The 1 talian Socialist Party was founded in 1892. From the very

outset, a sharp ideological struggle ensued between its opportunist
and revolutionary wings which differed over policy and tactics.
At the Congress in Reggio-En1ilia in 1912, the more outspoken
reformists, supporters of the war and of co-operation with the
government and the bourgeoisie (Bonomi, Bissolati and others),
were expelled under pressure from the Left forces. After the outbreak of the First World War and before Italy's entry into it, the
Italian Socialist Party opposed the war under the slogan ''Against
War, for Neutrality!'' In December 1914, a group of renegades
(Mussolini and others) who defended the imperialist policy of
9-1534

NOTES

NOTES
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Y. Larin and A. Marty11ov. From April to June 1917, they published the monthly Interriational.
They took a Ce11trist stand a11d criticised the social-chatlvinists, but were afraid to break \vith them and opposed the basic
principles of Lenin's tactics adopted by the Bolshevik Party on
war, peace and revolution.
The Bolsheviks made several attempts to unite the internationalist forces for joint action against the social-chauvinists,
but the l\fer1shevik inter11ationalists did not breal{ off tl1eir relations \\•ith the latter. The question of uniting the internationalists
was raised at the lletrograd City and the Seventh (April) AllRussia conferences of the ll.S.D.L.P.(B.), and also at the Sixth
Party Congress, but unity was not achieved through the fault of
the Menshevik internationalists' leaders, 'vho laid do\vn a number
of unacceptable cor1ditions for unification.
After the October Socialist Revolution, some of the Menshevik
internationalists sided with avowed enemies of Soviet po,ver and
left the country. Others accepted Soviet po\ver and worked in
Soviet institutions. Some of them joined the Bolshevik Party.
p. 93

tl1e bourgeoisie and supported the war, \Vere expelled from the
party. The Italian socialists helcl a joint conference \vith the Swiss
socialists in Lugano in 1914 and took part in the international
socialist conferences at Zimmer\vald in 1915 and Kienthal in 1916.
However, the majority of the party adhered to the Centrist stand.
After Italy ha_d joine~ t~e war on the side of the Entente in !\fay
1915, the Italian Socialist Party renounced its opposition to the
war ancl advanced the slogan of "no participation in the \var and
no sabotage of the war'', which boiled clo\vn to sl1pporting the
\var.
JJ. 90
74

75

76

Fabians-rnembers of the Fabian Society, a British reforrnist
organisatio": foi:n<led in 1884. They were chiefly bourgeois i11tel.
lectuals-scientists, writers and politicians (Sidney and Beatrice
Webb, G~orge Bernard Shaw, Ramsay MacDonald and others).
Th~y _denied the. need for the _proletariat's class struggle and the
socialist revolution, and maintained that the transition from
capitalism ~o socialisi;n could be effected by petty reforms and
gradual social evolt1tion. In 1900, the Fabian Society joined
the Labour Party.
During the First World War of 1914-18 the Fabians took a
social-chauvinist stand.
'
p. 90
The ~ndependent Labour Party of Britain (I.L.P.)-a reformist
?rganisation founded by the leaders of the ''new trade unions''
in 1893, when _there was a revival of strikes and a gro\ving n.ove
1ne~t for _the independence of the working ctass from the bourgeois parties. The I.L.P. united the ''new trade unions", a number
of the old ones, and also intellectuals and petty bourgeoi~ who
we~e unde~ the influence of the Fabians. The party \Va~ led by
:Keir I-lardie and Ramsay MacDonald. From it~ very inception
it p1;1rsued a bourgeois reformist policy and concentrated on th~
parliam~ntary struggle and parliamentary deal~ with the liberals. Lenin wrote of the I.L.P. that it ''is actually an opportunist
party that has always been dependent on the bourgeoisie'' (Collected Works, Vol. 29, p. 494).
At _the beginr1ing of the First World War, the I.L.P. issued
a ma111festo agai11st tl1e war but soo11 took a social-chauvinist
stand.
p. 90

77

78

The All-Russia Democratic Conference \Vas called by the Menshevik and Socialist-Revolutionary Central Executive Committee of
the Soviets, ostensibly to decide who would rule the country.
The organisers' real aim, however, was to distract the attention
of the masses from the mounting revolution. It was first set for
September 12 (25), 1917, and later postponed to Septerr1ber 14
(27). It was held in Petrograd from September 14 to 22 (September
27-0ctober 5).
p. 93

79

The revolutionary government of Finland, the Council of People's
llepresentatives, was set up on January 29, 1918, after the overthro\V of Svinhufvud's bourgeois government. In addition there
was also the !\'Iain Council of Workers' Organisations, which was
the supreme organ of government. State power was based on the
''seims of workers' organisations'', \vhich were elected by the
organised workers.
p. 99

80

A quotation from Marx's Critique of the Gotha Programme (Marx
and Engels, Selected Works in two volurr1es, Vol. II, Moscow,
1962, pp. 32-33).
p. 102

81

See Engels's letter to A. Behel of March 18-28, 1875 (Marx and
Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 293).
p. 106

s2

This proposition is contained in Engels's Introduction to Karl
Marx's The Civil J!Var in France (Marx and Engels, Selected Works
in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 481).
p. 109

83

Lenin quotes from Frederick Engels's article ''On Authority''
(see Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volurr1es, Vol. I,
Moscow, 1962, p. 639).
p. 109

No~a1;a Zhizn (New Life)-a daily published in Petrograd from

April 18 (l\lay 1), 1917, to July 1918. It was founded by a group
ol Me11sl1evil( i11ter11ationalists arid \Vriter~.
It \\'as 11ostile to the Octciber Socialist lle\•olutior1 anll Soviet
~o,'ver. Fro1n Jlinl) 1, 191~ it appeared in t\vO editio11s, or1e ir 1
I ltrog1ad and the other 111 Mosco\v. Both \\'ere closell do,vn in
July 1918.
p. 92
Menshevi~o internationalists- a small group within the Mcnshevik
I~arLy \\'h1?h too)( an inconsistently i11ternationali5t attitude du-

r111g·

Lilt)
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]<1rst YVcJrld War. l,ro111ine11t a1nong the111 were- J,. Martciv,
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84

See Marx's letter to L. Kugelmann of April 12, 1871 (Marx and
Engels, SP-lected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 262), his work
The Civil War iri France (Marx and Engels, Selected Works in
two v~lumes, Vol: I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 516 and 520-21), and
Engels s Introduction of 1891 to The Civil War in France (ibid.,
p. 483).
p. 109

85

This refers to the Preface to the 1872 Gerrr1an edition of the Communist Man if es to \Vritten by Karl Marx and Frederick Engels
(Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
Mosco\v, 1962, p. 22).
p. 109

86

NAME INDEX

See Karl Marx, The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels Selected Works in t\VO volumes, Vol. I, MosCO\V, 1962, p. S20).
p. 112

A

Assi, Adolphe Alphonse (1840-

1886)-0lltstanding figure ir1 the
French labour movement, member of the Paris Commune.-117
Aurelie de Paladines, Louis
Jean-Baptiste d' (1804-1877)French general, monarchist; member of the French National Assembly, commander of the National Guard, hangman of the
Paris Commune in 1871.-7,12
A vksentyev, Nikolai Dmitrievich (1878-1943)-one of the
leaders of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party, member of its C.C.;
Minister of the Interior in the
bourgeois Provisional Government after the February 1917
bourgeois-democratic revolution;
one of the organisers of counterrevolutionary mutinies after the
Great October Socialist Revolution; whiteguard emigre.-51
A voine-member of the Paris Commune.~115
Avrial, Augustine (1840-1904)member of the Paris Com1nu11e,
member of the Labour-Exchange
Commission and of the Executive and Military Commissions of
the Commune.-117

•

B

Bakunin, Mikhail Alexandrovich (18111-1876)-Russian revolu-

'

' .-

tionary, ideologist of a11archisrr1,
took an active part in the 184849 revolution in Germany; member of the First International, in
which he violently opposed
Marxism; ,vas expelled from the
International in 1872 for his
splitting activity. -57, 69, 76
Bebel, August (1840-1913)-one
of the leaders of German Social-Democracy and the international working-class movement;
founded the Social-Democratic
Workers' Party of Germany with
Wilhelm Liebknecht in 1869; was
repeatedly elected deputy to the
Reichstag; fought reformism and
revisionism in the Social-Democratic movement of Germany in
the 1890s and at the beginning
of the 20th century. -67, 69
Bernstein, Eduard (1850-1932)leader of the extreme opportunist wing of German SocialDemocracy and the Second International; theoretician of revisionism and reformism.-48, 55,
56, 57, 77, 78, 82, 85, 87, 100,
110
Beslay, Charles (1795-1878)prominent figure in the International and the Paris Comrnune.117
Bismarck, Otto (1815-1898)statesman and diplomat of Prussia and Germany. In 1862
Minister-President and Foreign
Minister of Prussia. His policy
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NAME

NAME INl)EX

was to unify the German states
under Prussia's hegemony; Reichschancellor (1871-90); one of the
organisers of the intervention
against the Paris Commune
in 1871.-8, 10, 11, 13, 26
Bisso la ti, Leonida (1857-1920)one of the founders of the Italian Socialist Party and leader
of its extreme Right reformist
wing.-50
Blanc, Louis
(1811-1882)French petty-bourgeois socialist,
historian; denied the irreconcilability of the class contradictions
under capitalism; . opposed the
proletarian revolution and supported conciliation with the
bourgeoisie; enemy of the Paris
Commune in 1871.-108
B lanqui, Louis Auguste (18051881)-outstanding French revolutionary, prominent representative of utopian communism, took
part in uprisings and revolutions
in Paris in 1830-70, headed a
number of secret revolutionary societies; spent over 36 years in
prison. Advocating seizure of
power by a small group of revolutionary conspirators, Blanqui did
not understand the decisive role
of organising the masses for
revolutionary struggle. While
paying a high tribute to Blanqui 's
revolutionary services, Marx and
Lenin severely criticised his mistakes and the fallacy of his conspiratorial tactics. - 7, 12, 17, 20
Bracke, Wilhelm (1842-1880)German socialist.
The Central Committee having issued
ar1 anti-war manifesto in September 1870, Bracke was arrested and
detained in a fortress for 3
months; released in March 1871.
One of the leading publishers and
distributors of party literature. 6, 67'
Branting, f{arl Hfalmar (18601925)-leader of the s,vedish So-

cial-Democratic Party, one of the
leaders of the Second International, took an opportunist stand;
became a member of the Nils Eden
coalition liberal-socialist government in 1917.-50, 90

sian War, 1870-71; Minister of
Mensheviks; supported the bourForeign Affairs in the Thiers
geois Provisional Government
government; one of the instigaafter the February 1917 bourgeoistors of tl1e blood-thirsty suppresdemocratic revolution; opposed
sion of the Paris Commune.-6,7
Soviet rule after the Great OcFerry,
Jules
(1832-1893)tober Socialist Revolution.-95
French politician,
bourgeois
David, Eduard (1863-1930)leader of the Right \ving of Ger-· republican, lawyer, publicist; secman Social-Democracy, revision- retary of the National Defence
Government after the September
ist; a social-chauvinist during
1870 revolution, then Mayor of
World War I; became member
Paris; one of the instigators of
of the first coalition government
the suppression of the Paris Comof the German Republic in 1919;
Minister of the l11terior in 1919- mune. -6
Frankel,
Leo (1844-1896)20. -50, 89, 90
prominent figure in the HungarDupont, Eugene (1831-1881)ian and international \vorkingJ<'rench revolutionary, took part
in the June 1848 uprising in class movement; member of the
Paris Commune, headed the J,aFrance, then emigrated to Lo11dli11;
rnember of the First Internation- bour-Exchange Commission; emigrated to London after the defeat
al General Council in 1864-72,
of the Commune and became a
supporter of Marx. -12, 117
member of the General Council of
Duval, Emile Victor (18411871)-member of the National the First International; associate
Guard C.C. and of the Paris Com- of Karl Marx and Frederick
Engels. - 13, 117
mune; arrested on April 4, 1871,
and shot by the Versailles
G
troops.-117

'' .

c
Ca vaignac, Louis-Eugene (1802-

1857)-French general, reactionary politician; War Minister from
May 1848; dictator from June
1848; suppressed the Paris workers' uprising of June 1848 with
extreme brutality. - 70
·
Cha lain; Louis Denis (b. 1845)prominent figure in the French
labour movement, member of the
Paris Commune, member of the
Social Security Commission and
the Labour-Exchange Commission
of the Paris Commune.-117
Chernov, Viktor Mikhailovich

(1876-1952)-one of the leaders
and theoreticians of the Socialist" Revolutionary Party; I\'linister of Agriculture (May-August
1917) in the bourgeois Provisional Government; pursued a policy of severe repressions against
peasants who seized landed estates; one of the organisers of anti-Soviet revolts after the October
Socialist Revolution; emigrated
in 1920 and continued anti-Soviet activities.-51, 75, 90, 95
D

(18361871)-revolutionary, tool• part
in the 1863-64 Polisl1 uprising,
general of the Paris Commune in
1871, commander of the Commune's armed forces. Killed May
23, 1871, defending the Montmartre heights.-9
Dqbrowski,

J aroslaw

Dan (Gurevich), Fyodor Ivanovich (1871-1947)-leader of the

'INDEX

Guiod,

E
Engels, Frederick (1820-1895).-

33, 37' 42, 60, 62-74, 76, 78-81,
85, 102, 106, 107, 109, 115, 117
F
Falloux, Frederic Alfred Pierre
.,
'

(1811-1886)-French
politician
and \vriter, legitimist and clerical; instigated the suppression of
the June 1848 uprising in Paris;
deputy to the Constituent an(l
J,egislative Assemblies during the
Seco11d Republic; Minister of
Education and Public Worship
in 1848-49.-11
Favre,
Jules
(1809-1880)French bourgeois politician, member of the Nat ion al Defence Government during the Franco-Prus-

Alphonse

Sirrion

(b. 1805)-French general, artillery commander in Paris during
the 1870-71 siege.-7
H
Henderson, Arthur (1863-1935)-

leader of the Labour Party and
the British trade union rnovement; a social-chauvinist during
World War I; after the February
1917 bourgeois-democratic revolution visited Russia to carnpaign
for the continuation of the
imperialist \var;
member of
several British bourgeois governments.-50
Herostratus-a Greek ...vho set
fire to the temple of Artemis in
Ephesus, a masterpiece of ancient
art, in 356 B. C. in order to win
fame for himself.-55, 77

'
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J

a social-chauvinist during the
First World War.-90
·
J aeckh, Gustav (1866-1907)- ·
Kropotkin, Pyo.tr A lexeye vich
German journalist. Author of
(1842-1921)-leader and theoretitbebooklnternational.-115, 116,
cian of anarchism; a social-chauv117
inist during the First World
J aures, Jean (1859-1914)-hisWar.-88
torian, prominent leader of the
Kugelmann, Ludwig
(1830French and international social1902)-German Social-Democrat,
ist movement. Leader of the friend of Karl Marx; one of the
Right reformist wing of the leaders of the 1848-49 revolution
French Socialist Party; founded
in Germany; member of the First
l'Humanite in 1904 and was its
International.-15-16, 18, 19, 42,
permanent editor; an active fight43
er against militarism and preparations for imperialist war; murL
dered by a hired assassin in July
1914.-77, 90
Lecomte, Claude Martin (1817J ourde, Fran9ois ( 1843-1893)1871)-French general; on the
prominent figure in the Paris night of March 17, 1871 took part
Commune.-115, 117
in the raid on Montmartre to seize
the artillery of the National
Guard; on March. 18, 1871, the
K
first day of the Paris Commune,
Kaledin, Alexei Maximovich was killed by soldiers . who
(1861-1918)-tsarist general, Don had gone over to the side of the
Cossack ataman; a leader of people.-8
.
.
the Don Cossack counter-revoluLegien, Karl (1861-1920)-Gertion after the Great October So- man Right Social-Democrat, a
cialist Revolution; one of the leader of the German trade
founders of the whiteguard Vol- unions, revisionist; an extreme
unteer Army; headed the Cos- social-chauvinist during the First
sack revolt.-96
World War; member of the NaK autsky, Karl (1854-1938)tional Assembly of the Weimar
leader of the German Social-Dem- Republic in 1919-20; opposed the
ocratic Party and the Second revolutionary movement of the
International; first a Marxist, la- proletariat. -50, 52, 89, 90
ter a renegade; the ideologist of
Lieber (Goldman), Mikhail IsaCentrism, one of the most harm- akovich (1880-1937)-Menshevik;
ful varieties of opportunism; a supported the coalition governsocial-chauvinist during the First ment after the February 1917
World War; founded the reac- bourgeois-democratic revolution;
tionary theory of ultra-imperial- opposed the Great October Socialism; a bitter enemy of the so- ist Revolution.-95
cialist revolution in Russia and
Liebknecht, Wilhelm
(1826the Soviet state .-33, 36, 38, 39,
1900)-prominent figure in the
43, 50, 56, 69, 72, 75, 76-87,
German and international work89, 100-110
ing-class movement, one of the
founders and leaders of the GerKolb, Wilhelm (1870-1918)German Social-Democrat, ex- man Social-Democratic Party. 69
treme opportunist and revisionist;
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Lissagaray,
Prosper 0 li vier
(1838-1901)-French politician
and publicist; took part in the
work of the Paris Commune in
1871; emigrated to England after
the suppression of the Commune;
in 1876 published Ifistory of the
Commune, 1871.-9, 115, 117
Longuet, Charles (1833-1903)prominent figure in the French
,vorking-class rr1ovement, member of the General Council of the
International; took part in the
defence of Paris in 1870-71, member of the Paris Commune.-117
Louis XVI (1754-1793)-King
of France in 177 4-92, executed
during the French bourgeois
revolution.-119
Louis Philippe (1773-1850)King of France (1830-1848); dethroned during the 1848 February revolution; went to England
and died there.-6
Luxemburg, Rosa (1871-1919)prominent figure in the international working-class mov.ement; a
leader of the Left wing of the
Second International; one of the
founders of the Communist Party
of Germany; assassinated in
January 1919 by German counterrevolutionaries ,-83, 110
L vo v,
Georgi
Ye vgenye vich
(1861-1925)-prince, big landov;ner; was Chairman of the Council
of Ministers and Minister of the
Interior of the bourgeois Provisional Government after the February 1917 bourgeois-democratic
revolution (March-July); White
emigre after the Great October
Socialist Revolution; took an active part in organising the armed
intervention
against
Soviet
Russia.-39
M

'

•
'

Malo1i, Benoit (18111-18~13)
member of the Natior1al Guard

•
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Central Committee and of the
Paris Commune. -117
Martov, L. (Tsederbaum, Yul?/ Osipovich) (1873-1923)-Menshevik leader; headed the group
of Menshevik internationalists
after the February bourgeois-democratic revolution of 1917; enemy of the Soviet government after
the October Socialist Revolution;
emigrated to Germany in 1920.93, 94
Martynov, A. (Picker, A. S.)
{1865-1935)-leader of the Economists, prominent Menshevik. 114, 119
Marx, Karl (1818-1883).-12,
15-19, 20, 22, 33-34, 38, 41-45,
47-50, 52, 55-60, 63-64, 67-68,
76, 78-81, 83, 85-87, 92-93,
100-03, 105-10, 111, 112, 115-17,
119
Meller-Zakomelsky, Alexander
Nikolayevich (b. 1844)-tsarist
general, extreme reactionary;
headed anti-revolutionary punitive expeditions in Siberia with
General Rennenkampf in 1906.27
Millerand, Alexandre Etienne
(1859-1943)- French politician;
joined the socialists in the nineties; headed the opportunist trend
in the French socialist movement;
became a member of the reactionary bourgeois government of Waldeck-Rousseau in 1899; collaborated with general Galliffet,
hangman of the Paris Commune.
After his expulsion from the
Socialist Party in 1904, Millerand formed with Briand and Viviani the Party of Independent
Socialists; Minister in 1909-10,
1912-13, 1914-15.-77
Montesquieu, Charles Louis
(1689-1755)-outstanding French
bol1rgeois sociologist, economist
and \Vriter, champion of 18thcentury Enlightenment.-58
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1912)-member of the National
Guard Central Committee and of
the Paris Commune.-115

Russia; founded the first Russian
Marxist group-the Emancipation
of Labour group-in 1883 in
Geneva; joined the Mensheviks
after the Second Congress of the
R.S.D.L.P. (1903); adopted a social-chauvinist
stand
during
World War I; supported the bourgeois Provisional Government
after the February 1917 bourgeois-democratic
revolution;
adopted a 11egative attitude towards the October Socialist Revolution, but did not take part in
the struggle against Soviet
power.-15-19, 36, 38-39, 41, 44,
50, 53, 56, 75-76, 89

p

Potresov, Alexander Nikolayevich (1869-1934)-one of the Men-

N

Napoleon I (Bonaparte) (1769-

1821)-Emperor of ·France
1804-14 and 1815.-72, 119

in

Napoleon III(Bonaparte, Louis)

(1808-1873)-nephew of Napoleon
I; Emperor of France from 1852
to 1870.-5, 6, 9, 11
0

Ostyn,

Fran~ois

Charles (1823-

Pannekoek, Anton (1873-1960)-

Dutch Social-Democrat; one of
the founders in 1907 of De Tribune, organ of the Left wing of
the Dutch Social-Democratic Labour Party; an internationalist
during World War I; member of
the Communist Party of Holland
in 1918-21; took an active part
in the work of the Communist
International; advocated extreme
Left, sectarian views; left the
Communist Party in 1921.-33,
83-87
Picard,

Louis .Joseph Ernest

(1821-1877)-French politician,
Right republican; Finance Minister in the National Defence Government in 1870; Minister of the
Interior in the Thiers government
in 1871; one of the hangmen
of the Paris Commune.-6
Pi1idy-a worker, member of
the Paris section of the International, member of the Paris
Commune.-115
Plekhanov, Georgi Valentinovich
(1856-1918)-outstanding

leader of the Russian and international working-class movement,
first propagandist of Marxism in

1930, and expelled again in 1936
for his factional activities.-83
Renaudel, Pierre (1871-1935)a reformist leader of the French
Socialist Party, editor of l'Humanite; a social-chauvinist during
World War I.-50
Rennenkampf, Pavel Karlovich

i'
I

(b. 1859)-Russian publicist; supported the Narodnaya · Volya;
later became a Socialist-Revolutionary.-52

s

Berngardo vich

(1885-1939)-took an active part
in the Social-Democratic movement in Galicia, Poland and
Germany from the beginning of
the 20th century; adopted an internationalist stand, sometimes
swinging over to the Centrists, during World War I; had an erroneous attitude to the right of nations
to self-determination; joined the
Bolshevik Party in 1917; sided
with ''Left-wing'' Communists at
the signing of the Brest Treaty;
actively supported the Trotsky
opposition from 1923; expelled
from the Party by the 15th Party
Congress in 1927; rehabilitated in

(18651939)-one of the leaders of the
opportunist, extreme Right wing
of the German Social-Democratic
Party; a social-chauvinist during
World War I; member of the socal!ed Council of People's Representatives during the November
1918 revolution in Germany; inspired the violent agitation
against the Spartacus group;
headed the coalition gover11me11t. of
the Weimar Republic in February-June 1919; one of the organisers of the blood-thirsty suppression of the German working-class
movement in. 1918-21; later abandoned political activities. -50,52,
89
Sembat, Marcel (1862-1922)a reformist leader of the French
Socialist Party; a social-chauvinist during World War I; Minister
for Public Works in tl1e imperialist National Defence Government of France from August 1914
to September 1917.-50, 52
Scheidemann,

R

Karl

(1854-1918)-tsarist general, one
of the hangmen of the revolutionary movement in Russia; headed the punitive expedition in
1906; Commander of the 1st
Russian Army in 1914-15.-27
Rusanov, Nikolai Sergeyevich

shevik leaders; adopted ·a socialchauvinist stand during World
War I; emigrated after the October Socialist Revolution. -89
Proudhon, Pierre Joseph (18091865)-French publicist, economist and sociologist; advocated
the ideas of the petty bourgeoisie; one of the founders of anarcl1is1n. -17, 55-57, 67, 75, 78
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Skobelev,

Philipp

Matvei

Ivanovich

(1885-1939)-joined tl1e Menshe\
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vik Social-Democrats in 1903; adhered to the Centrists during
World War I; Minister of Labour
in the bourgoius Provisional Government after the February 1917
bourgeois-democratic revolution;
after the October Socialist Revolution he dissociated himself
from the Mensheviks.-51
Stauning, Thorwald August
M arinus
(1873-1942)-Danish

statesman and publicist; one of
the Right-wing leaders of Danish
Social-Democracy and the Second
International; took a socialchauvinist stand during World
War I; Minister without portfolio in the bourgeois government
in 1916-20.-50, 90
Stirner, Max (1806-1856)-German philosopher, one of the ideologists of bourgeois individualism
and anarchism; outlined his views
in 1844 in his book Der Einzige
und sein Eigentum; was criticised by Marx and Engels.-75
Struve,

Pyotr

Berngardovich

(1870-1944)-bourgeois economist
and publicist, one of the leaders
of the Cadet Party; a prominent
representative of ''legal Marxism''
in the 1890s; ·came out with
"criticism" and "revision" of
Marx's economic and philosopl1ical teachi11gs; sought to adapt
Marxism and the \vorking-class
movement to the interests of the
bourgeoisie; ideologist of Russian
imperialism; a rabid enemy of
the Soviets after the October
Revolution. -44
Susane, Louis (1810-1876)Ji'rench general, took part in the
<lefence of Paris in 1870-71; author
of a number of papers on military history. -7
T

(18391880)-prominent figure in the
Theisz,

Albert

Felix
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French labour movement; member of the Paris Commune.-117
Thiers, Adolphe (1797-1877)French bourgeois historian and
statesman; Prime Minister in
1836 and 1840; President of the
French Republic (1871-73); hangman of the Paris Commune.-6,
9, 11, 12, 25, 27
Thomas, Clement (1809-1871)French general, Bonapartist; suppressed the uprising of the proletariat in Paris in June 1848;
was appointed commander of the
National Guard of Paris in 1870;
\Vas killed on March 18, 1871,
by soldiers who had gone over to
the side of the people. -8
Trepov, Dmitry Fyodorovich
(1855-1906)-in 1896-1905 chief
of the Moscow police, then Deputy Minister of the Interior.
Inspired
the
Black-Hundred
pogroms.-12
Treves, Claudio (1868-1933)reformist leader of the Italian
Socialist Party; a Centrist during
World War I; adopted a hostile
attitude to the Great October
Socialist Revolution. -90
Trochu, Louis Jules (18151896)-French general, Bonapartist; headed the National Defence
Government (September 1870February 1871); governor-general
of Paris in 1871; one of the hangmen of the Paris Commune;
_ resigned and abandoned political
activity in 1872.-6, 7, 11, 13
Tsereteli, I rakly Georgiye vich
(1882-1959)-oneof theMenshevik
leaders; adopted a Centrist stand
during World War I; member of
the Executive Committee of the
Petrograd Soviet after the February 1917 bourgeois-democratic revolution; entered the bourgeois
Provisional Government in May
1917; one of the leaders of the
counter-revolutionary Menshevik
government of Georgia after the

October Socialist Revolution; a
White emigre after the establishment of Soviet power in Georgia. -51, 53, 70-71, 74-75, 89, 95
Turati, Filippo (1857-1932)active figure in the Italian working-class movement, one of the
organisers of the Italian Socialist
Party and leader of its reformist
Right wing; advocated Centrist
views during World War I; displayed a hostile attitude to the
October Socialist Revolution. 90
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Webb, Beatrice (1858-1943) and
Sidney (1859-1947)-well-known
British public figures, authors of
a number of books on the history and theory of the British labour
movement; took a social-chauvinist stand during World War I;
expressed great sympathy with
the Soviet Union after the Great
October Socialist Revolution. 87

v
Valentin, Louis Ernest-French
general, Bonapartist, acting prefect of the Paris police on the
eve of the March 18, 1871 uprising.-7, 12 Vandervelde,
Emile
(18661938)-leader of the Belgian Labour Party, Chairman of t4e International Socialist Bureau of
the Second International, took an
opportunist stand; social-chauvinist, a member of the bourgeois
government during World War I;
visited Russia after the February 1917 bourgeois-democratic
revolution to carry on propaganda for the continuation of the
imperialist war; an enemy of the
Great October Socialist Revolution; supported the armed intervention against Soviet Russia.SO, 52, 89, 90
Varlin, Louis Eugene (18391871)-member of the Central
Committee of the National Guard
and of the Paris Commune, shot
by the Versailles troops on May
28, 1871.-115, 117
Vasilchiko v, Sergei I vano vich
(b. 1849)-general, Commander
of a Guards corps in 1902-06, inspired and participated in the
January 9, 1905 massacre of St.
Petersburg workers.-12

:

Vesinier, Pierre (1826-1902)member of the Paris Commune;
attacked Marx and the General
C,ouncil of the International. 117
Vinoy,
Josef
(1800-1880)French general, Bonapartist,
Commander of the Versailles
army during the Paris Commune;
one of the instigators of the brutal suppression of the Communards.-7
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Wilhelm I (1797-1888)-King
of Prussia (from 1861); Kaiser of
Germany (1871-88).--5
Wroblewski,
Walery (18361908)-Polish revolutio11ary, took
part in the Polisl1 liberation
uprising of 1863-64; general of the
Paris Commune ir1 1871.-9

z
Zenzino v, Vladimir M ikhai lovich (b. 1881)-leader of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party; a
defencist du1ing World War I;
member of the Executive Committee of the Petrograd Soviet
in 1917; supported the idea of
- a bloc with the bourgeoisie; opposed Soviet rule after the Great
October Socialist Revolution;
White emigre. -52
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