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PUBLISHER'S NOTE

The present volume contains articles by V. 1. Lenin
that deal with the British working-class movement, and
also works that characterize British imperialism, expose
its colonial policy, and the part it played in preparing the
First World War and in organizing armed intervention
against Soviet Russia in 1918-20. It also contains extracts
from or chapters of Lenin’s larger works dealing with
various aspects of the political life and economy of Great
Britain.

The entire material is arranged in chronological order.

The translation of the items contained in the present
volume has been made from the Russian text as given in
the fourth edition of the Works of V. I. Lenin published
in Moscow by the Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the
C.C. of the C.P.S.U. The appropriate volume and pages of
the Works are indicated, on the right, at the end of each
item.

Editorial notes, and also a name and a subject index
are given at the end of the volume.
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CORN TARIFFS IN BRITAIN AS APPRAISED BY
ROMANTICISM AND BY SCIENTIFIC THEORY*

We shall supplement our comparison between the the-
ory of the Romanticists on the main points of contempo-
rary economics and the latest theory? with a comparison
between their treatment of a certain practical problem.
Such a comparison will be all the more interesting in
that, on the one hand, this practical problem is one of
the biggest, most fundamental problems of capitalism, and
on the other hand, in that the two most outstanding ex-
ponents of these opposed theories have expressed their
opinion on this subject.

We are referring to the Corn Laws in Britain and their
repeal.s In the second quarter of the present century this
problem deeply interested not only British but also Con-
tinental economists; they all realized that this was by
no means a specific problem relating to tariff policy, but
the general problem of free trade, of free competition, of
the “destiny of capitalism.” It was a matter of crowning
the edifice of capitalism by giving full effect to free com-
petition; of clearing the road for the completion of that
“break-up” which large-scale machine industry began in
Britain at the end of the last century; of removing the
obstacles that were hindering this “break-up” in agricul-
ture. Tt was precisely thus that the two Continental econ-
omists of whom we intend to speak viewed the problem.

* This item is § VI of Chapter 11 of V. 1. Lenin's A Characteri-
Zation of Economic Romanticism,\—Ed.
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In the second edition of his Nouveaux Principes Sismon-
di added a chapter specially devoted to “laws governing
trade in grain” (1. III, ch. X).

First of all, he emphasizes the urgency of the problem:
“Half the British people today are demanding the repeal
of the Corn Laws, demanding it with extreme irritation
against those who support them; but the other half are
demanding that they be retained, and cry out indignantly
against those who want them repealed” (I, 251).

In examining the problem, Sismondi points out that the
interests of the British farmers demanded corn tarifis
to ensure them a remunerating price. The interests of
the manufacturers, however, demanded the repeal of the
Corn Laws, because the manufactories could not exist
without foreign markets, and the further development of
British exports was being retarded by the laws, which
restricted imports: “The manufactory owners added that
the glut in the market was the result of these same Corn
Laws; that wealthy people on the Continent could not
buy their goods because they could not find a market for
their corn” (I, 254).*

“The opening of the market to foreign corn will prob-
ably ruin the British landowners and reduce all rents
to an infinitely low price. This, undoubtedly, is a great
calamity, but it is not an injustice” (I, 254). And Sis-
mondi proceeds to argue in the naivest manner that
the revenues of the landowners should be commensurate
with the service (sic!!) they render “society” (capital-
ist?), and so forth. “The farmers,” continues Sismondi,

* One-sided as may be this explanation given by the British
manufacturers, who ignore the deeper causes of crises and their
inevitability when the expansion of the market is slight, it, neverthe-
less, undoubtedly contains the absolutely correct idea that the
realization of the product by its sale abroad demands, on the whole,
corresponding imports from abroad, We bring this explanation of the
British manufacturers to the notice of those economists who brush

aside the problem of the realization of the product in capitalist
society with the profound remark: “They will sell abroad.”

10

“will withdraw their capital, in part at least, from agri-
culture.”

This argument of Sismondi’s (and he rests content with
this argument) reveals the main flaw in Romanticism,
which does not pay sufficient attention to the process of
economic development that is actually taking place. We
have seen that Sismondi himself points to the gradual
development and growth of capitalist farming in Britain.
But he hastens to denounce this process instead of study-
ing its causes. It is only this haste, the desire to thrust
his pious wishes upon history, that can explain the fact
that Sismondi overlooks the general trend of capitalist
development in agriculture and the inevitable accelera-
tion of this process with the repeal of the Corn Laws, i.e,,
the capitalist progress of agriculture instead of its de-
cline, which Sismondi prophesies.

But Sismondi remains true to himself. He no sooner
approached the contradiction inherent in this capitalist
process than he immediately set about naively “refuting”
it in his endeavour to prove at all costs that the path being
followed by the “British fatherland” was a wrong ore.

“What will the day labourer do?... Work will stop, the
fields will be converted into pastures.... What will be-
come of the 540,000 families who will be denied work?*
Even assuming that they will be fit for any kind of indus-
trial work, is there, at the present time, an industry ca-
pable of absorbing them?... Can a government be found
that will voluntarily subject half the nation which it gov-
erns to such a crisis?... Will those to whom the agricul-
turists are thus sacrificed benefit by it to any extent? Af-

* To “prove” the unsoundness of capitalism, Sismondi forthwith

makes an approximate calculation (such as our Russian Romanticist,
Mr. V.V, for example, is so fond of doing). Six hundred thousand
families, he says, are engaged in agriculture. When the fields are
Eonverted into pastures, no more than a tenth of this number will be
wanted.”.., The less this author reveals an understanding of the
Process in all its complexity, the more eagerly he resorts to childish
Tough calculations.
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ter all, these agriculturists are the nearest and most re-
liable consumers of British manufactures. The cessation
of their consumption would strike industry a blow more
fatal than the closing of one of the biggest foreign mar-
kets” (255-256). The notorious “contraction of the home
market” appears upon the scene. “How much will the man-
ufactories lose by the cessation of the consumption of
the whole class of British agriculturists, which consti-
tutes nearly half the nation? How much will the manufac-
tories lose by the cessation of the consumption of wealthy
people, whose revenues from agriculture will be almost
wiped out?” (267) The Romanticist moves heaven and
earth to prove to the manufacturers that the contradictions
inherent in the development of their industry, and of their
wealth, merely express their error, their improvidence.
And to ‘“convince” the manufacturers of the “dan-
ger” of capitalism, Sismondi dilates on the threatening
competition of Polish and Russian grain (pp. 257-261).
He resorts to every possible argument; he even wants to
touch the pride of the British. “What will become of Brit-
ain’s honour if the Emperor of Russia is in a position,
whenever he wishes to obtain some concession or other
from her, to starve her by closing the Baltic ports?” (268)
Let the reader recall how Sismondi tried to prove that
the “apologists of the money power” were wrong, by con-
tending that it was quite easy to cheat when selling....
Sismondi wants to “refute” the theoretical interpreters of
capitalist farming by arguing that the rich farmers can-
not withstand the competition of the wretched peasants
(cf. quoted above), and in the end arrives at his favourite
conclusion, evidently convinced that he has proved that
the path being followed by the “British fatherland” is a
“wrong one.” “The example of Britain shows us that this
practice” (the development of money economy, to which
Sismondi opposes ['habitude de se fournir soi-méme, “la-
bour working with one’s own hands”) “is not without
its dangers” (263). “The very system of economy” (namely,

12

capitalist farming) “is bad, rests upon a dangerous founda-
tion, and this is what one should try to change” (266).

The concrete problem evoked by the conflict of definite
interests in a definite system of economy is thus submerged
in a flood of pious wishes! But the interested parties
themselves raised the issue so sharply that to confine
oneself to such a “solution” (as Romanticism does on all
other problems) became utterly impossible.

“But what is to be done?” Sismondi asks in despair.
“Open British ports, or close them? Doom the manufac-
turing or the rural workers of Britain to starvation and
death? It is, indeed, a dreadful question; the position in
which the British Cabinet finds itself is one of the most
delicate that statesmen can possibly face” (260). And
Sismondi again and again reverts to the *“general con-
clusion” that the system of capitalist farming is “danger-
ous,” that it is “dangerous to subordinate the whole of
agriculture to a system of speculation.” But “how it is
possible, in Britain, to take such measures, effective but
at the same time gradual, that would raise the significance
(remettraient en honneur) of the small farms, when hali
the nation, employed in the manufactories, are suffering
hunger, and the measures they demand doom the other hall
of the nation, engaged in agriculture, to starvation—I do
not know. I think the Corn Laws should be considerably
amended; but I advise those who are demanding their
complete repeal carefully to study the following proble:ss”
(267) —then follow the old complaints and apprehensions
about the decline of agriculture, the contraction of the
home market, and so forth.

Thus, at the very first impact with reality, Romanticism
suffered utter flasco. It was obliged to issue to itsell a
lestimonium paupertatis and itself acknowledges receipt
of it. Recall how easily and simply Romanticism “solved”
all problems in “theory”! Protection is unwise, capitalism
s a fatal delusion, the road Britain has taken is wrong
and dangerous, production must keep in step with con-
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sumption, while industry and commerce must keep in step
with agriculture, machines are advantageous only when
they lead to a rise in wages or to a reduction of the work-
ing day, means of production should not be divorced from
the producer, exchange must not run ahead of production,
must not lead to speculation, and so on, and so forth. Ro-
manticism countered every contradiction with an appro-
priate sentimental phrase, answered every question with
an appropriate pious wish, and called the sticking of these
labels upon all the facts of current life a “solution” of the
problems. It is not surprising that these solutions were
so charmingly simple and easy: they ignored only one lit-
tle circumstance—the real interests, the conflict of which
constituted the contradiction. And when the development
of this contradiction brought the Romanticist face to face
with one of these particularly violent conflicts, such as
was the struggle between the parties in Britain that pre-
ceded the repeal of the Corn Laws, our Romanticist lost
his head altogether. He felt perfectly at ease in the haze
of dreams and excellent wishes, he so skilfully composed
maxims applicable to “society” in general (but inappli-
cable to any historically determined system of society);
but when he dropped from his world of fantasy into the
maelstrom of real life and conflict of interests, he did not
even have a criterion with which to solve concrete prob-
lems. The habit of advancing abstract propositions and of
reaching abstract solutions reduced the problem to the
bare formula: which part of the population should be ruined
—the agricultural or the manufacturing? And, of course,
the Romanticist could not but conclude that neither part
should be ruined, that it was necessary to “turn from the
path” ... but the real contradictions encompassed him so
tightly that he was unable to ascend again into the haze
of excellent wishes, and the Romanticist was obliged to
give an answer. Sismondi even gave two answers: first—«[
do not know”; second—*“on the one hand, one cannot but
admit; on the other hand, it must be recognized.”

11

On January 9, 1848, Karl Marx delivered, at a public
meeting in Brussels, a “speech on free trade.”* Unlike the
Romanticists, who declared that “political economy is not
a science of calculation, but a science of morality,” he took
as the point of departure of his exposition precisely the
plain and sober calculation of inferests. Instead of regard-
ing the problem of the Corn Laws as one concerning a
“system” chosen by a nation or as one of legislation (as
Sismondi looked upon it), the speaker began by presenting
it as a conflict of interests between manufacturers and
landowners, and showed how the British manufacturers
tried to raise the issue as the affair of the entire nation,
tried to assure the workers that they were acting in the
interests of the national welfare. Unlike the Romanticists,
who had presented the problem in the form of the consider-
ations which a legislator must have in mind when carry-
ing out the reform, the speaker reduced the problem to the
conflict between the real interests of the different classes
of British society. He showed that the entire problem
sprang from the necessity of cheapening raw materials
for the manufacturers. He described the distrust of
the British workers who saw “in these self-sacrificing
gentlemen, in Bowring, Bright and Co. their worst
enemies.”

“The manufacturers build great palaces at immense
expense, in which the Anti-Corn-Law League takes up, in
some respects, its official residence; they send an army of
missionaries to all corners of England to preach the gos-
pel of free trade; they have printed and distributed gratis -
thousands of pamphlets to enlighten the worker upon his
own interests, they spend enormous sums to make the
press favourable to their cause; they organize a vast admin-
istrative system for the conduct of the free trade move-
ment, and they display all their wealth of eloquence at pub-

* Discours sur le libre échange* We are using the German
translation: Rede iiber die Frage des Freihandels.

‘
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tings that a work-
i tings. It was at one of these mee
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The English workers have very well umlierfi oorld he sig
nificance of the struggle between the li?jloihzta e e
ial capitalists. They know very
(cl:flsljileidcwgs to be reduced in order to reduce v;/lagaess, raelgci
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issue presents itsell to these authors as a question of wheth-
er the further development of capitalism is desirable or
should be retarded, whether “other paths” should be
sought, and so forth. And we know that their affirmative
answer to this question was indeed the solution of the gen-
eral fundamental problem of the “destiny of capitalism”
and not of the specific problem of the Corn Laws in Brit-
ain, for the point of view established here was also applied
much later in relation to other countries, The authors
held such views in the 1840’s in relation to Germany, and
in relation to America,* and declared that free competi-
tion was progressive for that country; with respect to Ger-
many one of them wrote, as late as the sixties, that she
suffered not only from capitalism, but also from the insuf-
ficient development of capitalism.

Let us return to the speech we have been dealing with.
We pointed to the fundamentally different point of view of
the speaker, who reduced the problem to one of the inter-
ests of the different classes in British society. We see the
same profound difference in his presentation of the purely
theoretical problem of the significance of the repeal of
the Corn Laws in the social economy. For him it is not the
abstract question of which system Britain should adopt,
what path she should choose (as the question is put by
Sismondi, who forgets that Britain has g past and a pres-
ent, which already determine that path). No, he forthwith
presents the question on the basis of the given social-eco-
nomic system; he asks himself: what must be the next step
in the development of this system following the repeal of
the Corn Laws? ‘ ’

The difficulty in this question lay in determining
how the repeal of the Corn Laws would affect agricul-

ture, for as regards industry its effect was clear to every-
body:. -

* CI. Neue Zeit, the recently discovered articles of Marx in West-
philisches Dampfboot.” o
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To prove how this repeal would also benefit agriculture,
the Amti-Corn-Law League offered a prize for the three
best essays on the beneficial effect the repeal of the Corn
Laws would have upon British agriculture. The speaker
briefly outlined the views of the three prize-winners, Hope,
Morse, and Greg, and at once singled out the last-named,
whose essay most scientifically and most strictly followed
the principles laid down by classical political economy.

Writing mainly for big farmers, Greg, himself a big
manufacturer, showed that the repeal of the Corn Laws
would thrust out of agriculture the small farmers, who
would turn to industry, but would benefit the big farmers,
who would be able to rent land on longer leases, invest
more capital in the land, employ more machines and get
along with less labour, which was bound to become cheap-
er with the fall in the price of corn. The landlords, how-
ever, would have to be content with a lower rent because
land of poorer quality would drop out of cultivation, as it
would be unable to withstand the competition of cheap
imported grain.

The speaker proved to be quite right in regarding this
forecast and open defence of capitalism in agriculture as
the most scientific. History has confirmed his forecast.
“The repeal of the Corn Laws gave a marvellous impulse
to English agriculture.... A positive decrease of the agri-
cultural population went hand in hand with increase of
the area under cultivation, with more intensive cultivation,
unheard-of accumulation of the capital incorporated with
the soil, and devoted to its working, an augmentation in
the products of the soil without parallel in the history of
English agriculture, plethoric rent-rolls of landlords, and
growing wealth of the capitalist farmers. . .. Greater out-
lay of capital per acre, and, as a consequence, more rapid
concentration of farms, were essential conditions of the
new method.”*

“% This was written in 18678 To explain the rise in rents, one
must bear in mind the law established by the modern analysis of

18

But .the speaker, of course, did not confine hi
recognizing Greg’s arguments as being the mo};}cmcsoei'lrfecttO
Coming frf)m the mouth of Greg, they were the reasonin :
(.)f a Free Trader who was discussiné English agricultur%
in general, and was trying to prove that the repeal of the
(,or; Laws }Aéoui)d benefit the nation as a whole. After what
we have said above it is evi
e of the shenne: evident that these were not the

He explained that a reduction in the pri
gloriﬁed by the Free Traders, meant an Ii)riizifit;)tf)lzoll'-:éuscc-)
t/1or1 in wages, the cheapening of the commodity “labour”
(more exactly: labour power); that the drop in the price
of corn Wguld never be able to compensate the Workerls) for
thg drop in wages, firstly, because with the drop in the
price of corn it would be more difficult for the worker to
save on ’fhe consumption of bread with a view to buyin
other artlcleg; secondly, because the progress of indus'{rg
cheapens articles of consumption, substituting spirits fo}r,
L1))?erl,l E[)}cl)_tatoes fqr bread, cotton for wool and linen, and
ai]da ]iVirllsé'lowermg the worker’s standard of requirements

Thus we see that apparently the speaker establi
Oléments of the problem just as Sisrgondi does:bliles?oeg ;}(]ie-
mits that the ruination of the small farmers and the impov-
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d 'lhe landowning aristocracy into pa

s . nto pers. In

r‘!};zftlbecame rlcf{er than.ever. How did thayt happZIigps/l:ryI:iiie?d,

m\fest}’,lé*hgozirétmngt cla.,pltali‘sts were now compelled by wcontractpgc')
s sterling annuall i

heretofos T o g y per acre instead of 8 pounds as

! . secondly, the landlords, bei

i the | oo Sec , » being strongly represented

irat ., granted themselves a heavy subsidy f

tof;?aizp?;éiergthetr p?rglanent improvements of chir landsy Si(r)lrce t;lg

7 ent o the worst soil took pl |

temporar ook place, but at the most

; y employment of such soil for ot .

i . ! other purposes, th

_Proportion to the increased investment of ca;pli)tal, (an\det;eengsa‘nrg:g

arist{oers
259) Cracy were better off than ever before.” (Das Kapital, 111, 2,
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erishment of the workers in industry and agriculture will
be the inevitable consequences of Free Trade. It is here
that our Narodniks, who are distinguished also for their
inimitable skill in “citing,” usually stop quoting “ex-
cerpts,” and with complete satisfaction declare that they
fully “agree.” But these methods merely show that they
failed to understand, first, the tremendous difference in the
presentation of the problem, which we indicated above;
second, that they overlook the fact that the radical differ-
ence between the new theory and Romanticism only be-
gins here: the Romanticist turns from the concrete problems
of actual development to dreams, whereas the realist takes
the established facts as his criterion in definitely solving
a concrete problem.

Pointing to the forthcoming improvement in the con-
ditions of the workers the speaker went on to say:

“Thereupon the economists will tell you:

“‘Well, we admit that competition among the workers,
which will certainly not have diminished under free trade,
will very soon bring wages into harmony with the low
price of commodities. But, on the other hand, the low price
of commodities will increase consumption, the larger
consumption will require increased production, which
will be followed by a larger demand for hands, and this
larger demand for hands will be followed by a rise in
wages.’

“The whole line of argument amounts to this: free trade
increases productive forces. 1T industry keeps growing, if
wealth, if the productive power, i, in a word, productive
capital increases, the demand for labour, the price of la-
bour, and consequently the rate of wages, rise also. The
most favourable condition for the worker is the growth of
capital, This must be admitted.* 1 capital remains sta-
tionary, industry will not merely remain stationary but will
decline, and in this case the worker will be the first vic-

* Qur italics.
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tim. He goes to the wall before the capitalist. And in the
case where capital keeps growing, in the circumstances
which we have said are the best for the worker, what will
be his lot? He will go to the wall just the same....” And
quoting data of British economists the speaker went on
{o explain in detail how the concentration of capital in-
creases the division of labour, which cheapens labour pow-
er by substituting unskilled for skilled labour, how the
machines oust the workers, how big capital ruins the small
industrialists and small rentiers and leads to the intensifi-
cation of crises, which still further increase the number
of unemployed. The conclusion he drew from his analy-
sis was that free trade signifies nothing but freedom for
the development of capital.

Thus, the speaker was able to find a criterion for the so-
lution of the problem which at first sight seemed to lead
{o the hopeless dilemma that brought Sismondi to a halt:
both free trade and its restraint equally lead to the ruin
of the workers. The criterion is—the development of the
productive forces. The presentation of the problem on a
historical basis at once made itself manifest: instead of
comparing capitalism with some abstract society as it
should be (i.e., fundamentally with a utopia), the author
compared it with the preceding stages of social economy,
Cf)mpared the different stages of capitalism as they succes-
sively replaced one another, and established the fact that
the productive forces of society develop thanks to the de-
celopment of capitalism. By applying scientific criticism
to the arguments of the Free Traders he was able to avoid
the_ mistake usually made by the Romanticists who, de-
nving that it has any importance, “empty the baby with
@he. bath water”; he was able to pick out the sound kernel
in it, i.e., the undoubted fact of enormous technical prog-
ress. Our Narodniks, with their characteristic wit, would,
of course, have concluded that this author, who had so
openly taken the side of big capital against the small pro-
ducer, was an “apologist of the money power,” the more
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so that he was addressing Continental Europe and apply-
ing the conclusions he drew from British life to his own
country, where at that time modern machine industry was
only taking its first timid steps. And yet, precisely this
example (like a host of similar examples from West-Euro-
pean history) could help them study the thing they are
not at all able (perhaps they do not wish) to understand,
namely, that to admit that big capital is progressive as
compared with small production is very, very far from be-
ing “apologetics.”

It is sufficient to recall the above-quoted chapter from
Sismondi and this speech to be convinced that the latter
is superior both from the standpoint of theory and of hos-
tility towards every kind of “apologetics.” The speaker
described the contradictions that accompany the develop-
ment of big capital much more exactly, fully, straight-
forwardly and frankly than the Romanticists ever did. But
he never descended to uttering a single sentimental phrase
bewailing this development. He never uttered a word any-
where about any possibility of “turning away from the
path.” He understood that by means of such phrases peo-
ple merely cover up the fact that they themselves are
“turning” away from the problem they are faced with by
life, i.e., the given economic reality, the given economic
development, the given interests that spring from this
development.

The above-mentioned fully scientific criterion enabled
him to solve this problem while remaining a consistent
realist.

“Do not imagine, gentlemen,” said the speaker, “that
in criticizing freedom of trade we have the least intention
of defending the system of Protection.” And he went on to
point out that under the contemporary system of social
economy both Free Trade and Protection rested on the
same basis, briefly referred to the “breaking-up” process
of the old economic life and of the old semi-patriarchal re-
lationships in West-European countries carried through by
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capitalism in England and on the Continent, and indicated
the social fact that under certain conditions Free Trade
hastens this “break-up”.* And he concluded with the
words: “It is in this sense alone, gentlemen, that I vote in
favour of Free Trade.”

Written in the spring of 1897 Vol. 2, pp. 230-42

First published in Novoye Slo-
vo, Nos. 7-10, April-July 1897

* This progressive significance of the repea.l of ths Corn Laws
was also clearly indicated by the author of “Die L:age even before
the repeal took place (l.c, p. 179) and he spec:al‘ly stressed the
influence it would have upon the consciousness of the producers.




THE TASKS OF THE RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS
(Excerpt)

The proletariat alone can be the vanguard fighter for
political liberty and for democratic institutions, firstly, be-
cause political oppression affects the proletariat most se-
verely; no improvements take place in the condition of
that class, which has no access either to the supreme au-
thorities or even to officials, nor has it influence on public
opinion. Secondly, because the proletariat alone is ca-
pable of bringing about the complete democratization of
the political and social system, as such democratization
would place this system in the hands of the workers. That
is why the merging of the democratic activities of the
working class with the democratic aspirations of the other
classes and groups would weaken the democratic movement,
would weaken the political struggle, would make it less
resolute, less consistent, more ready to compromise. On
the other hand, if the working class is singled out as the
vanguard fighter for democratic institutions, this will
strengthen the democratic movement, will strengthen the
struggle for political liberty, because the working class
will spur on all the other democratic and political opposi-
tion elements, will push the liberals towards the political
radicals, will push the radicals towards an irrevocable
break with the whole political and social structure of con-
temporary society. We said above that all Socialists in
Russia should become Social-Democrats. We now add: all
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true and consistent democrats in Russia should become
Social-Democrats.

Let us illustrate what we mean with the following exam-
ple. Take the civil service, the bureaucracy, as a special
category of persons who specialize in the work of adminis-
tration and occupy a privileged position as against the
people. We see this institution everywhere, from absolut-
ist and semi-Asiatic Russia to cultured, free and civilized
Britain, as an essential organ of bourgeois society. The
backwardness of Russia and her absolutism have their
counterpart in the complete lack of rights of the people as
against the government officials, and the complete absence
of control over the privileged bureaucracy. In Britain
powerful popular control is exercised over the country’s
administration, but even there that control is far from be-
ing complete, even there the bureaucracy retains not a
few privileges, is not infrequently the master and not the
servant of the people. Even in Britain we see that power-
ful social groups support the privileged position of the
bureaucracy and hinder the complete democratization of
this institution. Why? Because its complete democratiza-
tion is in the interests of the proletariat alone; the most
progressive strata of the bourgeoisie uphold certain pre-
rogatives of the bureaucracy, and are opposed to the elec-
tion of all officials, to the total abolition of electoral quali-
fications, to officials being directly responsible to the peo-
ple, etc., because these strata realize that such complete
democratization will be used by the proletariat against
the bourgeoisie.

Written in exile at the end of 1897

First published as a separate
Pamphlet in Geneva in 1898

Vol. 2, pp. 312-13



REVIEW

J. A. HOBSON, THE EVOLUTION OF MODERN
CAPITALISM

Translated from the English, St. Petersburg, 1898;
published by O. N. Popova, price 1 rb. 50 kop.

Hobson’s book is strictly speaking not a study of the
evolution of modern capitalism, but a series of sketches
dealing with the most recent industrial development, based
mainly on British data. Hence, the title of the book is
somewhat broad: the author does not deal with agriculture
at all and examines the economics of industry far from
completely. Like the well-known writers Sidney and Beat-
rice Webb, Hobson is a representative of one of the advanced
trends of British social thought. His attitude towards
“modern capitalism” is critical; he fully admits the ne-
cessity of replacing it by a higher form of social economy
and treats the problem of doing so with typically British
reformist practicality. He arrives at the conviction of the
need for reform in the main empirically, under the influence
of the recent history of British factory legislation, of the
British labour movement, of the activities of the British
municipalities, etc. Hobson lacks well-knit and integral
theoretical views that could serve as a basis for his reform-
ist programme and elucidate specific problems of re-
form. He is therefore strongest when he deals with the
grouping and description of the latest statistical and eco-
nomic data. On the other hand, when he deals with the
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general theoretical problems of political economy, he
proves to be very weak. The Russian reader will even find
it strange to see a writer with such extensive knowledge
and practical aspirations deserving of full sympathy, help-
lessly fussing around with questions like, what is “capi-
tal,” what is the role of “savings,” etc. This weak side of
Hobson’s is to be fully explained by the fact that he re-
gards John Stuart Mill as a greater authority on political
economy than Marx, whom he quotes once or twice but
cvidently does not understand or know at all. One cannot
but regret the vast amount of unproductive labour wasted
by Hobson in an attempt to get clear on the contradic-
tions of bourgeois and professorial political economy. At
best he comes close to the solutions given by Marx long
ago; at worst he borrows erroneous views that are in
sharp contradiction to Marx’s attitude towards “modern
capitalism.” The most unfortunate chapter in his book is
the seventh: “Machinery and Industrial Depression.” In
this chapter Hobson tries to analyse the theoretical prob-
lems of crises, of social capital and income in capitalist
society, and of capitalist accumulation. Correct ideas
about production and consumption being un-co-ordinated
in capitalist society, about the anarchic character of cap-
italist economy are submerged in a heap of scholastic
arguments about “saving” (Hobson confuses accumula-
tion with “saving”), amidst all sorts of Crusoeisms
(“suppose a man working with primitive tools discovers
an implement, ... consumes only half of his consumptive
goods,” etc.), and the like. Hobson is very fond of dia-
grams, and in most cases uses them very ably to give
graphic illustration of his views. But the idea of the “mech-
anism of production” given in his diagram on page 207
(Chap. VII) can only elicit a smile from the reader who is
at all acquainted with the real “mechanism” of capitalist
“production.” Hobson here confuses production with the
social system of production and evinces an extremely vague
understanding of what capital is, what its component
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parts are, what the classes are into which capitalist so-
ciety is necessarily divided. In Chapter VIII he adduces
interesting data on the composition of the population ac-
cording to occupation, and on the changes in this compo-
sition in time, but the great flaw in his theoretical argu-
ments on “machinery and the demand for labour” is that
he ignores the thcory of “capitalist surplus-population”
or reserve army. Among the more happily written chap-
ters of Hobson’s book are those in which he examines the
position of women in modern industry and modern towns.
Quoting statistics of the growth of female labour and de-
scribing the extremely bad conditions under which this
labour is performed, Hobson justly points out that the only
hope of improving these conditions lies in the squeezing
out of domestic labour by factory labour, which leads to
“closer social intercourse” and to “organization.” Similar-
ly, on the question of the significance of towns, Hobson
comes close to Marx’s general views when he admits that
the antithesis between town and country contradicts the
system of collectivist society. Hobson’s conclusions
would have been much more convincing had he not ignored
Marx’s teachings on this question too. Hobson would
then, probably, have emphasized more clearly the histor-
ically progressive role of the large towns and the neces-
sity of combining agriculture with industry under the col-
lectivist organization of economy. The last chapter of
Hobson’s book, “Civilization and Industrial Develop-
ment,” is perhaps the best. In this chapter the author proves
by a number of very apt arguments the need to reform
the modern industrial system along the line of expanding
“public control” and the “socialization of industry.” In
estimating Hobson’s somewhat optimistic views regard-
ing the methods by which these “reforms” can be brought
about, the special features of British history and of Brit-
ish life must be borne in mind: the high development of
democracy, the absence of militarism, the enormous
strength of the organized trade unions, the growing in-

28

vestment of British capital outside of Britain, which weak-
ens the antagonism between the British employers and
workers, etc.

In his well-known book on the social movement in the
nineteenth century, Prof. W. Sombart notes among other
things a “Tendency Towards Unity” (title of Chapter VI),
i.e., a tendency of the social movement of the various coun-
tries, in its various forms and shades, towards uniform-
ity and along with it a tendency towards the spread of
the ideas of Marxism. In regard to Britain Sombart sees
this tendency in the fact that the British trade unions are
increasingly abandoning “the purely Manchester stand-
point.” In regard to Hobson’s book we can say that
under pressure of the demands of life, which is increasing-
ly corroborating Marx’s “prognosis,” progressive British
writers are beginning to realize the unsoundness of tradi-
tional bourgeois political economy and, freeing them-
selves from its prejudices, are involuntarily approaching
Marxism.

The translation of Hobson’s book has substantial
shortcomings.

Written in April 1899 Vol. 4, pp. 84-87

Published in May 1899 in Na-
chalo, No. b



CAPITALISM IN AGRICULTURE
(About Kautsky’s Book and Bulgakov’s Article0)

(Excerpts)

After proving the technical superiority of large-scale
production in agriculture (we shall present Kautsky’s ar-
guments in greater detail later on when we examine Mr.
Bulgakov’s objections) Kautsky asks: “What can small-
scale production set off against the advantages of large-
scale production?” and he replies: “The greater diligence
and greater care of the person working, who, unlike the
hired labourer, works for himself, and the low level of re-
quirements of the small independent farmer, which is even
lower than that of the agricultural labourer” (S. 106);
and by quoting a number of striking facts concerning the
conditions of the peasants in France, Britain and Ger-
many Kautsky leaves no doubt whatever about “overwork
and under-consumption in small-scale production.” Final-
ly, Kautsky points out that the superiority of large-scale
production is also expressed in the striving of farmers to
form associations: “‘associated production is large-scale
production.” Everybody knows what a fuss is made by
petty-bourgeois ideologists in general, and the Russian
Narodniks in particular (for example, the above-mentioned
book by Mr. Kablukov), about the small farmers’ asso-
ciations. The more significant, therefore, is Kaulsky's ex-
cellent analysis of the role of these associations. Small
farmers’ associations are, of course, a link in economic
progress, but they express a transition to capitalism (Fort-
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schritt zum Kapitalismus) and not to collectivism, as is
often thought and asserted (S. 118). Associations do not
diminish but enhance the superiority (Vorsprung) of
large-scale over small-scale production in agriculture, be-
cause the big farmers enjoy greater opportunities of form-
ing associations and take greater advantage of these op-
portunities. That communal, collectivist large-scale pro-
duction is superior to capitalist large-scale production is
—it goes without saying—most definitely admitted by
Kautsky. He dwells on the experiments in collective hus-
bandry performed in Britain by the followers of Robert
Owen,*11 and on similar communities in the United States
of America. All these experiments, says Kautsky, show ir-
refutably that the collective conduct of large-scale modern
agriculture by co-operative members is fully possible, but
that for this possibility to become a reality “a number of
definite economic, political and intellectual conditions”
are required. The small producer (both artisan and peas-
ant) is prevented from adopting collective production by
the extremely weak development of solidarity and disci-
pline, by his isolation, and by his “proprietary fanaticism,”
which is found not only among West-European peasants
but also—let us add—among Russian “community” peas-
ants (recall A. N. Engelhardt and Gleb Uspensky12). “It
is absurd,” Kautsky states categorically, “to expect the
peasant of contemporary society to adopt community pro-
duction” (S. 129).

The small peasants, according to an investigator of ru-
ral life in Westphalia quoted by Kautsky, pile an enormous
amount of work on their children, so that their physical de-
velopment is retarded. Wage labour has no such seamy

* On pp. 124-26 Kautsky describes an agricultural community in
Ralahine, of which, incidentally, Mr. Dioneo also tells the Russian
reader in No. 2 of Russkoye Bogatstvo of this year.
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sides. The Parliamentary Commission on agricultural life
in Britain (1897) was told by a small freeholder from Lin-
coln: “I have brought up a family and nearly worked them
to death.” Another one said: “We have been working 18
hours a day for several days and average 10 to 12 during
the year.” A third declared: “We work much harder than
labourers, in fact, like slaves.” Describing to the Commis-
sion the condition of the bona fide small farmer in the
arable districts, Mr. Read said: “The only way in which
he can possibly succeed in this, is doing the work of two
agricultural labourers and living at the expense of one.”
His children “are worse educated and harder worked than
the children of the agricultural labourer.” (Royal Commis-
sion on Agriculture, Final Report, pp. 34 and 357. Quoted
by Kautsky, S. 109). Will Mr. Bulgakov undertake to assert
that not less frequently a day labourer does the work of
two peasants? But what is particularly characteristic is the
following fact quoted by Kautsky showing that “the peas-
ant art of starvation (Hungerkunst) may lead to the eco-
nomic superiority of small production”: a comparison of
the profitableness of two peasant farms in Baden shows a
deficit of 933 marks in one, a big one, and a surplus of 191
marks in the other, which was half the size of the first. But
the first farm, which was run exclusively by the employment
of wage labourers, had to feed them properly, and on this
spent about a mark (nearly 45 kopeks) per day per person;
whereas the work on the smaller farm was done exclusive-
ly by the members of the family (the wife and six grown-up
children), whose keep cost half that miserable amount: 48
piennigs per day per person. If the family of the small
peasant had fed as well as the labourers employed by the
big farmer, the small farmer would have suffered a deficit
of 1,250 marks! “His surplus came, not from his full corn
bins, but from his empty stomach.” What a mass of simi-
lar examples would be discovered if the comparison of the
“profitableness” of large and small farms were accompa-
nied by a calculation of the consumption and work of peas-
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ants and of wage workers.* Here is another calculation of
the higher profit of a small farm (4.6 hectares) compared
with a big farm (26.5 hectares) made in a specialized
magazine. But how is this higher profit obtained?—asks
Kautsky. It turns out that the small farmer is assisted by
his children, assisted from the time they just begin to walk;
the big farmer, however, has to spend money on his chil-
dren (school, college). In the small farm even the old peo-
ple, over 70 years of age, “take the place of full workers.”
“An ordinary day labourer, particularly on a big farm, goes
about his work and thinks: ‘I wish it was knocking-off
time.” The small peasant, however, at all events in all the
busy seasons, thinks to himself: ‘Oh, if only the day were
an hour or two longer.”” The small producers—the author
of the article in the agricultural magazine instructs us—-
make better use of their time in the busy seasons: “They
get up earlier, go to bed later and work more quickly,
whereas the labourers employed by the big farmer refuse to
get up earlier, go to bed later or work harder than at other
times.” The peasant is able to obtain a clear income thanks
to the “simple” life he leads: he lives in a clay hut built
mainly by the labour of his family; his wife has been mar-
ried for 17 years and has worn out only one pair of boots;
more often than not she walks barefooted, or in clogs; and
she makes all the clothes for her family. Their food con-
sists of potatoes, milk, and an occasional herring. Only on
Sundays does the husband smoke a pipe of tobacco. “These
people did not realize that they were living a particularly
simple life, and did not express dissatisfaction with their
position.... Living in this simple manner, they obtained
a small surplus out of their farm nearly every year.”

Written in April-May 1899 Vol. 4, pp. 104-06 and 113-15
Published in January-February

1900 in Zhizn

* Cf. V. llyin, The Development of Capitalism in Russia, pp. 112,
175, 201.18 : ‘
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WHAT IS TO BE DONE?
(Excerpts)

Let us quote what Engels said in 1874 concerning the
significance of theory in the Social-Democratic movement.
Engels recognizes not two forms of the great struggle of
Social-Democracy (the political and the economic), as we
are accustomed to do, but three, placing the theoretical
struggle on a par with them. His recommendations to the
German working-class movement, which had become
strong practically and politically, are so instructive from
the standpoint of present-day problems and controversies,
that we hope the reader will not complain of our quoting a
long passage from his preface to Der deutsche Bauern-
krieg,* which has long become an cxtreme bibliographical
rarity.

“The German workers have two important advantages
over those of the rest of Europe. First, they belong to the
most theoretical people of Europe; and they have retained
that sense of theory which the so-called ‘educated’ classes
of Germany have almost completely lost. Without German

philosophy, which preceded it, particularly that of Hegel,

German scientific socialism—the only scientific socialism
that has ever existed—would never have come into being.
Without a sense of theory among the workers, this scien-

* Dritter Abdruck. Leipzig. 1875. Verlag der Genossenschaftsbuch-

druckerei.
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tific socialism would never have entered their flesh and
hlood asvmuch as is the case. What an immeasurable ad-
vantage this is may be seen, on the one hand, from the in-
difference towards all theory which is one of ‘;he main rea-
sons why the English working-class movement crawls
along so slowly in spite of the splendid organization of the
individual gnions; on the other hand, from the mischief
and confusion wrought by Proudhonism,14 in its original
form, among the French and Belgians, and, in the form fur-
ther caricatured by Bakunin, among the Spaniards and
[talians. |
“The second advantage is that, chronologi
ing, the, Germans were about the last to c%;ggll¥nf§e?1i{e
workers” movement. Just as German theoretical socialism
\\:'111 never forget that it rests on the shoulders of Saint-
SIII‘IOI’], Fourier and Owen—three men who, in spite of all
their Tantastic notions and all their utopianism, have their
place among the most eminent thinkers of all’times and
whose gen@us gnticipated innumerable things the co;rect-
ness of whmh is now being scientifically proved by us—so
the practical workers’ movement in Germany ought never
lp forget that it has developed on the shoulders of the Eng-
}g‘h anq French movements, that it was able simply to uti-
tm' thefr dearly bought experience, and could now avoid
b}llelr n.ns‘takes, which in their time were mostly unavoida-
I?ri Without the, ,prec.efient of the English trade unions and
) nch W(?rker‘s political struggles, without the gigantic
pulse given especially by the Paris Commune, where
vould we be now? ,
"It must be said to the credit of the German work
z\}:ﬁ}] they have exploi'fed the advantages of their situati(::()r;
o mrare understand}ng. For the first time since a work-
L‘U'rsu ovtemen.t has ex1st§d, the struggle is being conducted
. t}e]m to 1t_s three mdgs——the theoretical, the political
o hé practlcal-gco_norplc (resistance to the capitalist)
armony and in its interconnections, and in a system-
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(erman workers really met them well-armed and succeed-
~d in emerging from them victoriously.

The Russian proletariat will have to undergo trials im-
measurably more grave; it will have to fight a monster
compared with which the Anti-Socialist Law in a constitu-
tional country seems but a pigmy. History has now con-
ironted us with an immediate task which is the most¢ revo-
lutionary of all the immediate tasks facing the proletariat
of any other country. The fulfilment of this task, the de-
struction of the most powerful bulwark, not only of Euro-
pean, but also (it may now be said) of Asiatic reaction,
would make the Russian proletariat the vanguard of the
international revolutionary proletariat. And we have the
right to count upon acquiring this honourable title already
earned by our predecessors, the revolutionaries of the sev-
cnties, if we succeed in inspiring our movement—which
is a thousand times broader and deeper—with the same
devoted determination and vigour.

atic way. It is precisely in this, as it were, concentric
attack that the strength and invincibility of the German
movement lies.

“Due to this advantageous situation, on the one hand,
and to the insular peculiarities of the English and the for- |
cible suppression of the French movement, on the other, |
the German workers have for the moment been placed in
the vanguard of the proletarian struggle. How long events
will allow them to occupy this post of honour cannot be
foretold. But let us hope that as long as they occupy it
they will fill it fittingly. This demands redoubled efforts in ;
every field of struggle and agitation. In particular, it will |
be the duty of the leaders to gain an ever clearer insight
into all theoretical questions, to free themselves more and
more from the influence of traditional phrases inherited
from the old world outlook, and constantly to keep in mind
that socialism, since it has become a science, demands that |
it be pursued as a science, that is, that it be studied.
The task will be to spread with increased zeal among the
masses of the workers the ever more clarified under-|
standing thus acquired, to knit together ever more firmly
the organization both of the party and of the trade
unions. ...

“ .. 1f the German workers progress in this way, they,
will not be marching exactly at the head of the movement;
—it is not at all in the interest of this movement that the
workers of any particular country should march at its
head—but they will occupy an honourable place in the bat-
tle line; and they will stand armed for battle when either
unexpectedly grave trials or momentous events demand of
them increased courage, increased determination and ener-;
gy."15 ;
Engels’s words proved prophetic. Within a few years the
German workers were subjected to unexpectedly severe
trials in the shape of the Anti-Socialist Law.16 And the
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What real, concrete meaning is there in it when Mar-
tynovi? sets Social-Democracy the task of “lending the
cconomic struggle itself a political character?” The eco-
nomic struggle is the collective struggle of the workers
against the employers for advantageous terms of selling
their labour power, for better conditions of labour and of
life. This struggle is necessarily a struggle of trades, be-
cause working conditions differ very much in the different
trades, and, consequently, the fight fo improve these con-
ditions can only be conducted by trades (trade unions in
the Western countries, temporary trade associations and
leaflets in Russia, etc.). “Lending the economic struggle
itself a political character” means, therefore, striving to
secure satisfaction of these trade demands, the improve-
ment of working conditions in the given trade by means of
“legislative and administrative measures” (as Martynov
¢xpresses it on the next page, 43, of his article). This is
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exactly what all workers’ trade unions do and always |
have done. Take a look at the work of the thoroughly sci-

entific (and “thoroughly” opportunist) Mr. and Mrs. Webb

and you will see that the British trade unions long |

ago recognized, and are carrying out, the task of “lending
the economic struggle itseli a political character”; they
have long been fighting for the right to strike, for the re-
moyal of all legal hindrances to the co-operative and trade-
unton movements, for laws protecting women and chil-
dren, for the improvement of working conditions by means
of health and factory legislation, etc.

Thus, the pompous phrase about “lending the economic
struggle ifself a political character,” which sounds “aw-
fully” profound and revolutionary, serves at bottom as a
screen to conceal the traditional striving to reduce Social-
Democratic politics to narrow British trade-union politics!
On the pretext of rectifying the one-sidedness of the
Iskra,'® which, you see, places “the revolutionizing of dog-
ma higher than the revolutionizing of life,”* we are pre-
sented with the struggle for economic reforms as if it were
_something new. Actually, the phrase “lending the econom-
ic st.ruggle itseli a political character” means absolutely
nothing more than the struggle for economic reforms. And
Martynov himself might have come to this simple conclu-
sion had he pondered well over the significance of his own
words. “Our Party,” he says, training his heaviest guns
on the [skra, “could and should have presented concrete
d}emands to the government for legislative and administra-
tive measures against economic exploitation, unemploy-
ment, famine, etc.” (Rabocheye Dyelo, No. 10, pp. 42-43))

* Ral?och.eye Dyelo, No. 10, p. 60. This is Martynov's version of
the a.p:p’llca'tl‘om to the modern, chaotic condition of our movement
of the thesis: “Every step of real movement is more important ﬂhatr;
a doze.n programmes,” which we have already characterized above.!9
Essenhz}ll.y this is merely a translation into Russian of the notorious
Bi?stel,?lan phrase: “The movement is everything, the final aim is
nothing.
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Concrete demands for measures—does not this mean
demands for social reforms? And again we ask the
impartial reader, do we slander the Rabocheye Dyelo-ists
(may I be forgiven for this clumsy expression!) by calling
them concealed Bernsteinians, when they advance as their
point of disagreement with the Iskra their thesis about the
need to fight for economic reforms? :

Revolutionary Social-Democracy has always included,
and now includes, in its activities the fight for reforms. But
it utilizes “economic” agitation for the purpose of present-
ing to the government not only demands for all sorts of
measures, but also (and primarily) the demand that it cea-
se to be an autocratic government. More, it considers it its
duty to present this demand to the government, not only on
the basis of the economic struggle, but also on the basis of
all manifestations whatever of public and political life. In a
word, it subordinates the struggle for reforms, as a part
to the whole, to the revolutionary struggle for frecdom and
for socialism. Martynov, on the other hand, resuscitates
the theory of stages in a new form, and strives to prescribe
an exclusively economic, so to speak, path of development
for the political struggle. By coming out at a moment of
revolutionary upswing with a special “task,” so-called, of
fighting for reforms, he is dragging the Party backwards
and playing into the hands of both “economic” and liberal
opportunism. |

Take the type of Social-Democratic circle that has be-
come most widespread in recent years, and examine its
work. It has “contacts with the workers” and contents it-
self with this, issuing leaflets, in which abuses in the fac-
tories, the government’s partiality towards the capitalists
and the brutality of the police are strongly condemned. At
meetings with workers the talks usually, or practically, do
not go beyond the limits of these subjects. Lectures and
discussions on the history of the revolutionary movement,
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on problems of the home and foreign policy of our govern-
ment, on problems of the economic evolution of Russia and
of Europe, and of the position of the various classes in
present-day society, etc., are extremely rare. No one gives

a thought to systematically acquiring and extending con-

tact with other classes of society. In fact the ideal leader,
as the majority of the members of such circles picture him,
is somebody far more like a trade-union secretary than a
Socialist, a political leader. For the secretary of any, say
British, trade union always helps the workers to conduct
the economic struggle, arranges the exposure of factory
abuses, explains the injustice of the laws and measures
which hamper the freedom to strike and the freedom to
picket (to warn all and sundry that there is a strike at the
factory), explains the partiality of arbitration court judges,
who belong to the bourgeois classes, etc., ete. In a word,
every trade-union secretary conducts and helps to conduct
“the economic struggle against the employers and the gov-
ernment.” It cannot be too strongly emphasized that z4is
is not yet Social-Democracy. The ideal Social-Democrat
should be not a trade-union secretary, but a tribune of the
people, able to react to all manifestations whatsoever of
despotism and oppression, no matter where they take
place, no matter what stratum or class they affect; able
to generalize all these manifestations to produce a single
picture of police violence and capitalist exploitation; able
to take advantage of every trifling event in order to ex-
pound his socialist convictions and his democratic de-
mands Zo all, in order to explain to each and everyone the
world-historic significance of the proletariat’s struggle for
emancipation. Compare, for example, such leaders as Rob-
ert Knight (the well-known secretary and leader of the
Boiler-Makers’ Society, one of the most powerful trade
unions in Britain) and Wilhelm Liebknecht, and try to ap-
ply to them the contrasts that Martynov draws in his con-
troversy with the /skra. You will see—I am running
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through Martynov’s article—that Robert Knight to a far
sreater extent “called on the masses to undertake certain
concrete actions” (p. 39), while Wilhelm Liebknecht en-
gaged more in “the revolutionary elucidation of the whole
of the present system or partial manifestations of it” (pp.
38-39); that Robert Knight “formulated the immediate de-
mands of the proletariat and indicated the means for re-
alizing them” (p. 41), whereas Wilhelm Liebknecht, while
doing this too, was not averse “to simultaneously
cuiding the activities of various opposition strata,” “to
dictating a positive programme of action for them”* (p.
41); that what Robert Knight strove to do was “as far as
possible to lend the economic struggle itself a political
character” (p. 42) and was excellently able “to submit to
the government concrete demands promising certain palpa-
ble results” (p. 43), while Liebknecht engaged to a much
oreater degree in “one-sided” “exposures” (p. 40); that
Robert Knight attached more importance to the “onward
march of the drab everyday struggle” (p. 61), while
Liebknecht did to the “propaganda of brilliant and finished
ideas” (p. 61); that Liebknecht converted the paper he
was directing into “an organ of revolutionary opposition
that exposes the system, mainly the political system in our
country, in so far as it conflicts with the interests of the
most varied strata of the population” (p. 63), whereas
Robert Knight “worked for the cause of the working class
in close, organic contact with the proletarian struggle”
(p. 63)-—if by “close and organic contact” is meant the
worship of spontaneity which we examined above, using
Krichevsky and Martynov as examples—and ‘“restricted
the sphere of his influence,” convinced, of course, as Marty-
nov is, that “he was thereby deepening that influence” (p.
63). In a word, you will see that de facto Martynov re-

“ For example, during the Franco-Prussian War, Liebknecht
dictated a programme of action for the whole of democracy—and this
Was done to an even greater extent by Marx and Engels in 1848.
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duces Social-Democracy to narrow trade-unionism, though
he does so, of course, not because he does not desire the
good of Social-Democracy, but simply because he has
been a little too hasty in rendering Plekhanov more pro-
found, instead of taking the trouble to understand him.

Written between the autumn Vol. 5, pp. 342-45, 374-76, and
of 1901 and February 1902 392-94

First published as a separate
book in March 1902

LETTER TO THE SECRETARY,
ILABOUR REPRESENTATION COMMITTEE, ENGLAND?20

23.111.05
Dear Sir,

Thank You very much for Your donation. I have received
a cheque for 80£ (francs 2008) and directed 60£ (frs 1506)
according to Your prescriptions in St.-Petersburg to Our
St.-Petersburg Committee of the Russian Socialdemocratic
Labour Party. I have received also the second cheque for
£90 (the sum not yet received here in francs). £60 will be
also sent to aid the widows and orphans of the St.-Peters-
burg (labourers) working men, killed on 9(22) January.

With kind regards

Yours very sincerely,

V1. Oulianoff

(Editor of the “Vperiod”)

VI. Oulianoff, Editor of the “Vperiod,”
3. Rue de la Colline. 3. Genéve.
Switzerland.

First published on August 18, Russian ftranslation in Vol. 36,
1946 in British Ally, No. 33 p. 111



LETTER TO THE SECRETARY,
LABOUR REPRESENTATION COMMITTEE,
ENGLAND

20.5.05
Dear Sir,

I acknowledge with thanks the receipt of £25, of which
£5 will be subscribed, according Your condition, for relief
work. Your subscriptions are all mentioned in our paper
Vperiod (Forward), which we send to You. Now I send
You again the issues of this paper, where the subscrip-
tions are mentioned and I notice these mentions with blue
pencil.

We have written already to St.-Petersburg Committee of
the Russian Socialdemocratic Labour Party that it is nec-
essary to make a report before some working men meet-
ings about the subscriptions from the L.R.C. All communi-
cations with the organisations of our party being secret
it must take some time before an answer can be received.
This week some Russian comrades go to St.-Petersburg
and I repeated to them my request. They promised to
me to take all measures to accelerate this report in
St.-Petersburg and to send a notice to You. Your letter
from 22.4.05 will also be sent to the St.-Petersburg Com-
mittee.

I hope, dear Sir, that You will soon receive a letter from
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our Petersburg comrades stating the report before work-
ing men meeting in the Russian capita}.
I beg to apologize for my bad English.

With kindest thanks
Yours very sincerely,
V1. Oulianoft
(Editor of “Vperiod”)
V1. Oulianoff,
3. Rue de la Colline. 3.
Genéve. Switzerland

First published on August 18, Russian translation in Vol. 36,
1946 in British Ally, No. 33 pp. 114-15




NOTES TO
“THE BRITISH LABOUR MOVEMENT AND THE TRADES
UNION CONGRESS”2t

1

The matter was as follows: the Taff-Vale Railway sued
the railway workers’ union for losses caused by the strike.
The bourgeois judges, despite the bitter resistance of the
workers, awarded damages to the capitalists! To order
trade unions to compensate the capitalist gentry for losses
caused by a strike means in fact to kill the right {o strike.
Jludges who cringe to the bourgeoisie know how to nullify
liberties even guaranteed by the Constitution, when it is a
matter of the struggle between labour and capital.

2

_ The British working-class movement unfortunately prom-
ises to scrve quite long yet as a sad example of how the
divorcement from socialism of the labour movement neces-
sarily leads to its becoming petty and affected by the out-
look of the bourgeoisie.

Proletary, No. 23, October 31

g Vol. 9, p. 381

PREFACE TO THE RUSSIAN TRANSLATION
OF “LETTERS BY J. PH. BECKER, J. DIETZGEN,

F. ENGELS, K. MARX AND OTHERS
TO F. A. SORGE AND OTHERS”

The collection of letters by Marx, Engels, Dietzgen,
Becker and other leaders of the past-century international
labour movement presented to the Russian public is a
necessary addition to our advanced Marxist liter-
ature.

We shall not dwell in detail here on the importance of
these letters for the history of socialism and for a com-
prehensive treatment of the activities of Marx and Engels.
This aspect of the matter requires no explanation. Let us
only note that an understanding of the published letters
necessitates an acquaintance with the principal works on
the history of the International (see Jaeckh, The Interna-
tional, Russian translation in the Znaniye edition), on the
history of the German and American labour movements
(see Fr. Mehring, History of German Social-Democracy,
and Morris Hillquit, Hisfory of Socialism in America),
ete.

Neither do we intend here to attempt a general outline
of the contents of this correspondence or an appreciation
of the various historical periods to which it relates. Mehr-
ing has done this extremely well in his article, “Der Sorge-
sche Briefwechsel” (Neue Zeit, 25. Jahrg., Nr. 1 und 2),
which will probably be appended by the publisher to the
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present translation or will be issued as a separate Russian

publication.
Of particular interest to Russian Socialists in the pres-

ent revolutionary period are the lessons which the mili- |

tant proletariat must draw from an acquaintance with the
intimate sides of the activities of Marx and Engels over
the course of ncarly thirty years (1867-95). It is, there-
fore, not surprising that the first attempts made in our
Social-Democratic literature to acquaint the readers with
the letters of Marx and Engels to Sorge were also linked

up with the “burning” issues of Social-Democratic tac- |
tics in the Russian revolution (Plekhanov’s Sovremennaya |

Zhizn and the Menshevik Otkliki). And it is to an apprecia-
tion of those passages in the published correspondence
which are specially important from the viewpoint of the
present tasks of the workers’ party in Russia that we
intend to draw the attention of our readers.

Marx and Engels dealt most frequently in their letters |
with the pressing problems of the British, American and

German labour movements. This is natural, because they
were Germans who at that time lived in England and cor-
responded with their American comrade. On the French
labour movement, and particularly the Paris Commune,
Marx expressed himself much more frequently and in
much greater detail in the letters he wrote to the German
Social-Democrat, Kugelmann.*

It is highly instructive to compare what Marx and Eng-
els said of the British, American and German labour move-
ments. The comparison acquires all the greater impor-
tance if we bear in mind that Germany on the one hand,
and Britain and America on the other, represent different
stages of capitalist development and different forms of

* See «[lucema K. Mapkca k n-py Kyreabmany» [Letters of
K. Marx to Dr. Kugelmann], translation edited by N. Lenin, with a
foreword by the editor, St. Petersburg, 1907.
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domination of the bourgeoisie as a class over the entire
political life of these countries. From the scientific stand-
point, what we observe here is a sample of materialist
dialectics, the ability to bring to the forefront and stress
the various points, the various sides of the problem in ap-
plication to the specific features of different political and
economic conditions. From the standpoint of the practical
policy -and tactics of the workers’ party, what we see here
is a sample of the way in which the creators of the Com-
munist Manifesto set the tasks of the fighting proletariat
in accordance with the different stages of the national la-
bour movements in the different countries.

What Marx and Engels criticize most sharply in British
and American socialism is its isolation from the labour
movement. The burden of all their numerous comments on
the Social-Democratic Federation?? in Britain and on the
American Socialists is the accusation that they have re-
duced Marxism to a dogma, to a “rigid (starre) orthodoxy,”
that they consider it “a credo and not a guide fo action,”?3
that they are incapable of adapting themselves to the
theoretically helpless but living and powerful mass labour
movement that is marching alongside them. “Had we from
1864 to 1873 insisted on working together only with those
who openly adopted our platform,” Engels exclaims in his
letter of January 27, 1887, “where should we be today?”
And in an earlier letter (December 28, 1886), in reference
to the influence of the ideas of Henry George on the Amer-
ican working class, he writes: ‘

“A million or two of working men’s votes next November for a
bona fide working men’s party is worth infinitely more at present than
a hundred thousand votes for a doctrinally perfect platform.”

These are very interesting passages. There are Social-
Democrats in our country who hastened to utilize them in
defence of the idea of a “labour congress” or something
in the nature of Larin’s “broad labour party.”2s Why not
in defence of a “Left bloc?” we would ask these precipitate
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“utilizers” of Engels. The letters from which the quota- |
tions are taken relate fo a time when the American work- {
ers voted at the elections for Henry George. Mrs. Wischne- }
wetzky—an American woman who married a Russian and {

who translated Engels’s works—asked him, as may be seen

from Engels’s reply, to make a thorough criticism of Henry |
George. Engels writes (December 28, 1886) that the lime
has not yet arrived for that, the main thing being that the
workers’ party should begin to organize itseli, even if on §
a not entirely pure programme. Later on the workers would |
themselves come to understand what is amiss, “would ]
learn from their own mistakes,” but “anything that might |
delay or prevent that national consolidation of the work-
ing men’s party—on no matter what platiorm—I should |

2

consider a great mistake. ...

Engels, of course, perfectly understood and repeatedly |
pointed out the utter absurdity and reactionary character §
of Henry George’s ideas from the socialist standpoint. In |
the Sorge correspondence there is a most interesting let-
ter from Karl Marx dated June 20, 1881, in which he char-
acterizes Henry George as an ideologist of the radical !
bourgeoisie. “Theoretically the man is utterly backward” |
(total arriére), wrote Marx. Yet Engels was not afraid to}
join with this real socialist reactionary in the elections, so
long as there were people who could warn the masses of |
“the consequences of their own mistakes” (Engels, in the]

letter dated November 29, 1886). .

Regarding the Knights of Labor,? an organization of {
American workers existing at that time, Engels wrote in}
the same letter: “The weakest” (literally: rottenest,;
faulste) “‘side of the Knights of Labor was their political |
neutrality. ... The first great step, of importarnce for every |

country newly entering into the movement, is always the

constitution of the workers as an independent political §
party, no matter how, so long as it is a distinct workers’ |

party.” :
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It is obvious that absolutely nothing in defence of a leap
jrom Social-Democracy to a non-party labour congress,
clc., can be deduced from this. But whoever wants to es-
cape Engels’s accusation of reducing Marxism to a “dog-
ma,” “orthodoxy,” “sectarianism,” etc., must conclude from
this that a joint election campaign with radical “social-
reactionaries” is sometimes permissible.

But what is more interesting, of course, is to dwell not
so much on these American-Russian parallels (we had to
I:Cfel‘ to them so as to answer our opponents), as on the
undamental features of the British and American labour
movements. These features are: the absence of any at all
big, nation-wide democratic tasks facing the proletariat;
the complete subjection of the proletariat to bourgeois pol-
itics; the sectarian isolation of the groups, the mere hand-
fuls of Socialists from the proletariat; not the slightest
success of the Socialists among the working masses in the
clections, etc. Whoever forgets these fundamental condi-
‘t‘lOHS and sets out to draw broad conclusions from
Agr.lterlcan-Russian parallels,” displays extreme superfi-
ciality. |

Engels lays so much stress on the economic’organizations
of. the workers in such conditions because he is dealing
w1t_h the most firmly established democratic systems,
;Vhi{ch confront the proletariat with purely socialist

asks.

I*Engels stresses the importance of an independent work-
trs’ party, even though with a bad programme, because
he is dealing with countries where hitherto there has not
heen even a hint of the workers’ political independence,
\‘Jl.lere, in politics, the workers most of all dragged, and
still drag, after the bourgeoisie.

To attempt to apply conclusions drawn from such argu-
Ments to countries or historical situations where the prole-

}tariat has formed its party before the liberal bourgeois

MV? forme‘d theirs, where the tradition of voting for bour-
8eols politicians is absolutely unknown to the proletariat,
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rious objective study from anyone who tries to use it) by
nodern mythology with its goddesses of Justice, Liberty,
I‘quality, and Fraternity. Dr. Hochberg, who publishes
ihe Zukunft, is a representative of this tendency and has
nought his way’ into the Party—with the ‘noblest’ inten-
tions, I assume, but I do not give a damn for ‘intentions.’
Anything more miserable than his programme of the Zu-
runft has seldom seen the light of day with more ‘modest
presumption.”” (Letter No. 70).

In another letter, written almost two years later (Sep-
tember 19, 1879), Marx rebuts the gossip that Engels and
he were behind J. Most, and gives Sorge a detailed ac-
count of his attitude towards the opportunists in the
German Social-Democratic Party. The Zukunft was run
by Hochberg, Schramm and Ed. Bernstein. Marx and
Engels refused to have anything to do with such a publi-
cation, and when the question was raised of establishing
a new Party organ with the participation of this same
[I6chberg and with his financial assistance, Marx and
Engels first demanded the acceptance of their nominee,
Ilirsch, as responsible editor to exercise control over this
“mixture of doctors, students and professorial socialists”
and then directly addressed a circular letter to Bebel,
Liebknecht and other leaders of the Social-Democratic
Party, warning them that they would openly combat “such
a vulgarization (Verluderung—an even sironger word
in German) of theory and Party,” if the Héchberg,
Schramm and Bernstein trend did not change.

This was the period in the German Social-Democratic
Party which Mehring described in his Hisfory?” as “A
Year of Confusion” (“Ein Jahr der Verwirrung”). After
the Anti-Socialist Law, the Party did not at once find the
right path, first swinging over to the anarchism of Most
and the opportunism of Héchberg and Co. “These people,”
Marx writes of the latter, “nonentities in theory and use-
less in practice, want to draw the teeth of socialism (which
they have fixed up in accordance with the university rec-

and where the next immediate tasks are not socialist but
bourgeois-democratic, would be making a mockery of
Marx’s historical method.

Our idea will become even clearer to the reader if we
compare the opinions of Engels on the British and Amer-
ican movements with his opinions on the German move-
ment.

Such opinions, and extremely interesting ones at that,
also abound in the published correspondence. And what
runs like a red thread through all these opinions is some-
thing quite different, namely, a warning against the
“Right wing” of the workers’ party, a merciless (some-
times—as with Marx in 1877-79—a furious) war upon op-
portunism in Social-Democracy. _

Let us first corroborate this by quotations from the let-
ters, and then proceed to an appraisal of this fact.

First of all, we must here note the opinions expressed
by Marx on Héchberg and Co. Fr. Mehring, in his article]
“Der Sorgesche Briefwechsel,” attempts to tone down
Marx’s attacks, as well as Engels’s later attacks on the
opportunists—and, in our opinion, rather overdoes it. As
regards Hochberg and Co. in particular, Mehring insists
on his view that Marx’s judgement of Lassalle and the,
Lassalleans? was incorrect. But, we repeat, what inter-!
ests us here is not a historical judgement of whether
Marx’s attacks on particular Socialists were correct or
exaggerated, but Marx’s judgement in principle on definite
trends in socialism in general.

While complaining about the compromises of the Ger-
man Social-Democrats with the Lassalleans and with|
Diihring (letter of October 19, 1877), Marx also condemns
the compromise “with a whole gang of hali-mature stu-
dents and super-wise diplomaed doctors” (“doctor” in
German is a scientific degree corresponding to our “can-
didate” or “university graduate, class 1”), “who want to
give socialism a ‘higher, idealistic’ orientation, that is to
say, to replace its materialistic basis (which demands se-
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ipes) and particularly of the Social-Democratic Party, -5

to enlighten the workers or, as they put it, to imbue them
with ‘elements of education’ from their confused half-

knowledge, and above all to make the Party respectable |
in the eyes of the petty bourgeoisie. They are just wretched |

counter-revolutionary windbags.”28

The result of Marx’s “furious” attack was that the op-
portunists retreated and—made themselves scarce. In a
letter of November 19, 1879, Marx announces that Héch-

berg has been removed from the editorial committee and |

that all the influential leaders of the Party—Bebel, Lieb-

knecht, Bracke, etc.—have repudiated his ideas. The So- ’

cial-Democratic Party organ, the Sozialdemokrat, began
to appear under the editorship of Vollmar, who at that
time belonged to the revolutionary wing of the Party. A
year later (November 5, 1880), Marx relates that he and
Engels constantly fought the “miserable” way in which
the Sozialdemokrat was conducted and often expressed
their opinion sharply (“wobei’s oft scharf hergeht”). Lieb-
knecht visited Marx in 1880 and promised that there
would be an “improvement” in all respects.

Peace was restored, and the war never came out into
the open. Hochberg withdrew, and Bernstein became a
revolutionary Social-Democrat—at least until the death
of Engels in 1895.

On June 20, 1882, Engels writes to Sorge and speaks
of this struggle as already a thing of the past: “In gern-
eral things in Germany are going splendidly. It is true
that the literary gentlemen in the Party tried to cause a
reactionary swing, but they failed ignominiously. The
abuse to which the Social-Democratic workers are being
everywhere subjected has made them still more revolu-
tionary than they were three years ago.... These gentle-
men” (the Party literary people) “wanted at all costs to
beg and secure the repeal of the Anti-Socialist Law by
mildness and meekness, fawning and humility, because
it had made short shrift of their literary earnings. As
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<oon as the law is repealed the split will apparently b.e-
come an open one, and the Vierecks and Hochbergs will
form a separate Right wing, where they can be treated
with from time to time until they definitely come a crop-
per. We announced this immediately aiter the adoption
of the Anti-Socialist Law, when Hochberg and Schramm
published in the Jahrbuch what was under the circum-
stances a most infamous judgement of the work of the
Party and demanded more cultivated” (“jebildetes” m
stcad of “gebildetes.” Engels is alluding to the Berlin
accent of German literary people), “refined and elegant
behaviour of the Party.”

This forecast of a Bernsteiniad® made in 1882 was
strikingly confirmed in 1898 and subsequent years.

And since then, and particularly after Marx’s death,
Lngels, it may be said without exaggeration, was untir-
ing in his efforts to straighten out what was distorted by
lhe German opportunists.

The end of 1884. The “petty-bourgeois prejudices” of
the German Social-Democratic Reichstag deputies, who
voted for the stcamship subsidy (“Dampfersubvention,”
see Mehring’s History), are condemned. Engels ipforms
Sorge that he has to correspond a great deal on this sub-
ject (letter of December 31, 1884) .30

1885. Giving his opinion of the whole business of tl‘l.e
“Dampfersubvention,” Engels writes (June 3) that _‘1t
almost came to a split.” The “philistinism” of the Social-
Democratic deputies was “colossal.”” “A petty-bourgeois
Socialist parliamentary group is inevitable in a country
like Germany,” Engels says.

1887. Engels replies to Sorge who has written that the
Party is disgracing itself by electing such deputies as
Viereck (a Social-Democrat of the Hochberg type). Noth:
ing can be done—Engels excuses himself—the workers
party cannot find good deputies for the Reichstag. “The
gentlemen of the Right wing know that they are being tol-
crated only because of the Anti-Socialist Law, and that
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they will be thrown out of the Party the very day the
Party secures freedom of action again.” And, in general,

it is preferable that “the Party be better than its parlia- |
mentary heroes, than the other way round” (March 3, !

1887). Liebknecht is a conciliator—Engels complains—he

always glosses over differences by phrases. But when it |

comes to a split, he will be with us at the decisive mo-
ment.

1889. Two International Social-Democratic Congresses
in Paris. The opportunists (headed by the French Pos-
sibilists3t) split away from the revolutionary Social-Dem-
ocrats. Engels (he was then sixty-eight years old) flings
himself into the fight like a young man. A number of let-
ters (from January 12 to July 20, 1889) are devoted to
the fight against the opportunists. Not only they, but also
the Germans—Liebknecht, Bebel and others—get a drub-
bing for their conciliatory attitude.

The Possibilists have sold themselves to the govern-
ment, writes Engels on January 12, 1889. And he accuses
the members of the British Social-Democratic Federation
of having allied themselves with the Possibilists. “The
writing and running about in connection with this damned
congress leave me no time for anything else” (May
11, 1889). The Possibilists are busy, but our people are
asleep, Engels writes angrily. Now even Auer and Schip-
pel are demanding that we attend the Possibilist con-
gress. But this “at last” opened Liebknecht’s eyes. Engels,
together with Bernstein, writes pamphlets (signed by
Bernstein—Engels calls them “our pamphlets”) against
the opportunists.

“With the exception of the S.D.F., the Possibilists have
not a single socialist organization on their side in the
whole of Europe.” (June 8, 1889.) “They are consequently
falling back on the non-socialist trade unions” (let the
advocates of a broad labour party, of a labour congress,
etc., in our country take note!). “From America they will
get one Knigh; of Labor.” The adversary is the same as
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in the fight against the Bakuninists®2: “only with this
difference that the banner of the anarchists has been replaced
by the banner of the Possibilists—the selling of principles
to the bourgeoisie for small-scale concessions, especially
in return for well-paid jobs for the leaders (on the city
councils, labour exchanges, etc.).” Brousse (the leader of
the Possibilists) and Hyndman (the leader of the S.D.F.
which had joined with the Possibilists) attack ‘“authori-
tarian Marxism” and want to form the “nucleus of a new
International.”

“You can have no idea of the naiveté of the Germans.
It has cost me tremendous effort to explain even to Be-
bel what it all really meant” (June 8, 1889). And when
the two congresses met, when the revolutionary Social-
Democrats outnumbered the Possibilists (who had united
with the trade-unionists, the S.D.F., a section of the Aus-
trians, etc.), Engels was jubilant (July 17, 1889). He
was glad that the conciliatory plans and proposals of
Liebknecht and others had failed (July 20, 1889). “It
serves our sentimental conciliatory brethren right, that
for all their amicableness, they received a good kick in
their tenderest spot.” “This will cure them for some
time.”

... Mehring was right when he said (“Der Sorgesche
Briefwechsel”) that Marx and Engels had not much of an
idea of “good manners”; “If they did not think long over
every blow they dealt, neither did they whimper over
every biow they received.” “If you think that your pin-
pricks can pierce my old, well-tanned and thick hide, you
are mistaken,” Engels once wrote. And the impervious-
ness they had themselves acquired they presumed in
others as well, says Mehring of Marx and Engels.

1893. The chastisement of the “Fabians,” which sug-
gests itself ... when passing judgement on the Bernstein-
itgs (for was it not with the “Fabians” in Britain that
Bernstein “reared” his opportunism?). “The Fabians here
in London are a band of careerists who have understand-
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ing enough to realize the inevitability of the social revo-
lution, but who could not possibly entrust this gigantic
task to the raw proletariat alone and are therefore kind
enough to set themselves at the head. Fear of the revolu-
tion is their fundamental principle. They are the ‘eddicat-
ed’ par excellence. Their socialism is municipal socialism;
not the nation but the community is to become the owner
of the means of production, at any rate for the time being.
This socialism of theirs is then represented as an extreme
but inevitable conscquence of bourgeois liberalism; hence
their tactics of not decisively opposing the Liberals as
adversaries but of pushing them on towards socialist con-
clusions and therefore of intriguing with them, of per-
meating liberalism with socialism—of not putting up
Socialist candidates against the Liberals but of fasten-
ing them on to the Liberals, forcing them upon the Lib-
erals, or cajoling them into taking them. That in doing
this they are either lied to and deceived themselves or
else are lying about socialism, they do not of course re-
alize.

“With great industry they have produced amid all sorts
of rubbish some good propagandist writing as well, in
fact the best of the kind which the English have pro-
duced. But as soon as they get on to their specific tactics of
hushing up the class struggle, it all turns putrid. Hence,
their fanatical hatred of Marx and all of us—because of
the class struggle.

“These people have of course many bourgeois follow-
ers and therefore money....”

HOW THE CLASSICS ESTIMATED INTELLECTUALIST
OPPORTUNISM IN SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY

1894. The Peasant Question. “On the Continent,”
Engels writes on November 10, 1894, “success is develop-
ing the appetite for more success, and catching the peas-
ant, in the literal sense of the word, is becoming the
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fashion. First the French, in Nantes, declare through La-
fargue not only ... that it is not our business to hasten ...
the ruin of the small peasants, which capitalism is seeing
to for us, but they add that we must directly protect the
small peasant against taxation, usury, and landlords.
But we cannot co-operate in this, first because it is stupid
and second because it is impossible. Next however Voll-
mar comes along in Frankfort and wants to bribe the
peasantry altogether, though the peasant he has to deal
with in Upper Bavaria is not the debt-ridden small
peasant of the Rhineland, but the middle and even
the big peasant, who exploits male and female farm
hands and sells cattle and grain in quantity. And
that cannot be done without giving up the whole prin-
ciple.”

p189‘4, December 4. “...The Bavarians, who have become
very, very opportunistic and have almost turned into
an ordinary people’s party (that is to say, the majority of
leaders and many of those who have recently joined the
Party), voted in the Bavarian Diet for the budget as a
whole; and Vollmar in particular has started an agitation
among the peasants with the object of winning the Upper
Bavarian big peasants—people who own 25 to 80 acres
of land (10 to 30 hectares) and who therefore cannot man-
age without wage-labourers—instead of winning their
farm hands.”

We thus see that for more than ten years Marx and
Engels systematically and unswervingly fought oppor-
tunism in the German Social-Democratic Party and at-
tacked intellectualist philistinism and the petty-bourgeois
outlook in socialism. This is an extremely important fact.
The general public knows that German Social-Democracy
is regarded as a model of Marxist proletarian policy and
tactics, but it does not know what a constant war the
founders of Marxism had to wage against the “Right
wing” (Engels’s expression) of that Party. And it is no
accident that soon after Engels’s death this war turned
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from a concealed into an open one. This was an inevita-
ble result of the decades of historical development of Ger-
man Social-Democracy.

And now we very clearly perceive the two lines of Eng-
els’s (and Marx’s) recommendations, directions, correc-
tions, threats and exhortations. They most insistently
called upon the British and American Socialists to merge
with the labour movement and to eradicate the narrow
and hidebound sectarian spirit from their organizations.
They most insistently taught the German Social-Demo-
crats to beware of succumbing to philistinism, to “par-
liamentary idiocy” (Marx’s expression in the letter of
September 19, 1879), to petty-bourgeois intellectualist
opportunism.

Is it not characteristic that our Social-Democratic gos-
sips have started chattering about the recommendations
of the first kind and shut their mouths, keeping silent
over the recommendations of the second kind? Is not
such one-sidedness in appraising the letters of Marx and
Engels the best indication at this end of a certain Rus-
sian, Social-Democratic ... “one-sidedness”?

At the present moment, when the international labour
movement is displaying symptoms of profound ferment
and vacillation, when the extremes of opportunism, “par-
liamentary idiocy” and philistine reformism have evoked
the opposite extremes of revolutionary syndicalism,
the general line of Marx’s and Engels’s “corrections” to
British and American socialism and German socialism
acquires exceptional importance.

In countries where there are no Social-Democratic
workers’ parties, no Social-Democratic members of par-
liament, no systematic and consistent Social-Democratic
policy either at elections or in the press, etc.—in such
countries, Marx and Engels taught the Socialists a¢ all
costs to rid themselves of narrow sectarianism and join
with the labour movement so as to shake up the proletar-
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iat politically. For in the last third of the nineteenth
century the proletariat displayed almost no political in-
dependence either in Britain or America. In these coun-
tries—where bourgeois-democratic historical tasks were
almost entirely non-existent—the political arena was
wholly filled by a triumphant and self-satisfied bourgeoi-
sie, unequalled anywhere in the world in the art of deceiv-
ing, corrupting and bribing the workers.

To think that these recommendations of Marx and Eng-
els to the British and American labour movements can
be simply and directly applied to Russian conditions is
to use Marxism not in order to achieve clarity on its
method, not in order to sfudy the concrete historical pe-
culiarities of the labour movement in definite countries,
but in order to pay off petty factional, intellectualist
scores.

On the other hand, in a country where the bourgeois-
democratic revolution was still incomplete, where “mili-
tary despotism, embellished with parliamentary forms”
(Marx’s expression in his Critique of the Gotha Pro-
gramme)3 prevailed, and still prevails, where the proletar-
iat had long ago been drawn into politics and was pursu-
ing a Social-Democratic policy, what Marx and Engels
feared most of all in such a country was parliamentary
vulgarization and philistine belittlement of the tasks and
scope of the labour movement.

It is all the morc our duty to emphasize and give prom-
inence to this side of Marxism in the period of the bour-
geois-democratic revolution in Russia, because in our
country a vast, “brilliant” and rich liberal-bourgeois
press is vociferously trumpeting to the proletariat the
“exemplary” loyalty, the parliamentary legality, the mod-
esty and moderation of the neighbouring German la-
bour movement.

This mercenary lie of the bourgeois betrayers of the
Russian revolution is not due to accident or to the per-
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sonal depravity of certain past or future ministers in the

Cadet® camp. It is due to the profound economic inter-

estg of the Russian liberal landlords and liberal bour-
geois. And in combatling this lie, this “stupelying of the
masses” (“Massenverdummung”—Engels’s expression in
his letter of November 29, 1886), the letters of Marx and
Engels should serve as an indispensable weapon for all
Russian Socialists.

The mercenary lie of the liberal bourgeois holds up to
the people the exemplary “modesty” of the German So-
cial-Democrats. The leaders of these Social-Democrats
the founders of the theory of Marxism, tell us: ’

“The revolutionary language and action of the French
has. made the hypocrisy of Viereck and Co.” (the oppor-
tunist Sogial-Democrats in the German Reichstag Social-
Democratic group) “sound quite feeble” (the reference is
to the formation of a Labour group in the French Cham-
ber and to the Deccazeville strike, which split the French
Radicals from the French proletariat36), “and only Lieb-
knecht and Bebel spoke in the last Socialist debate. ..
and both of them spoke well. We can with this debate once
more show ourselves in decent society, which was by no
means the case with all of them. In general it is a good
thlr_lg that the Germans’ leadership of the international
soqlglist movement, particularly after they sent so many
ph}llstines to the Reichstag (which, it is true, was una-
voidable), is being challenged. In Germany everything
bgcomes philistine in peaceful times; and therefore the
sting of French competition is absolutely necessary. ...”
(Letter of April 29, 1886).

.Such are the lessons which must be most firmly assi-
mllla’[ed. by the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party,
which is predominantly under the ideological influence of
German Social-Democracy.

The_se lessons are taught us not by any particular pas-
sage in the correspondence of the greatest men of the
nineteenth century, but by the whole spirit and substance
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of their comradely and frank criticism of the interna-
tional experience of the proletariat, a criticism which
shunned diplomacy and petty considerations.

How far all the letters of Marx and Engels were indeed

imbued with this spirit may also be seen from the fol-

Jowing relatively specific but extremely characteristic
passages.

In 1889 a young, fresh movement of untrained and un-
skilled labourers (gas-workers, dockers, etc.) began in
Britain, a movement marked by a new and revolutionary
spirit. Engels was delighted with it. He refers exultingly
to the part played by Tussy, Marx’s daughter, who agitat-
ed among these workers. “The most repulsive thing here,”
he says, writing from London on December 7, 1889, “is
the bourgeois ‘respectability,” which has grown deep into
the bones of the workers. The division of society into in-
numerable strata, each recognized without question, each
with its own pride but also its inborn respect for its ‘betters’
and ‘superiors,’ is so old and firmly established that the
bourgeois still find it fairly easy to get their bait accept-
ed. I am not at all sure, for instance, that John Burns is
not secretly prouder of his popularity with Cardinal
Manning, the Lord Mayor, and the bourgeoisie in general
than of his popularity with his own class. And Champion
—an ex-lieutenant—intrigued years ago with bourgeois
and especially with conservative elements, preached so-
cialism at the parsons’ Church Congress, etc. And even
Tom Mann, whom I regard as the best of the lot, is fond
of mentioning that he will be lunching with the Lord
Mayor. If one compares this with the French, one realizes
what a revolution is good for after all.”

Comment is superfluous.

Another example. In 1891 there was danger of a Euro-
pean war. Engels corresponded on the subject with Be-
bel, and they agreed that in the event of Russia attack-
ing Germany, the German Socialists must desperately
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fight the Russians and any allies of the Russians. “If Ger- 1
many is crushed, then we shall be too, while in the most |
favourable case the struggle will be such a violent one |

that Germany will only be able to maintain herself by rev-

olutionary means, so that very possibly we shall be forced 1
to come into power and perform a 1793.” (Letter of 1

October 24, 1891).

Let this be noted by those opportunists who eried from 5

the house-tops that “Jacobin” prospects for the Russian

workers’ party in 1905 were un-Social-Democratic! En- ,;
gels squarely suggests to Bebel the possibility of the So- |

cial-Democrats having to participate in a provisional
government.

Holding such views on the tasks of Social-Democratic }
workers’ parties it is quite natural that Marx and Engels

possessed the most fervent faith in a Russian revolution

and its great world significance. We see this ardent ex- '_

pectation of a revolution in Russia in this correspondence
over a period of nearly twenty years.

Here is Marx’s letter of September 27, 1877. He is quite
enthusiastic about the Eastern crisis: “Russia has long
been standing on the threshold of an upheaval; all the
elements of it are prepared. The gallant Turks have has-
tened the explosion by years with the thrashing they
have inflicted. ... The upheaval will begin secundum ar-
tem” (according to the rules of the art), “with some
playing at constitutionalism, et puis il y aura un beau ta-
page” (and then there will be a fine row). “If Mother Na-
ture is not particularly unfavourable towards us, we shall
yet live to see the fun!” (Marx was then fifty-nine years
old.)

Mother Nature did not—and could not very well—per-
mit Marx to live “to see the fun.” But he forefold the
“playing at constitutionalism,” and it is as though his
words were written yesterday in relation to the First and
Second Russian Dumas.3” And we know that the warning
to the people against “playing at constitutionalism” was
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the “living soul” of the boycott tactics so detested by the
|.iberals and opportunists. ...

Here is Marx’s letter of November 5, 1880. He is de-
tighted with the success of Capital in Russia, and takes
{he part of the members of the People’s Will organiza-
tion against the newly-arisen group of Black Redistribu-
tion. Marx correctly perceives the anarchistic elements in
the latter’s views. Not knowing and having then no op-
portunity of knowing the future evolution of the Black-
Redistribution Narodniks into Social-Democrats, Marx
attacks the Black-Redistributioners with all his trenchant
sarcasm:

“These gentlemen are against all political-revolutionary action.
Russia is to make a somersault into the anarchist-communist-atheist
millenium! Meanwhile, they are preparing for this leap with the most
tedious doctrinairism, whose so-called principles are being hawked
about the street ever since the late Bakunin.”

We can gather from this how Marx would have appre-
ciated the significance for Russia of 1905 and the succeed-
ing years of the *political-revolutionary action” of So-
cial-Democracy.*

Here is a letter by Engels dated April 6, 1887: “On the
other hand, it seems as if a crisis is impending in Russia.
The recent attentates rather upset the apple-cart....” A
letter of April 9, 1887, says the same thing.... “The army
Is full of discontented, conspiring officers.” (Engels at
that time was impressed by the revolutionary struggle of
the People’s Will organization; he set his hopes on the
officers, and did not yet see the revolutionary spirit of
the Russian soldiers and sailors, which was manifested
so magnificently eighteen years later....) “I do not think

* By the way, if my memory does not deceive me, Plekhanov or
V. 1. Zasulich told me in 1900-03 about the existence of a letter of
Engels to Plekhanov on Our Differences and on the character of the
impending revolution in Russia. It would be interesting to know
¢xactly whether there was such a letter, whether it still exists, and
whether it is not time to publish it.
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things will last another year; and once it [the revolution] '

breaks out (“losgeht”) in Russia, then hurrah!”

A letter of April 23, 1887: “In Germany there is per- 1
secution after persecution” (of Socialists). “It looks as if |
Bismarck wants to have everything ready, so that the {
moment the revolution breaks out (“losgeschlagen wer- |
den”) in Russia, which is now only a question of months,

Germany could immediately follow her example.”

The months proved to be very, very long ones. Doubtless,
philistines will be found who, knitting their brows and ;
wrinkling their foreheads, will sternly condemn Engels’s |
“revolutionism,” or will indulgently laugh at the old uto- |

pias of the old revolutionary exile.

Yes, Marx and Engels made many and frequent mistakes
in determining the proximity of revolution, in their hopes j
in the victory of revolution (e.g., in 1848 in Germany), in |
their faith in the imminence of a German “republic” (“to |
die for the republic,” wrote Engels of that period, recall- |
ing his sentiments as a participant in the military com- j

paign for a Reich constitution in 1848-49). They were mis-

taken in 1871 when they were engaged in “raising revolt |

in Southern France, for which” they (Becker writes “we,”
referring to himself and his nearest friends: letter No. 14

of July 21, 1871) “sacrificed and risked all that was hu- |

manly possible....” The same letter says: “If we had had

more means in March and April we would have roused |
the whole of Southern France and would have saved the |
Commune in Paris” (p. 29). But such errors—the errors of ]
the giants of revolutionary thought who sought toraise and |
did raise the proletariat of the whole world above the lev- §
el of petty, commonplace and trifling tasks—are a thou- }

sand times more noble and magnificent and historically
more valuable and true than the trite wisdom of official :

liberalism, which sings, shouts, appeals and exhorts |
about the vanity of revolutionary vanities, the futility of §
the revolutionary struggle, and the charms of counter- :

revolutionary “constitutional” fantasies....

66

The Russian working class will win their freedom and
oive a fillip to Europe by their revolutionary action, full
though it be of errors—and let the philistines pride them-
sclves on the infallibility of their revolutionary inaction.

April 6, 1907

Published in 1907 in the book
Lelters by J. Ph. Becker, J. Die-
tzen, F. Engels, K. Marx and
Others to F. A. Sorge and
Others

Vol. 12, pp. 319-38
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THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST CONGRESS
IN STUTTGART

What distinguished the International Socialist Congress '
held this August in Stuttgart was the exceptionally large |

number of delegates present and countries represented.

Delegates, 886 in all, attended from all corners ol the
globe. Apart, however, from being a tremendous demon- |
stration of the unity of the proletarian struggle interna- |
tionally, the Congress played an outstanding part in de-
termining the tactics of the Socialist parties. General res- |
olutions were adopted by the Congress on a whole num- i
ber of problems that till now have been settled exclu- §
sively within the separate Socialist parties. That socialism
has become integrated into a single international force is |
expressed particularly vividly in the increased number of |
problems requiring an identical solution in principle in |

different countries.

We publish the full text of the Stuttgart resolutions

below.38 At the moment, however, let us deal briefly with

each of them, so as to indicate the main points in dispute |

and the character of the debates at the Congress.

This is not the first time the colonial question has fig- |
ured at international congresses. Hitherto their decisions
have always unreservedly condemned bourgeois colonial §
policy as a policy of plunder and brute force. This time
the Congress commission was so composed that the op-
portunist elements, headed by Van Kol of Holland, gained i
the upper hand. A phrase was inserted in the draft res- |
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olution to the effect that the Congress did not in princi-
ple condemn all colonial policy which under socialism
could play a civilizing role. The commission minority
(Ledebour of Germany, the Polish and Russian Social-
Democrats and many others) vigorously protested
against the inclusion of any such idea. The matter was re-
ferred to Congress, and the forces on both sides were so
nearly equal that the struggle flared up with unparalleled
passion.

The opportunists backed Van Kol. Speaking for the ma-
jority of the German delegation, Bernstein and David
urged acceptance of a “socialist colonial policy” and at-
tacked the Left wing, charging them with taking a futile
negative stand, failing to appreciate the importance of
reforms, lacking a practical colonial programme, etc.
Among those who opposed them was Kautsky, who had no
alternative but to ask Congress to declare its opposition
to the majority of the German delegation. He rightly point-
ed out that there was no talk of abandoning the struggle
for reforms: that was quite explicitly stated in the other
sections of the resolution, which had evoked no dispute.
The point at issue was whether we should make conces-
sions to the contemporary regime of bourgeois plunder
and brute force. It was the present colonial policy that
should be discussed by Congress, and this policy was
based on the outright enslavement of savages. The bour-
geoisie was, in effect, introducing slavery in the colonies,
and subjecting the natives to unprecedented humiliation
and violence, “civilizing” them by the spread of liquor
and syphilis. And in that situation, Socialists were ex-
pected to utter evasive phrases about the possibility of
accepting colonial policy in principle! That would be otit-
right acceptance of the bourgeois point of view. It would
represent a decisive step towards subordinating the pro-
letariat to bourgeois ideology, lo bourgeois imperialism,
which is now so arrogantly raising its head.
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The Congress rejected the commission’s proposal by 128
votes to 108, with ten abstentions (Switzerland). It
should be noted that at the Stuttgart Congress, the coun-
tries represented were for the first time allotted different
number of votes—ranging from twenty (for the big na-
tions, Russia included) to two (Luxemburg). The com-
bined vote of the small nations, which do not pursue a
colonial policy or which suffer from it, outweighed the vote
of those countries where even the proletariat has been
somewhat infected by the passion for conquest.

The vote on the colonial question is of very great im-
portance. First, it was a striking exposure of socialist
opportunism, which yields to bourgeois blandishments.
Secondly, it reflected the influence of a negative feature
of the European labour movement, one which can do no
small damage to the proletarian cause, and therefore mer-
its serious attention. Marx made repeated reference to a
very weighty maxim of Sismondi’s. The proletarians of
the ancient world, it runs, lived at the expense of society;
modern society lives at the expense of the proletarians.

A propertyless but mnon-labouring class is incapable
of overthrowing the exploiters. Only the proletarian class,
which maintains the whole of society, can effect a social
revolution. Well then, the extensive pursuit of colonial
policy has resulted in the European proletarian’s position
becoming in part such that it is not his labour, but that
of the practically enslaved natives in the colonies, which
maintains the whole of society. The British bourgeoisie,
for example, derives more profit from the tens and hun-
dreds of millions of inhabitants of India and her other col-
onies than from the British workers. That being so, a
material and economic basis is created in certain countries
for infecting the proletariat with colonial chauvinism.
This, of course, may be merely a passing phenomenon,
nonetheless the evil must be clearly realized, and its causes
understood, in order to be able to unite the proletariat
of all lands for the fight against such opportunism. And
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this fight will inevitably lead to victory, for the “privi-
leged” nations represent a diminishing minority of the
capitalist nations.

There was almost no discussion about women’s suf-
frage at the Congress. There was only the case of an Eng-
lishwoman from the extremely opportunist British Fabian
Society, who argued that it was permissible for Socialists
to advocate a restricted franchise for women, i.e., not uni-
versal, but qualified franchise. The Fabian lady was ab-
solutely alone in her views, the underlying idea of which
was simply this: British bourgeois ladies hope to secure
the sufirage for themselves, without extending it to the
female proletariat.

Concurrently with the International Socialist Congress,
and in the same building in Stuttgart there took place
‘the First International Socialist Women’s Conference. In-
teresting arguments took place at this Conference and in
the Congress commission when the resolution was dis-
cussed, between the German and the Austrian Social-Dem-
ocrats. The latter, during their fight for universal suf-
irage, had pushed the demand for female equality with
men somewhat into the background: out of practical con-
siderations they had emphasized their demand for male,
and not universal, suffrage. In their speeches, Zetkin and
other German Social-Democrats quite rightly told the
Austrians that they had behaved wrongly, that they had
reduced the strength of the mass movement by failing to
advance with every energy the demand for electoral
rights not only for men, but also for women. The last
words of the Stuttgart resolution (‘“the demand for uni-
versal suffrage must be advanced simultaneously for both
men and women”) undoubtedly relate to this episode of
excessive “practicalness” in the history of the Austrian
working-class movement.

The resolution concerning the relation between the So-
cialist parties and the trade unions is of especially great
importance to us Russians. The Stockholm Congress of
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the R.S.D.L.P.3 declared in favour of non-Party unions,
thus adopting the viewpoint of neutrality. That same
viewpoint has always been upheld by our non-Party dem-
ocrats, Bernsteinites and Socialist-Revolutionaries.”® The
London Congress,&t on the contrary, put forward a differ-
ent principle, namely, close relations between the unions
and the Party, to the point of unions being recognized
(under certain conditions) as Party unions. At Stuttgart,
the S.-D. subsection of the Russian section (the Social-
ists of each country form independent sections at inter-
national congresses) split when the question was dis-
cussed (there was no split on the other issues). Specifically,
Plekhanov upheld neutrality in principle. The Bolshevik
Voinov upheld the anti-neutral viewpoint of the London
Congress and of the Belgian resolution (published to-
gether with de Brouckere’s report in the Congress materi-
als; this report will appear shortly in Russian). Clara
Zetkin rightly remarked in her paper, Die Gleichheit, that
Plekhanov’s arguments in support of neutrality were just
as unsatisfactory as those of the French. And the Stutt-
gart Congress resolution, as Kautsky justly noted, and
as anybody will be convinced who makes a careful study
of it, puts an end to the recognition of “neutrality” in
principle. The resolution does not say a word about trade
unions being neutral or non-Party. On the contrary, the
need for close ties between the unions and the Socialist
parties and for strengthening these ties is quite definitely
recognized.

The R.S.D.L.P. London resolution on trade unions now
has a solid basis of principle in the shape of the Stutt-
gart resolution, which proclaims in general and for all
countries the need for lasting and close ties between the
unions and the Socialist party; the London resolution
points out that for Russia, given favourable conditions, the
ties should take the form of the unions’ allegiance to the
Party, and that Party members’ activities should be di-
rected to that end.
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Let us note that the harmiul aspects of the principle §
of neutrality were manifested at Stuttgart in the fact that
half the German delegation, trade-union representatives, 1
were the most determined supporters of the opportunist }
viewpoint. That was why in Essen, for example, the Ger-
mans opposed Van Kol (what took place in Essen was :
a congress of only the Party, and not of the trade unions), 1
whereas in Stuttgart they supported him. The propaga- |
tion of neutrality has in fact yielded harmful fruits in |
Germany by playing into the hands of the opportunists |

in the Social-Democratic movement. From now on we can-

not but reckon with that fact; particularly must we do ]
so in Russia, where the proletariat has so many bour- ]
geois-democratic advisers recommending “neutrality” for |

the trade-union movement.

About the resolution on emigration and immigration we |

shall say only a few words. In this regard, too, an attempt

was made in the commission to support narrow craft 5
views, to secure the adoption of the idea that the immigra- }

tion of workers from backward countries (coolies from

China, etc.) be banned. Again the aristocratic spirit to :
be found among the proletarians of some “civilized” |
countries who derive certain advantages from their privi- |

leged position and are therefore inclined to forget the
demands of international class solidarity. At the Con-
gress itsell nobody supported this craft and philistine

narrow-mindedness. The resolution fully meets the de- :'

mands of revolutionary Social-Democracy.

We come to the last and perhaps the most important
resolution of the Congress, namely, that on anti-milita-
rism. The notorious Hervé, who has made much noise in
France and in Europe generally, upheld a scmi-anarchist
viewpoint on this subject, naively proposing that every
war be “answered” by a strike or an uprising. He did not
see, on the one hand, that war is a necessary product of
capitalism, and that the proletariat cannot renounce par-
ticipation in a revolutionary war, since such wars are
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possible and have taken place in capitalist societies. He
did not see, on the other hand, that the possibility qf
“answering” a war depends on the character of the cri-
sis that the war gives rise to. The choice of the means
of struggle depends on these conditions, and t}’x'e s‘Erugg_le
must consist (this is the third point of Hervéism’s mis-
understandings or thoughtlessness) not in merely repl.ac-
ing war by peace, but in replacing capitalism by social-
ism. The essential thing is not just to prevent war break-
ing out, but to use the crisis evoked by a war to hasten
the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. But underlying all the
semi-anarchist absurdities of Hervéism was the correct
practical notion of giving an impulse to socialism in the
sense of not being confined to merely parliamentary
means of struggle, of developing among the masses the
consciousness of the need to adopt revolutionary meth-
ods in connection with the crises that war inevitably
brings in its train—in the sense, finally, of spreading
among the masses a keener consciousness of internationgl
working-class solidarity and of the falsity of bourgeois
patriotism. ‘

Bebel’s resolution, which the Germans proposed and
which coincided on all essential points with Guesde’s res-
olution, suffered from the defect of making no reference
to the practical tasks of the proletariat. This rendered
it possible to read Bebel’s orthodox propositions through
opportunist spectacles. Vollmar immediately turned this
possibility into a reality.

That was why Rosa Luxemburg and the Russian S:-D.
delegates proposed amendments to Bebel’s resoluthn.
These amendments 1) stated that militarism is the chief
instrument of class oppression; 2) pointed to the need
for propaganda among the youth; 3) emphasized the need
for Social-Democracy not only to fight against wars
breaking out or for the speediest termination of wars t%}lgt
have already broken out, but also to utilize the crisis
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sie.

within the narrow bounds of naive Hervéism.

All in all, the Stuttgart Congress clearly brought the v
opportunist and the revolutionary wings of international

Social-Democracy face to face on a whole number of

highly important issues, which it settled in the spirit of
revolutionary Marxism. The resolutions of the Congress, |
elucidated in the Congress debates, must be regularly con- |
sulted by every propagandist and agitator. Unity in tac-
tics and unity in revolutionary struggle by the proletar-
ians of all countries will considerably further the work ;

done at Stuttgart.

Written between the cnd of Au-
gust and the beginning of Sep-
tember 1907

Published on October 20, 1907,
in Proletary, No. 17

created by a war to hasten the downfall of the bourgeoi- ‘

The sub-committee (selected by the commission on |
anti-militarism) accepted all these amendments to Be- |
bel’s resolution. In addition Jaurés made a happy sugges- |
tion: instead of indicating the means of struggle (strike,
uprising), they should give historical examples of the }
proletariat’s fight against war, ranging from demonstra- |
tions in Europe to the revolution in Russia. The result of -
all these alterations was a resolution which, though over-
long, is really rich in ideas and exactly indicates the tasks {
of the proletariat. This resolution combined the strictness }
of orthodox, i.e, the only scientific, Marxist analysis with j
the recommendation to the workers’ parties of the most |
resolute and revolutionary methods of struggle. It cannot }
be read in Vollmar fashion, just as it cannot be confined §

Vol. 13, pp. 59-65 ]

MUNICIPALIZATION OF THE LAND AND MUNICIPAL
SOCIALISM*

These two terms were approximated by the Mensheviks
{hemselves, whose agrarian programme was adopted at
Stockholm.42 Suffice it to mention the names of two prom-
inent Mensheviks, Kostrov and Larin. “Some cgmrades,
said Kostrov at Stockholm, “seem to be hearing abput
municipal ownership for the first time. Let me ”remmd
{hem that in Western Europe there is a Wh'ole. trend . (Ipre-
cisely!)' “called ‘municipal socialism’ (Britain), which ad-
vocates the extension of ownership by urban and rural
municipalities, and which is also supported by our com-
rades. Many municipali}ies own real estate, and that does
not contradict our programme. We now haye the oppor-
tunity to acquire (!) real-estate wealth gratis (!!) fqr ‘[hef
municipalities, and we ought to take advantag.e .of 1‘t. O’,
course, the confiscated land should be municipalized

. 88). ' .
(pTSe) naive opinion about “the opportunity to acquire
wealth gratis” is magnificently exprgssed hef’e. But the
speaker did not stop to think why this “trend” of munic-
ipal socialism, precisely as a specific one and chiefly in
Britain, which he cited as an example, is a trend of ex-
ireme opportunism. Why did Engels, ?n his 1ette1‘-s to Sor-
ge, when characterizing the extreme intellectualist oppor-

is i i in's The Agrarian
* This item is § 7 of Chapter IV of V. L Lenin’s i
Programme of Social-Democracy in the First Russian Revolution,
1995-1907 —Ed.
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tunism of the British Fabians, emphasize the petty-bour- |

geois significance of their “municipalization” schemes?4s

Larin, in unison with Kostrov, says in his comments
on the Menshevik programme: “Perhaps in some locali-
ties the people’s local government bodies will be able to
manage these huge estates themselves, as, for instance,
the horse tramways or slaughter-houses are managed by
municipal councils, and then the whole (!!) of the profit
obtained from them will be placed at the disposal of the
whole (1) population”*—and not of the local bourgeoisie,
my dear Larin?

The philistine illusions of the philistine heroes of West-
European municipal socialism are already making them-
selves felt. That the bourgeoisie are in power is forgot-
ten; so also is the fact that only in towns with a high
percentage of proletarian population is it possible to ob-
tain for the working people some crumbs of benefit from
municipal government! But this is by the way. The prin-
cipal fallacy in the “municipal socialist” idea of munici-
palizing the land lies in the following.

The bourgeois intelligentsia of the West, like the Brit-
ish Fabians, elevate municipal socialism to a separate
“lrend” precisely because they dream of social peace, of
class conciliation, and wish to deflect the attention of the
public from the fundamental problems of the economic
system as a whole, and of the state structure as a whole,
to minor problems of local administration. In the sphere
of problems of the first category, class contradictions
stand out most sharply; that is the sphere which, as we
have shown, affects the very foundations of the rule of the
bourgeoisie as a class. It is here, therefore, that the phi-
listine, reactionary utopia of bringing about socialism in
part is especially hopeless. Attention is directed to the
sphere of minor local problems, not of the problem of the

«KpecTbAHCKHI  BONPOC M CcOLHA-LeMOKPaTHS:», cTp. 66 [The
Peasant Question and Social-Democracy, p. 66)

*
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e of the bourgeoisie as a class, not of that pf the chief
irrlfsltruments of %hat rule, but of that of distrlbutn‘l‘g the
crumbs dropped by the rich bourgeoisie for the “needs
of the population.” Naturally, since attention is focused on
such problems as the spending of paltry sums (paltry in
comparison with the total surplus valu"e and the total stgt'e
cxpenditure of the bourgeoisie), which t'he bourgeoisie
themselves are willing to set aside for publlc health (Eng-
¢ls pointed out in The Housing Questt.on‘*’l tbat the .bour-
geoisie themselves are afraid of contggloUS diseases in .t‘h.e
towns), or for public education (since the bourgeoisie
must have educated workers who can adapt the.msely-es to
a high technical levell), and so on,.it is ‘pos_sr\ble, in fche
sphere of such minor problems to indulge in grandilo-
quent talk about “social peace,” about t.he harmfulness of
the class struggle, and so forth. Where is th_e class strug-
gle if the bourgeoisie themselves are §pendmg money on
the “needs of the population,” on public he'alt'h,'on edupa-
tion? Why do we need a social revolution if it is possible
through the local government bod%es, gra‘(‘iual.ly,' Stfp by
step, to extend “collective ownership,” to socialize” pro-
duction: the horse tramways, the slaughtgr-houses referred
to so relevantly by the estimable Y. Larin? L

The philistine opportunism of that “trenfi‘ 11e.s.m that
it forgets the narrow limits of so—lcal'led municipal so-
cialism” (in reality, municipal capit?hsm, as thg British
Social-Democrats properly argue against the Fabians). It
forgets that so long as the bourgeoisie rule as a class
they cannot allow any encroachment, even from the
“municipal” point of view, upon the real founda‘t‘zons gf
their rule; that if the bourgeoisie do allow, tolerate “munic-
ipal socialism,” it is precisely because the latter does
not touch the foundations of their rule, does not affect th(i
important sources of their wealth, but extends only to tht
local, narrow sphere of expenditure that the bourgeoisie
themselves allow the “population” to.rpanage._Ti}e very
slightest knowledge of Western “municipal socialism” is
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sufficient to show that any attempt by socialist munici- |
palities to go even slightly beyond the boundaries of their }
normal, i.e., minor, petty activities, which give no sub- §
stantial reliel to the workers, any attempt to touch capital }
even slightly, is invariably and absolutely vetoed in the }
most categorical fashion by the central authorities of the }

bourgeois state.

Now it is this fundamental mistake, this philistine op- }
portunism of the West-European Fabians, Possibilists and :
Bernsteinites, that is taken over by our advocates of |

municipalization.

“Municipal socialism” means socialism in matters of local |

administration. That which goes beyond the limits of local
interests, beyond the limits of state administration, i.e.,

all that affects the main sources of revenue of the ruling }
classes and the principal means of securing their rule, all §
that affects not the administration of the state, but the |
structure of the state, thereby transcends the domain of ]
“municipal socialism.” But our wiseacres evade this acute }

national issue, this problem of the land, which most direct-
ly affects the vital interests of the ruling classes, by rang-
ing it among “problems of local administration.” In the
West they municipalize horse tramways and slaughter-
houses; why should we not municipalize one half of the
best land?—argues the puny Russian intellectual. That
would be suitable both in case of restoration, and in case
of the incomplete democratization of the central govern-
ment!

Thus we get agrarian socialism in a bourgeois revolu-
tion, a socialism of the most philistine sort, calculated to
blunt the class struggle on vifal issues by relegating the
latter to the category of petty problems affecting only local
administration. As a matter of fact, the problem of exploit-
ing half of the best land is neither a local one nor one of
administration. It is a problem that affects the whole state,
a problem of the structure not only of the landlord, but
also of the bourgeois, state. And to try to tempt the people
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with the idea that it is possible to develop “municipal so-
cialism” in agriculture before accomplishing the socialist
revolution is to indulge in the most inadmissible kind of
demagogy. Marxism permits the introduction of national-
ization in the programme of the bourgeois revolution be-
cause nationalization is a bourgeois measure, because
absolute rent hinders the development of capitalism, be-
cause the private ownership of iand is a hindrance to cap-
italism. But to include the municipalization of the big
estates in the programme of the bourgeois revolution, re-
quires the remodelling of Marxism into Fabian intellectual-
ist opportunism.

It is herc that we see the difference between petty-bour-
geois and proletarian methods in the bourgeois revolution.
The petty bourgeoisie, even the most radical—our Socialist-
Revolutionary Party included—anticipates not class strug-
gle after the bourgeois revolution, but universal prosperity
and appeasement. In advance, therefore, it “builds its
nest,” introduces plans for petty-bourgeois reforms into the
bourgeois revolution, talks about various “norms,” about
“regulating” landownership, about strengthening the la-
bour principle and small farming, etc. The petty-bourgeois
method is that of creating relationships of the utmost pos-
sible social peace. The proletarian method is exclusively
that of clearing the path of everything that is mediaeval,
of clearing the path for the class struggle. Therefore, the
proletarian can leave it to the small farmers to discuss
“norms” of landownership; the proletarian is interested only
in abolishing the landlord latifundia, only in abolishing
the private ownership of land, as the lasf barrier to the
class struggle in agriculture. In the bourgeois revolution
we are interested not in petty-bourgeois reforms, not in a
future “nest” of appeased small farmers, but in conditions
for the proletarian struggle against all philistine appease-
ment on a bourgeois basis.

It is this anti-proletarian spirit that municipalization in-
troduces into the programme of the bourgeois agrarian
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revolution, for, despite the profoundly false view of the
Mensheviks, municipalization does not widen the scope 1
of and sharpen the class struggle, but, on the contrary, }

blunts it. It blunts it by assuming that local democracy is

possible without the complete democratization of the cen-

tre. It also blunts it by the idea of “municipal socialism,”

because the latter is conceivable in bourgeois society only

off the high road of the struggle, only in minor, local, un-

important issues on which even the bourgeoisie may yield, ;
may let themselves be reconciled without losing the pos- |

sibility of preserving their rule as a class.

The working class must provide bourgeois society with

the purest, most consistent and most thoroughgoing pro-
gramme of bourgeois revolution, including the bourgeois
nationalization of the land. The proletariat scornfully re-

jects petty-bourgeois reformism in the bourgeois revolu- |
tion; we are interested in freedom for the struggle, not in |

freedom for philistine bliss.
The opportunism of the intelligentsia in the workers’

party naturally pursues a different line. Instead of a broad §

revolutionary programme in the bourgeois revolution, at-
tention is focused on a petty-bourgeois utopia: to uphold
local democracy while there is no democracy at the centre;
to secure for petty reformism a little corner of municipal
activity away from the great “tussles,” and to evade the

extraordinarily acute conflict over the land by following "

the recipe of the anti-Semites, i.e, by transferring an im-
portant national problem to the domain of petty, local

ones.

Written in November-December Vol. 13, pp. 327-32

1907

First published- (and confiscat-
ed) in 1908; republished with

postscript in 1917

NN R SRS+

TRADE-UNION NEUTRALITY

In the previous issue of the Prolefary we published the
resolution of our Party C.C. on trade unions.®® Nask Vek
tells its readers about the resolution, and adds that it was
adopted unanimously in the C.C., since the Mensheviks
voted for it in view of the concessions it contains as com-
pared with the original Bolshevik draft. If the report is
true (the defunct Nash Vek was distinguished for usually
being exceptionally well informed about everything relat-
ing to Menshevism), then all we can do is to wholeheart-
cdly welcome the big step towards united Social-Democrat-
ic activity in such an important field as the trade unions.
The concessions referred to by Nash Vek are quite insig-
nificant ones, and do not in the least alter the basic prin-
ciples of the Bolshevik draft (which, incidentally, was pub-
lished in No. 17 of the Proletary, dated October 20, 1907,
along with a lengthy article in support of it, entitled “The
Trade Unions and the Social-Democratic Party”).

The whole of our Party, consequently, now recognizes
that work in the trade unions must be conducted not in the
spirit of trade-union neutrality but in that of the closest
possible relations between them and the Social-Democratic
Party. It is also recognized that allegiance to the Party
by the trade unions must be achieved exclusively by S.-D.
activity within them, that the S.-D.s must form solid nuclei
In the unions, and that illegal unions should be formed
where legal ones are impossible.

i*
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There can be no doubt that Stuttgart® has exerted very §
strong influence in bringing the two factions of our Party }
closer together on the issuc of the character of our work
in the trade unions. The Stuttgart Congress resolution, as j
Kautsky pointed out in a speech to the Leipzig workers, 1
puts an end to the recognition of neutrality in principle. ;
The high level reached in the development of class contra- ;
dictions, their aggravation latterly in all countries, the }
long experience of Germany (where the neutrality policy §
strengthened opportunism in the trade unions while not in ;
the least preventing the appearance of special Christian
and Liberal unions), and the extension of that particular ]
sphere of proletarian struggle which requires joint and |
unanimous action by both the unions and the political §
party (the mass strike and the armed uprising in the Rus-
sian revolution, as the prototype of likely forms of the pro- :
letarian revolution in the West)—all these things have ;
destroyed the basis of the neutrality theory once and for j

all.

Among the proletarian parties there is no likelihood of

the question of neutrality evoking a particularly big con-

troversy now. It is a different matter with the non-prole- §
tarian quasi-Socialist parties like that of our Socialist-Rev- |
olutionaries, who actually are the extreme Left wing of |
the revolutionary bourgeois party of intellectuals and pro- |

gressive peasants.

It is supremely characteristic that the only ones here ]

to uphold the idea of neutrality after Stuttgart have been

the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Plekhanov. And they ]

have done so very unsuccessfully.

In the last issue of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party ]
organ, Znamya Truda (No. 8, December 1907), we find two ]
articles devoted to the trade-union movement. The S.-R.s
most of all try in those articles to ridicule the statement |
made in the S.-D. paper, Vperyod, that the Stuttgart reso-
lution settled the question of the Party’s attitude to the |
trade unions along the same lines as the London resolu- |
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tion, namely, in the Bolshevik spirit. Our answer is that
in the very same issue of Znamya Truda the S.-R.s
themselves cited facfs which prove such an assessment to
be absolutely correct. ‘

“That was the time,” writes Znamya Truda about
the autumn of 1905, “and it is a characteristic fact—when
{he three Russian socialist factions: the Menshevik Social-
Democrats, the Bolshevik Social-Democrats, and the S.-R.s,
first met face to face to state their views on the trade-
union movement. The Moscow Bureau, which was commis-
sioned to select from its midst a central bureau that would
convene a congress (of trade unions), organized a big
meeting of worker trade-unionists at the Olympic Theatre.*
The Mensheviks drew a classically Marxist, strictly or-
thodox line of demarcation between the aims of the Party
and of the trade union. ‘The task of the S.-D. Party is to
establish the socialist system and abolish capitalist rela-
tions; the task of the trade unions is to improve working
conditions within the bounds of the capitalist system, so
as to secure conditions for the sale of manpower that are
of advantage to the interests of labour’; the conclusion
drawn was that the trade unions are non-Party, and that
they embrace ‘all workers of the given profession.’**

“The Bolsheviks sought to prove that at the present
time there can be no strict separation of politics from
profession, and hence drew the conclusion that ‘there must
be close unity between the Social-Democratic Party and
the trade unions, which it must lead.” Finally, the S.-R.s
demanded that the unions be strictly non-Party, in order

* The meeting was attended by about fifteen hundred people. See
report in Byulleten Muzeya Sodeistviya Trudu, No. 2, November 26,
1905 (quoted by Znamya Truda).

#* [t should be said, however, that Messrs. the Mensheviks
understood this “non-Party” character in quite an original way: thus,
their speaker illustrated his points as follows: “A proper solution of
the attitude to the Party has been found in the Moscow Typographi-
cal Union, which suggests to comrades that they join the ranks of
the S.-D. Party as individuals” (note by Znamya Truda).
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to avoid a split in the ranks of the proletariat, but rejected 1

any limitation of the tasks and activities of the trade

unions to some narrow sphere, and formulated this task {
as the struggle against capital all along the line, conse- |

quently, as both an economic and a political struggle.”

That is how Znamya Truda itseli describes the facts! |
And only a person who is blind or totally incapable of

thinking can deny that of these three viewpoints the one
that speaks of close unity between the Social-Democratic
Party and the unions “is confirmed by the Stuttgart reso-

lution, which recommends close ties between the Party and |

the trade unions.”*

In order to confuse this absolutely clear issue, the S.-R.s |

did a most amusing thing; they mixed up the question of

the independence of the trade unions in the economic
struggle with that of their being non-Party. “The Stuttgart ]
Congress,” they write, “definitely stood for the independ- |
ence (the non-Party character) of the unions, i.e., rejected ;
the viewpoint of both the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks.” |
This conclusion is drawn from the following words in the |
Stuttgart resolution: “Each of the two organizations (the |

Party and the trade union) has a sphere corresponding to
its nature, a sphere in which it must act quite independent-

ly. In addition, however, there is an ever expanding |

sp.here,” etc,, as quoted above. And wags appeared who
mt.xed up this demand for the “independence” of the trade
unions in the “sphere corresponding to their nature” with
the question of the unions being non-Party or of their hav-
ing ‘(_:lose ties with the Party in the political sphere and in
dealing with the tasks of the socialist revolution!

That was how our S.-R.s completely hushed up the basic
qgestion of principle, namely, that of the assessment to be
given to the “neutrality” theory, which in fact serves to
strengthen the influence of the bourgeoisie over the prole-

* What the Mensheviks put forward in November 1905 was not
orthodox but vulgar views on neutrality. Let the S.-R. gentlemen
remember thatl
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tariat. Instead of dealing with this question of principle,
they preferred to speak of just the specifically Russian
situation where there are several Socialist parties, and did
so in such a way as to throw a false light on what hap-
pened at Stuttgart. “One cannot argue that the Stuttgart
resolution is hazy,” writes Znamya Truda, “for Mr.
Plekhanov dispersed all haziness and every doubt when
he spoke at the International Congress as the Party’s of-
ficial representative; so far, however, we have no appro-
priate statement by the Central S.-D. Committee that ‘such
a statement by Comrade Plekhanov disorganizes the ranks
of the united party....””

Gentlemen of the S.-R. Party! You are entitled, of course,
to wax ironical about our C.C. having called Plekhanov to
order. You are entitled to think that omne can respect a
party that, for example, does rof officially condemn Mr.
Gershuni’s pro-Cadet conduct. But why utter a downright
untruth? Plekhanov was not the S.-D. Party’s representa-
tive at the Stuttgart Congress, but merely one of its 33 del-
egates. And what he represented was the views not of the
S.-D. Party but of the present Menshevik opposition to
that Party, to its London decisions. The S.-R.s cannot but
be aware of this, which means they are telling a deliberate

untruth.

“ In the commission that examined the question of the relations
between the trade unions and the political party, he (Plekhanov)
literally said the following: ‘In Russia there are 11 revolutionary or-
ganizations; with which of these must the trade unions enter into
contact?. .. The introduction of political differences into the trade
unions in Russia would be harmful’ In answer to this all the mem-
bers of the commission were unanimous in declaring that the Con-
gress resolution must not be understood in that way, that they ‘do
not at all impose on the trade unions and their members the duty of
being members of the S.-D. Party,’ that they, as stated in the resolu-
tion, demand their ‘complete independence’” (Znamya Truda's
italics).

You are mixing things up, gentlemen of Znamya Tru-
da! In the commission a Belgian comrade asked whether
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It could be made a duty of trade-union members to join |
the Social-Democratic Party, and everybody answered that |

it could not. Plekhanov, on the other hand, proposed the
followmg amendment to the resolution: “Unity, however,
in the trade-union organization should not be lost sight
of.” This amendment was adopted, but not unanimously
(Comrade Voinov, who represented the wviews of the
R.S.D.L.P., voted for the amendment, and in our opinion
was right in doing so). That was how matters stood.
Social-Democrats must never lose sight of unity in the
trade-union organization. That is absolutely right. But it
refers to the S.-R.s, too, and we invite them to ponder over
this “unity of the trade-union organization” when the
latter announces its close ties with Social-Democracy! No-
body ever dreamt of “imposing the duty” on trade-union
members of joining the S.-D. Party. Fear has put that idea

into the heads of the S.-R.s. And to suggest that the .
Stuttgart Congress forbade trade unions to announce their |

close ties with the Social-Democratic Party or to establish
such ties in reality, in actual life, is a fairy tale.

“The Russian S.-D.s,” writes Znamya Truda, “are
conducting a most unflinching and energetic campaign to
win the trade unions and subordinate them to their Party
leadership. The Bolsheviks are doing so directly and open-
ly ... the Mensheviks have chosen a more roundabout
way....” Correct, gentlemen of the S.-R. Party! For the
sake of the prestige of the workers’ International you are
entitled to demand of us that we conduct this campaign in
a tactiul and restrained way, while “not losing sight of
the unity of the trade-union organization.” We very read-
ily recognize this, and demand that you recognize the
same thing, but we shall not give up our campaign!

But then Plekhanov said that it was harmful to intro-
duce political differences into the unions. ... Yes, Plekhanov
said that stupid thing, and the S.-R. gentlemen naturally
had to seize on it, as they always do seize on everything
that is least worthy of being imitated. It is not Plekha-
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nov’s words, however, that must serve as the guiding line,
but the Congress resolution, which cannof be implemented
without “introducing political differences.” Here is a little
example. The Congress resolution says that the trade
unions must not be guided -by “the theory of a harmony
of interests between labour and capital.” We Social-Demo-
crats assert that the agrarian programme which in bour-
geois society demands equal distribution of the land is
based on the theory of a harmony of interests between la-
bour and capital.* We shall always declare ourselves
against making such a difference (or even a difference
with monarchist-minded workers) the grounds for splitting
the ranks during a strike, etc., but we shall always “intro-
duce this difference” into the workers’ midst in general, and
into all worker’s unions in particular.

Plekhanov’s reference to 11 parties is just as foolish.
Firstly, Russia is not alone in having different Socialist
parties. Secondly, Russia has only two rival Socialist par-
ties of any consequence, the S.-D. and the S.-R. parties,
for it is quite ridiculous to lump national parties together.
Thirdly, the question of uniting the really Socialist parties
is quite a special one; by introducing it Plekhanov con-
fuses the issue. We must always and everywhere stand for
the closest relations between the unions and the Socialist
party of the working class, but the question of which party
in a particular country, in a particular nationality is really
socialist and really the party of the working class, is a
special one, and is settled not by resolutions of interna-
tional congresses, but by the progress of the struggle be-
tween the national parties.

How far Comrade Plekhanov’s arguments on this sub-
ject are wrong is shown particularly vividly by his article
in No. 12 of Sovremenny Mir, 1907. On page 55 Plekhanov

* Even some S.-R.s realize this now, and have thus taken a
definite step towards Marxism. See the very interesting new book
by Messrs. Finsov and Jacoby, which we shall soon discuss in detail
with readers of the Proletary.
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quotes a statement by Lunacharsky that trade-union neu-

trality is supported by the German revisionists. Plekhanov -

answers this statement as follows: “The revisionists say
that the unions must be neutral, but understand this as
meaning that the unions must be used to fight orthodox
Marxism.” And Plekhanov concludes: “The elimination of
trade-union neutrality will not help matters at all. Even
if we make the unions closely and formally dependent on
the Party, and revisionist ‘ideology’ triumphs in the
Party, the elimination of trade-union neutrality will merely
be a fresh victory for ‘the critics of Marx.””

This argument is a typical specimen of Plekhanov’s way
of shirking the issue and hushing up the essence of the
dispute. If revisionist ideology really does triumph in the
Party, then it will not be the Socialist party of the work-
ing class. The issue is not how the Party takes shape, and
what struggle and what splits occur in the process. The
issue is that a Socialist party and trade unions exist in
every capitalist country, and it is our job to define the
basic relations between them. The class interests of the
bourgeoisie inevitably engender the endeavour to confine
the unions to petty and narrow activity based on the ex-
isting system, to prevent them having any ties with social-
ism, and the neutrality theory is the ideological covering
for these endeavours of the bourgeoisie. One way or an-
other the revisionists in the S.-D. parties always clear a
way for themselves in capitalist society.

Of course, at the outset of the workers’ political and
trade-union movements in Europe it was possible to up-
hold trade-union neutrality as a means of extending the
original field of proletarian struggle at a time when it was
comparatively undeveloped and when the bourgeoisie ex-
erted no systematic influence on the unions. At the present
time it is quite out of place from the viewpoint of inter-
national Social-Democracy to uphold trade-union neutral-
ity. One can only smile when reading Plekhanov’s assur-
ances that “now, too, Marx would stand for trade-union
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neutrality in Germany,” especially when that sort of argu-
ment is based on a one-sided interpretation of a single
“quotation” from Marx, while the aggregate of Marx’s
statements and the whole spirit of his teachings are ig-
nored.

“I stand for neutrality, understood in the Bebelian, and
not the revisionist sense,” writes Plekhanov. To talk that
way means to swear by Bebel and still to get into a mess.
There is no gainsaying that Bebel is such a great authority
in the international proletarian movement, such an experi-
enced practical leader, a Socialist with such a keen sense
of the requirements of the revolutionary struggle, that in
ninety-nine cases out of a hundred he himself got out of
the mess when he happened to slip into one, and dragged
back those who wanted to follow his lead. Bebel was wrong
when he and Vollmar defended the revisionist agrarian
programme in Breslau (in 1895), when he insisted (in Es-
sen) on making a distinction in principle between defen-
sive and offensive wars, and when he was ready to elevate
trade-union “neutrality” to the level of a principle. We
readily believe that if Plekhanov gets himself into a mess
only in Bebel’s company, he will not do so often or for
long. But we still think Bebel should not be imitated when
Bebel is wrong.

It is said—and Plekhanov makes a special point of it—
that neutrality is necessary in order to unite all the work-
ers who are coming to see the need for improving their
material conditions. But those who say this forget that the
present stage of development of class contradictions in-
evitably and unavoidably introduces “political differences”
even into the question of how this improvement is to be
secured within the bounds of contemporary society. The
theory of trade-union neutrality, unlike the theory that
there must be close ties between the unions and revolu-
tionary Social-Democracy, inevitably leads to preference
for such methods of securing this improvement as imply
a blunting of the proletarian class struggle. A striking ex-
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ample of this (which incidentally is connected with the
appraisal of one of the most interesting episodes in the
modern labour movement) is provided by the very issue
of the Sovremenny Mir in which Plekhanov advocates
neutrality. Side by side with Plekhanov, we see here Mr.
E. P. praising the well-known British railwaymen’s leader
Richard Bell, who ended a dispute between the workers
and the railway directors by a compromise. Bell is de-
scribed as the “soul of the whole railwaymen’s movement.”
“There is not the slightest doubt,” E. P. writes, “that
thanks to his calm, thoughtful and consistent tactics, Bell
has won the absolute confidence of the Amalgamated
Society of Railway Servants, the members of which are
ready to follow him anywhere without hesitation” (Sovre-
menny Mir, No. 12, page 75). This point of view is not ac-
cidental, but is connected at bottom with the neutrality
theory, which puts in the forefront the organizing of the
workers for the improvement of their conditions, and not
for a struggle that can benefit the cause of proletarian
emarncipation.

But this point of view does not at all correspond to the
views of the British Socialists, who would probably be
very much surprised to learn that no objection is raised
to glorifiers of Bell writing in the same journal as do prom-
inent Mensheviks like Plekhanov, Iordansky and Co.

Justice,*” the British Social-Democratic newspaper, in a
leading article on November 16, commented as follows on
the agreement arrived at between Bell and the railway
companies: “We cannot but agree with the almost univer-
sal trade-union condemnation which has been pronounced
upon this so-called treaty of peace” ... “it absolutely de-
stroys the very reason of existence of the union” ... “this
preposterous agreement ... cannot be binding on the men,
and the latter will do well to at once repudiate it.” And
in its next issue, that of November 23, Burnett wrote the
following about this agreement in an article entitled “Sold
Again!”: “There weeks ago the A.S.R.S. was one of the
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most poweriul trade unions in the country; today it is
reduced to the level of a mere benefit society....” “All
these changes have taken place not because the railway-
men have fought and lost, but because their leaders have
deliberately or stupidly sold them to the railway bosses
ere the fight began.” And the editor added that a similar
letter had been received from “A Midland Railway Com-
pany’s Wage-Slave.”

But perhaps this is an “infatuation” of the “too revo-
lutionary” Social-Democrats? No. The Labour Leader® or-
gan of the moderate Independent Labour Party,*® which
does not even want to call itself socialist, in its issue of
November 15 published a letter from a railway trade-
unionist in which, replying to the praise lavished on Bell
by the entire capitalist press (from the radical Reynolds’
Newspaper to the Conservative Times), he stated that the
agreement concluded by Bell was the “most contemptible
one that has ever occurred in the history of Trade Union-
ism,” and described Richard Bell as the “Marshal Bazaine
of the Trade-Union movement.” In the same issue another
railwayman demands that “Mr. Bell ... should be called
upon to explain” the nefarious settlement by which “the
railwaymen ... are condemned to seven years’ penal servi-
tude....” And the editor of this moderate organ, in the
leading article of the same issue, describes the agreement
as ‘“the Sedan of the British Trade-Union movement.”
“Never has such an opportunity presented itself for a na-
tional manifestation of the power of organized labour.”
Among the workers there prevailed “unprecedented en-
thusiasm” and a desire to fight. And the article concludes
with a scathing comparison between the dire needs of the
workers and the triumph of “Mr. Lloyd George” (the Cab-
inet Minister who played the role of lackey to the capital-
ists) “and Mr. Bell hastening to prepare banquets.”

Only the extreme opportunists, the members of the pure-
ly intellectual Fabian organization, approved of the set-
tlement; so that even The New Age, which sympathizes with
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the Fabians, blushed for shame and was obliged to admit
that whik the Conservative bourgeois Times had published
‘_[he Manifesto of the Fabian Society Executive Committee
in full, apart from these gentlemen “no socialist organiza-
tion, no trade union, and no prominent labour leader”
(December 7th issue, p. 101) had declared in favour of the
settlement.

. Here. you have a specimen of how the neutrality theory
is applied by Plekhanov’s colleague, Mr. E. P. The problem
was one not of “political differences” but of improving the
workers’ conditions in existing society. The entire British
bourgeoisie, the Fabians and Mr. E. P. declared for “im-
provement” at the price of abstaining from struggle and
of s.uzbmitting to the tender mercies of capital; all the So-
cialists and trade-unionists were for a collective struggle
by the workers. Will Plekhanov, then, continue now to
adyocate “neutrality,” and not close ties between the trade
unions and the Socialist party?

Proletary, No. 22,

Vol. 13, pp. 422-
February 19 (March 3), 1908 P .

THE AGRARIAN QUESTION IN RUSSIA TOWARDS
THE CLOSE OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

(Excerpt)

It is often thought in Russia that nationalization of the
land means removing the land from the sphere of com-
merce. This, undoubtedly, is the viewpoint of the majority
of the progressive peasants and of the ideologists of the
peasantry. But this view is a radically wrong one. The
very opposite is the case. Private property in land is an
obstacle to the free investment of capital in land. There-
fore, where the free renting of land from the state exists
(and this is the essence of nationalization in bourgeois
society) the land is drawn more intensely into the sphere
of commerce than is the case where private property in
land prevails. There is much more freedom of capital in-
vestment in land, much more freedom of competition in
agriculture, where land is freely rented than where land
is private property. Nationalization of the land is, as it
were, landlordism without the landlord. And what land-
Jordism in the capitalist development of -agriculture
means is explained in the wonderfully profound argu-
ments of Marx in his Theories of Surplus Value. 1 have
quoted these arguments in my work on the agrarian pro-
gramme mentioned above,® but in view of the importance
of the question, I take the liberty of repeating them here.

In the paragraph on the historical conditions of Ricar-
do’'s theory of rent (Theorien iiber den Mehrwert, II
Band, 2. Teil, Stuttgart, 1905, S. 5-7), Marx says that
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Ricardo and Anderson “start out from the viewpoint re-
garded as very strange on the Continent,” viz., they pre-
sume that no “landed property exists as an obstacle to any
investment of capital in land.” At first sight, this would
seem to be contradictory, because it is just in Britain that
feudal landed property is considered to have been com-
pletely preserved. But Marx explains that precisely in
Britain capital “dealt ruthlessly with the traditional re-
lations of agriculture as nowhere else in the world.” Brit-
ain is in this respect “the most revolutionary country in
the world.” “All historically inherited relations—not only
the position of the villages but the very villagers them-
selves, not only the habitations of the agricultural pop-
ulation, but this population itself, not only the ancient
economic centres but the very economy itself—have been
ruthlessly swept away where they were in contradiction
to the conditions of capitalist production in agriculture
or did not correspond to those conditions. The German,”
continues Marx, “finds economic relations determined by
the traditional common-land (Feldmarken) relations, the
position of economic centres and particular conglomera-
tions.of the population. The Briton finds that the histor-
ical conditions of agriculture have been progressively
created by capital since the fifteenth century. The expres-
sion customary in the United Kingdom, the ‘clearing of
estates,” does not occur in any Continental country. But
what does this ‘clearing of cstates’ mean? It means that,
without regard for the local population—which is driven
away, for existing villages—which are levelled to the
ground, for farm buildings—which are torn down, for the
kind of agriculture—which is transformed at a stroke,
being converted for example from tillage to pasture; in
a word, all conditions of production, instead of being ac-
cepted as they are handed down by tradition, are histor-
ically fashioned in the form necessary under the circum-
stances for the most profitable investment of capital. To
that extent, therefore, no landed property exists; it allows
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capital—the farmer—to manage freely, since it is only
concerned about the money income. A Pomeranian land-
owner” (Marx refers to Rodbertus, whose theory of rent
he refutes brilliantly and in detail in this work), “his
mind full of his ancestral common lands, economic cen-
tres and the agricultural collegium, etc., is quite likely,
therefore, to hold up his hands in horror at Ricardo’s
‘unhistorical’ views on the development of agricultural
relations.” As a matter of fact, “British conditions are
the only ones in which modern landed property, i.e., land-
ed property modified by capitalist production, has devel-
oped adequately” (with ideal perfection). “Here the Eng-
lish theory” (i.e., Ricardo’s theory of rent) “is the classical
one for the modern, i.e., capitalist mode of production.”

In Britain, the clearing of the estates proceeded in rev-
olutionary forms, accompanied by the violent break-up
of peasant landownership.

Dated July I, 1908 Vol. 15, pp. 118-20
First published as a separate

pamphlet in 1918
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INFLAMMABLE MATERIAL IN WORLD POLITICS

The revolutionary movement in various European and
Asian countries has latterly made itself felt so impres-
sively that we see before us the fairly clear outlines of a
new and incomparably higher stage in the international
proletarian struggle.

There has been a counter-revolution in Persia®—a
curious combination of the dissolution of Russia’s First
Duma, and of the Russian uprising at the close of 1905.
Shamefully defeated by the Japanese, the armies of the
Russian Tsar are taking revenge by zealously serving the
counter-revolution. The exploits of the Cossacks in mass
shootings, punitive expeditions, manhandling and pillage

in Russia are followed by their exploits in suppressing |

the revolution in Persia. That iNicholas Romanov, head

of the Black-Hundred® landlords and of the capitalists |

scared by strikes and civil war, should be venting his fury
on the Persian revolutionaries, is understandable. It is

not the first time that Russia’s Christian soldiery is cast

in the role of international hangman. That Britain is
pharisaically washing her hands of the affair and main-

taining a demonstratively friendly neutrality towards the |

Persian reactionaries and supporters of absolutism, is a
somewhat different matter. The Liberal British bourgeoi-

sie, irritated by the growth of the labour movement at |

home and frightened by the rise of the revolutionary
struggle in India, is more and more frequently, more and

more frankly and saliently, demonstrating how savage !

become the most “civilized” European ‘“politicians,” men
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who have passed through the highest school of consti-
tutionalism, when the mass struggle flares up against cap-
ital and the capitalist colonial system, a system of slav-
ery, plunder and violence. The position of the Persian
revolutionaries is a difficult one; theirs is a country which
the masters of India on the one hand, and the counter-
revolutionary Russian Government on the other, were on
ihe point of dividing up between themselves. But the degged
struggle in Tabriz and the repeated swing of the for-
tunes of war to the revolutionaries who, it seemed, had
been utterly defeated, are evidence that the Shah’s bashi-
bazouks, even with the aid of RussianLyakhovs and British
diplomats, are encountering the most vigorous resistance
from the people. A revolutionary movement that can of-
fer armed resistance to attempts at restoration, that forces
the authors of such attempts to call in foreign aid—such
a movement cannot be destroyed. In these circumstances,
even the fullest triumph of Persian reaction would merely
be the prelude to fresh popular unrest.

In Turkey, the revolutionary moveement in the army, led
by the Young Turks,? has achieved victory. True, it is only
half a victory, or even less, since Turkey’s Nicholas II has
so far managed to get away with a promise to restore the
celebrated Turkish constitution. But in a revolution, such
half victories, such forced and hasty concessions by the old
regime, are the surest guarantee of new and much more
decisive, more acute fluctuations of the civil war, involving
broader masses of the people. And the school of civil war
is never lost upon nations. It is a hard school, and its
full course inevitably includes victories for the counter-
revolution, the wild fury of the enraged reactionaries,
atrocities by the old government against the rebels, etc.
But only inveterate pedants and doting mummies can
moan over the fact that the nations have entered this very
painful school. For it is one that teaches the oppressed
classes how to wage civil war and how to carry the
revolution to victory. It concentrates in the masses of con-
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temporary slaves the hatred which the downtrodden, be-
nighted and ignorant slaves have always carried within
them and which leads to their performing supreme his-
tory-making feats when they come to realize the shame of
their slavery.

In India, the native slaves of the “civilized” British
capitalists have in precisely this recent period been caus-
ing much unpleasant concern to their “masters.” There is
no end to the violence and plunder which goes under the
name of the British system of government in India. No-
where in the world—with the exception, of course, of Rus-
sia—will you find such abject mass poverty, and such
chronic starvation. The most Liberal and radical person-
alities of free Britain, men like John Morley—that au-
thority for Russian and non-Russian Cadets, that lumi-
nary of “progressive” (actually capital-serving) political
writing—become regular Genghis Khans when appointed
to govern India, and are capable of sanctioning every
means of “pacifying” the population in their charge, down
to the flogging of political protestors! The little British
Social-Democratic weekly Justice has been banned in In-
dia by Liberal and “radical” scoundrels like Morley. And
when Keir Hardie, a British M. P. and leader of the In-
dependent Labour Party, had the temerity to visit India
and speak to the Indians about the most elementary dem-
ocratic demands, the whole British bourgeois press raised
a howl against this “rebel.” And now the most influ-
ential British newspapers are in a fury about “agitators”
who disturb the tranquillity of India, and are welcoming
the purely Russian, & la Plehve, court sentences and sum-
mary punishment of democratic Indian publicists. But
popular India is beginning to stand up in defence of ker
writers and political leaders. The infamous sentence pro-
nounced by the British jackals on the Indian democrat
Tilak—he was sentenced to a long term of exile; a ques-
tion in the British House of Commons the other day
revealed that the Indian jurors had declared for acquittal
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and that the verdict had been passed by the votfe of the
British jurors!—this reprisal against a democrat by the
lackeys of the money-bags evoked street demonstrations
and a strike in Bombay. In India, too, the proletariat has
already developed to conscious political mass struggle
and, that being the case, the Russian-style British regime
in India is doomed! By their colonial plunder of Asian
countries, the Europeans have succeeded in so steeling
one of them, Japan, that she has won great military vic-
tories which have ensured her independent national de-
velopment. There can be no doubt that the age-old plunder
of India by the British, and the contemporary struggle of all
these “progressive” Europeans against Persian and Indian
democracy, will sfeel millions, tens of millions of proletar-
ians in Asia, to wage a struggle against their oppressors
which will be just as victorious as that of the Japanese.
The class-conscious European worker already has comrades
in Asia, and their number will grow by leaps and bounds.

In China, too, the revolutionary movement against the
mediaeval order has made itself felt with particular force
in recent months. True, nothing definite can yct be said
about the present movement—there is so little information
about it and such a crop of reports about revolts in vari-
ous parts of the country—but no doubt can exist about
the vigorous growth of the “new spirit” and “European
trends” in China, especially since the Russo-Japanese
war, and consequently, the old Chinese revolts will inev-
itably develop into a conscious democratic movement.
That this time some of those who participate in plunder-
ing the colonies are much concerned is evident from the
behaviour of the French in Indo-China: they have helped
the “historical regime” in China to put down the revolu-
tionaries! They have equally feared for the safety of “their
own’ Asian possessions bordering on China.

The French bourgeoisie, however, are concerned not
only over their Asian possessions. The barricades in Ville-
neuve-Saint-Georges, near Paris, the shooting down of
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the strikers who built these barricades (on Thursday, July
30 [17]) —these events are renewed evidence of the sharp-
ening of the class struggle in Europe. Clemenceau, the
Radical who governs France on behalf of the capitalists,
is working with uncommon zeal to demolish the last rem-
nants of republican-bourgeois illusions among the pro-
letariat. The shooting down of the workers by troops act-
ing on the orders of a “radical” government has, under
Clemenceau, become almost more frequent than before.
The French Socialists have already dubbed Clemenceau
“The Red” for this, and now, when his agents, the gen-
darmes and generals, have again shed the blood of the
workers, the Socialists recall the catch-phrase once ut-
tered by this ultra-progressive bourgeois republican to a
workers’ delegation: “You and [ are on different sides of
the barricades.” Yes, the French proletariat and the most
extreme bourgeois republicans have finally taken their
place on opposite sides of the barricades. The French
working class shed much blood to win and defend the
republic, and now, on the basis of the fully established
republican order, the decisive struggle between the prop-
ertied class and the working people is rapidly coming
to a head. “It was not simply brutality,” L’Humanité®
wrote of the July 30 events, “it was part of a battle.” The
generals and the police were bent on provoking the work-
ers and turning a peaceful unarmed demonstration into
a massacre. But the troops that surrounded and attacked
the unarmed strikers and demonstrators met with resist-
ance, their action leading to the immediate erection of
barricades, and to events which are agitating the whole
of France. These barricades, L’Humanité says, were built
of boards and were ludicrously ineffectual. But that is not
important. What is important is that the Third Republic
had eliminated the old habit of barricades, whereas now
Clemenceau “is reviving that habit” —and he is just as
candid about the matter as were “the butchers of June
1848, and Galliffet in 187175 on the subject of civil war.
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And the socialist press is not alone in recalling these
oreat historic dates in connection with the events of July
5(). The bourgeois press is furiously attacking the work-
ers, accusing them of behaving as if they intended to start
4 socialist revolution. One paper cites a minor but char-
acteristic incident indicative of the mood of both sid.es at
the scene of action. When the workers were carrying a
wounded comrade past General Virvére, who directed the
operations against the strikers, there were shouts from
the demonstrators: “Saluez!” And the general of the bour-
geois republic saluted his wounded enemy. '

The sharpening of the struggle between the pr.olertana't
and bourgeoisie is to be observed in all the leading capi-
talist countries. The tendency is the same everywhe_re,
though it manifests itself differently in accordance with
the difference in historical conditions, political systems
and forms of the labour movement. In America and Brit-
ain, where complete political freedom exists and wherAe
the proletariat have no revolutionary and socialist tradi-
tions—or at least, any that are at all living—this sharpen-
ing of the struggle is expressed in the mounting move-
ment against the trusts, in the extraordinary growth of
socialism and the increasing attention it is getting from’
the propertied classes, and in the transitiop of workers
organizations, in some cases purely economic, to system-
atic and independent proletarian political struggle.. In
Austria and Germany, and partly also in the Scandina-
vian countries, this sharpening of the class struggle af-
fects election campaigns, party relationships, helps to
bring together the bourgeoisie of all sorts and shades
against their common enemy, the proletariat, and is ac-
companicd by harsher judicial and police persec'utlpn.
Stowly but surely, the two opposing camps are building
up their strength, consolidating their organizations, sep-
arating with increasing sharpness in every sphere of pub-
lic life, as if preparing, tacitly but intently, for the impend-
ing revolutionary battles. In the Latin countries, Italy and
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particularly France, the sharpening of the class struggle
1s expressed in especially stormy, violent, and occasional-
ly outright revolutionary upheavals, when the pent-up
hatred of the proletariat for its oppressors bursts out with
unexpected force, and the “peaceful” atmosphere of parlia-
mentary struggle gives way to episodes of real civil war,
Thfz international revolutionary movement of the pro-
l.etarlat does not and cannot develop evenly and in iden-
tlc‘a'l forms in different countries. The full and all-round
utilization of every opportunity in every field of activity
comes only as the result of the class struggle of the work-
ers in the various countries. Every country makes ils val-
uable contribution, introduces its specific features to the
common stream, but in every single country the movement
suffers from a particular one-sidedness, from the particu-
lar theoretical and practical shortcomings of the individ-
ual socialist parties. On the whole we can clearly see
that international socialism has made tremendous prog-
ress, that in a number of specific clashes with the enemy
the proletariat have rallied million-strong armies, and that
the decisive struggle with the bourgeoisie is nearing—a
struggle for which the working class is much better pre-
pared than at the time of the Commune, that last great
proletarian insurrection.
_ And this progress of the whole of international social-
ism, .along with the sharpening of the revolutionary-dem-
ocratic struggle in Asia, places the Russian revolution in
a peculiar and particularly difficult position. The Russian
r»evolution has a great international ally both in Europe
an.d Asia, but, at the same time, and precisely because of
this, it has not only a national, not only a Russian, but
glso an international enemy. Reaction against the mount-
ing proletarian struggle is inevitable in every capitalist
country, and it unites the bourgeois governments of the
worl-d against every popular movement, against every rey-
olutlon’, both in Asia and particularly in Europe. The op-
portunists in our Party, like the majority of the Russian
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liberal intelligentsia, are still dreaming of a bourgeois
revolution in Russia that will “not alienate” or scare
away the bourgeoisie, that will not engender “excessive”
reaction, or lead to the seizure of power by the revolu-
tionary classes. Vain hopes! A philistine utopia! The amount
of inflammable material in all the leading countries
of the world is increasing so speedily, and the conflagra-
tion is so clearly spreading to most Asian countries,
which only yesterday were in a state of deep slumber, that
the intensification of international bourgeois reaction and
the aggravation of every single national revolution are
absolutely inevitable.

The historical tasks of our revolution are not being and
cannot be performed by the forces of counter-revolution.
The Russian bourgeoisie are gravitating more and more
towards the international anti-proletarian and anti-dem-
ocratic trend. That is inevitable. The Russian proletariat
should not seek allies among the Liberals. It must follow
its own independent path to the complete victory of the
revolution, basing itself on the need for a forcible solution
of the agrarian problem in Russia by the peasant masses
themselves, helping them to overthrow the rule of the
Black-Hundred landlords and the Black-Hundred autoc-
racy, setting itself the task of establishing a democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry in Russia,
and remembering that its struggle and its victory are in-
separable from the international revolutionary movement.
Less illusions about the liberalism of the counter-revolu-
tionary bourgeoisie (counter-revolutionary both in Rus-
sia and the world over). More attention to the growth of
the international revolutionary proletariat!

Proletary, No. 33, July 23 (Au- Vol. 15, pp. 159-65
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A PEACEFUL DEMONSTRATION OF BRITISH
AND GERMAN WORKERS

As is well known, in Britain and Germany a chauvinist
campaign has long been conducted in the bourgeois press,
especially the gutter press, in which the countries are
incited against one another. Competition in the world
market between British and German capitalists is
becoming increasingly fierce. Britain’s former supremacy
and undivided rule over the world market have become
things of the past. Germany is one of the capitalist coun-
tries that are developing particularly rapidly, and her
industrial products are seeking markets abroad on an
ever growing scale. The struggle for colonies and the con-
flict of commercial interests have in capitalist society be-
come major causes of war. It is therefore not surprising
that the capitalists of both countries consider war be-
tween Britain and Germany inevitable, and their military
men deem it quite desirable. The British jingoes want to
undermine the strength of a dangerous rival by smashing
Germany’s sea-power while it is still immeasurably weaker
than Britain’s. The German Junkers and generalé, headed
by that Bourbon, Wilhelm 11, are spoiling for a fight with
Britain, hoping to be able to use their numerical superi-
ority in land forces and expecting the clamour of military
victory to stifle the ever growing discontent of the work-
ing masses and prevent the aggravation of the class
struggle in Germany.
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The British and German workers resolved to come out
publicly against the growing war danger. For a long time
the working-class press in both countries had been waging
a steadfast struggle against chauvinism and militarism.
But what was required was a somewhat more imposing
expression of the will of the working class than through
the organs of the press. The British workers decided to
send a delegation to Berlin to attend a grand demonstra-
{ion that would declare the joint determination of the pro-
ietariat of both counlries to wage war on war.

The demonstration took place in Berlin on Sunday, Sep-
tember 20 (7).* For once the British workers’ representa-
tives were able to address the city’s proletariat without let
or hindrance. When, two years before, J. Jaurés had wanted
to speak to the German workers on behalf of the French
working class at a Social-Democratic mass meeting in
Berlin to protest against the bourgeois jingoes, the Ger-
man Government banned hiin. This time it did not dare
to eject the delegates of the British proletariat.

A huge rally of working men was held in one of Berlin’s
biggest halls. About 5,000 people packed the place and the
overflow of many thousands of others occupied the sur-
rounding grounds and the street. Stewards wearing red
armbands kept order. Comrade Legien, the well-known
leader of the German (so called “free,” i.e., actually So-
cial-Democratic) trade unions, greeted the British delega-
tion on behalf of the entire politically and industrially or-
ganized working class of Germany. He said that fifty years
ago French and British workers had demonstrated on be-
half of peacc. At that time those pioneer Socialists had
no following of organized masses. Today Britain and Ger-
many had together an army of 43 million organized
workers. It was on behalf of this army that the British
delegates and the Berlin rally now spoke, declaring that

* September 7, old style—Ed.
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the decision of war or peace lay in the hands of the work-
ing class.

In his speech in reply the British workers’ delegate,
Maddison condemned the jingo slander campaign con-
ducted by the bourgeoisie and submitted an address from
the workers of Britain to the workers of Germany, signed
by 3,000 people. Among the signatories, he said, were rep-
resentatives of both trends in the British labour move-
ment (i.e, Social-Democrats, and adherents of the Inde-
pendent Labour Party, who do not yet hold any consistent
socialist point of view). The address pointed out that
wars serve the interests of the possessing classes; that
the masses of the workers bear the whole burden
of war, while the possessing classes derive benefit from
national calamities. Let the workers unite to fight the mili-
tarists, to ensure peace!

After other British delegates and a representative of
the German Social-Democratic Party, Richard Fischer,
had spoken, the meeting closed with the unanimous adop-
tion of a resolution branding the “selfish and short-sight-
ed” policy of the “ruling and exploiting classes” and ex-
pressing readiness to act in accordance with the resolu-
tion of the International Congress at Stuttgart, i.e., to
fight war by all ways and means. The meeting
dispersed in an orderly manner amidst the singing
of the workers’ Marseillaise. There were no street
demonstrations. The Berlin police and local military au-
thorities were disappointed. It is characteristic of the Sys-
tem in Germany that the most peaceful demonstration
of the workers could not get along without a police and
military demonstration. The Berlin garrison was mobi-
lized. Detachments of troops were stationed in accordance
with a strict plan at different parts of the city, mostly in
such a way that their hiding-places and numbers could
not be easily ascertained. Police patrols covered the
streets and squares in the vicinity of the meeting hall,
particularly the way from there to the royal castle, around
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which police in civilian clothes and troops concealed in
house yards drew an iron ring. A compllcgted systgm of
police pickets was organized; groups of pol'lcemen lo1t‘e‘_red
at street corners; police officers were detailed to all “im-
portant” spots ; police cyclists acted as scouts and‘%\'ept th:_:
military authorities informed on every step the eremy
made; bridges and canal crossings were put under tr1pls
guard. “They stood watch over the jeopardlz‘ed monarchy,
sarcastically wrote the Vorwdarts \rega.rdmg all these
measures taken by the government of Wilhelm II'.

“They held a rehearsal,” we add on our part. Wllh?I.m 11
and the German bourgeoisie were rehearsing military
combat against an insurgent proletariat. Such rehearsals
are undoubtedly or at any rate useful to both the masses of
workers and to the soldiers. Ca ira (it will be a success!),
as the French workers’ song says. Repeated rehearsals
are leading maybe very slowly yet, but very surely, to a
great historical climax.

Written not later than Octo- Vol. 15, pp. 187-90

ber 3 (18), 1908
Published in 1933 in Lenin
Miscellany XXV ‘



» MEETING
OF THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST BUREAUS

(Excerpt)

' The whole of the next day was taken up with the meet-
ing of the International Socialist Bureau. The first item on
the agenda, namely, the affiliation of the British Labour
Party, occupied the whole of the morning session. Accord-
ing to the Rules of the International, organizations eligible
for membership are, first, Socialist parties which recognize
the class struggle, and second, working-class orga;iza-
tions whpse standpoint is that of the class struggle (i.e.
tra.d.e unions). The Labour Party recently formed in thé
B.l‘lt.lsh House of Commons does not openly call itself so-
c1a}15j[, and does not expressly and definitely recognize the
p‘rm_c1p1e of the class struggle (which, be it said in paren-
theS{s, the British Social-Democrats call upon it to do)

Bgt it goes without saying that the Labour Party was ad:
mltt.ed to the International in general, and the Stuttgart
Somalisﬁ Congress in particular, because, as a matter of
.fact, this Party is an organization of a mixed type, stand-
ing between the two types defined in points 1 and é of the
Rules _of the International, and being the political repre-
sentative of the British trade unions. Nevertheless, the
qu_estion of the affiliation of this Party was raised’ and
raised by itself in the shape of the so-called Indepe;ldent
Labour Party (the I.L.P., as the Britons call it), which is

one of the two sub-sections of the British Section of the
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International. The other sub-section is the Social-Demo-
cratic Federation.

The Independent Labour Party demanded the direct rec-
ognition of the Labour Party as an affiliated organiza-
tion of the International. Its delegate Bruce Glasier urged
{he enormous significance of this representation in Par-
liament of hundreds of thousands of organized workers
who are more and more definitely moving towards social-
ism. He expressed himself very contemptuously about
principles, formulas and catechisms. Kautsky in reply to
him dissociated himself from this attitude of contempt to-
wards the principles and ultimate aims of socialism, but
wholly supported the affiliation of the Labour Party as a
party actually waging the class struggle. Kautsky moved
the following resolution:

“Whereas by previous resolutions of the International
Congresses, all organizations adopting the standpoint of
the proletarian class struggle and recognizing the neces-
sity for political action, have been accepted for member-
ship, the International Bureau declares that the British
Labour Party is admitted to International Socialist Con-
gresses, because, while not expressly (ausdriicklich) ac-
cepting the proletarian class struggle, in practice the La-
bour Party conducts this struggle, and adopts its stand-
point, inasmuch as the Party is organized independently of
the bourgeois parties.” Kautsky was supported by the
Austrians, by Vaillant of the French group, and, as the
voting showed, by the majority of the small nations. The
opposition came first of all from Hyndman, the represen-
tative of the British Social-Democratic Federation, who
demanded that the status quo be maintained until the La-
bour Party expressly recognizes the principle of the class
struggle and of socialism; then from Roussel (the second
French delegate, and a follower of Guesde), Rubanovich
of the Socialist-Revolutionary Party, and Avramov, the
delegate of the revolutionary wing of the Bulgarian So-
cialists.
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I took the floor in order to associate myself with the first
part of Kautsky’s resolution. It was impossible, I argued,
to refuse to admit the Labour Party, i.e., the parliamen-
tary representative of the trade unions, since Congresses
had previously admitted all trade unions whatever, even
such as had allowed themselves to be represented by bour-
geois parliamentarians. But, 1 said, the second part of
Kautsky’s resolution is wrong, because in fact the Labour
Party is not a party really independent of the Liberals,
and does not pursue a fully independent class policy. 1
therefore proposed an amendment that the end of the reso-
lution, beginning with the word “because,” should read as
follows:

“because it” (the Labour Party) “represents the first
step on the part of the really proletarian organizations of
Britain towards a conscious class policy and towards a
socialist workers’ party.” [ submitted this amendment to
the Bureau, but Kautsky would not accept it, stating in
his next speech that the International Bureau could not
adopt decisions based on ‘“expectations.” But the main
struggle raged between the supporters and the opponents
of Kautsky’s resolution as a whole. When it was about to
be voted on, Adler proposed that it be divided into two
parts. This was done, and both parts were carried by the
International Bureau: the first with three against and one
abstention, and the second with four against and one ab-
stention. Thus, Kautsky’s resolution became the decision
of the Bureau. The one who abstained on both votes was
Rubanovich. Let me add that Victor Adler, who spoke after
me and before Kautsky’s second speech, replied to me in
the following manner—I am quoting from the Belgian So-
cialist organ Le Peuple, which gave the most detailed and
exact reports of the sessions: “Lenin’s proposal is tempt-
ing (séduisante, Adler said: verlockend, enticing), but it

cannot make us forget that the Labour Party is now out
side the bourgeois parties. It is not our business to judge
how it did this. We recognize the fact of progress.”
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s the nature of the debate at the International
BuSrl(J:zz (V)vnathe question under disc%ussi.on. I‘shall now take
the liberty to deal in greater detail with this debgt_e in lorl-[
der to explain to the readers of Proletary the position tlad
[ took up. The arguments advanced by V Adler :;n
K. Kautsky failed to convince me, an{l 1 still think they
are wrong. By stating in his resolution that th.e Lablour
party “does not expressly accept_the prolet_arlgn class
struggle,” Kautsky undoubtedly voiced a certam. expecta-
tion,” a certain “judgement” as to wha'g the policy of the
Labour Party is now and what that pollcy shou!d be. But
Kautsky expressed this indirectly: and _d1d so in sgch a
way that it amounted to an assertion wh'lch, first, is incor-
rect fundamentally, and secondly, prov1de§ a basis fpr
misrepresenting his idea. That by s('epa.ratmg in Par.lza;
ment (not during the elections! not in its whole pol1cy.
not in its propaganda and agitation!) frqm the bourgeois
parties, the Labour Party in Britain is taklpg the first step
towards socialism and towards a class policy gf ’Ehe prole-
tarian mass organizations is indisputable. .Th1s is not an
“expectation” but a fact, the very fact Whl.Ch com.p-els us
1o admit the Labour Party into the International, since we
have already accepted the trade unions. Finally, it is pre-
cisely such a formulation that would make hundreds of
thousands of British workers, who undoubtedly respect the
decisions of the International but have not yet_become full
Socialists, ponder once again over the question of why
they are regarded as having taken only th_e first step, and
of what should be the next steps along this road. My for-
mulation does not contain the shadow of the claim that
the International should undertake to solve the concrete
and detailed problems of a national labour movement,
should undertake to determine when the next steps should
be taken, and what they should be. That in general further
steps are necessary must be admitted regarding a pzirty
which does not expressly and clearly accept'the‘prmmple
of the class struggle. This is what Kautsky in his resolu-
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tion acknowledged indirectly, instead of doing so directly. §
It looked as if the International certifies that the Labour |
Party is actually waging a consistent class struggle, as if

it is sufficient for a workers’ organization to form a sepa-

rate labour group in Parliament in order in its entire con- |

duct to become independent of the bourgeoisie.

On this question Hyndman, Roussel, Rubanovich and '
Avramov undoubtedly occupied a still more incorrect po- §
sition (which Rubanovich did not rectify but confused by 1

abstaining from voting on both parts of the resolution).

When Avramov declared that to accept the Labour Party
would be to encourage opportunism, he expressed a glar-

ingly wrong view. One need only recall Engels’s letters to

Sorge. For a number of years Engels strongly insisted that §
the British Social-Democrats, led by Hyndman, were com-
mitting an error by acting like sectarians, failing to link §
themselves with the unconscious but powerful class in- }
stinct of the trade unions, and by turning Marxism into a |
“dogma,” whereas it should be a “guide to action.” When |

there exist objective conditions which retard the growth of

the political consciousness and class independence of the |
proletarian masses, one must be able patiently and stead-
fastly to work hand in hand with them, making no conces- }
sions in principles, but not refraining from activity right |

in the midst of the proletarian masses. These lessons of
Engels’s have been corroborated by the subsequent devel-
opment of events, when the British trade unions, insular,
aristocratic, philistinely selfish, and hostile to socialism,

which have produced a number of outright traitors to the |

working class who have sold themselves to the bourgeoi-
sie for ministerial posts (like the scoundrel John Burns),
have nevertheless begun to move fowards socialism, awk-
wardly, inconsistently, in zig-zag fashion, but are still
moving towards socialism. Only the blind can fail to see
that socialism is now growing apace among the working
class in Britain, that socialism is once again becoming a
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1ass movement in that country, that the social revolution
i approaching in Great Britain.

The International would undoubtedly have act'ed
wrongly had it not directly and resolutely expressed its
complete sympathy with this enormous progress of the
mass labour movement in Britain, and voiced its encour-
agement of the great turn that had begun in the cradle gf
capitalism. But it does not in the least follow from this
{hat the Labour Party can now be regarded as a party ac-
fually independent of the bourgeoisie, as a party waging
the class struggle, as a socialist party, etc. It was neces-
sary to rectify the undoubted error committed by the Brit-
ish Social-Democratic Federation, but there was no need
{o give even a shadow of encouragement to oth.er, un-
doubted and not less important errors of the British op-
portunists who lead the so-called Indepgn('ien"c Labour
Party. That these leaders are opportunists is indisputable.
Ramsay MacDonald, the leader of the 1.L.P., even pro-
posed at Stuttgart that point 2 of the Rules of the Interna-
tional be so amended as to require, in place of the recogni-
tion of the class struggle, only the bona fides of labour as-
sociations, for affiliation to the International. Kautsky
himself immediately detected the opportunist note in the
words of Bruce Glasier and dissociated himself from them
—in his speech at the Bureau, but unfortunately not in his
resolution. The speech at the Bureau was delivered befo‘re
a dozen persons, but the resolution was written for mil-
lions.

I have before me the newspapers published by both
{rends of British socialism containing comments on the
meeting of the International Bureau. The organ of the In-
dependent (hm! hm!) Labour Party, The Labour Leadcfr,
rejoices, and openly declares to tens of thousands of Brit-
ish workers that the International Socialist Bureau not
only recognized the Labour Party (that is true, and
had to be done) but also “vindicated the policy of lh.e
I.L.P.” (The Labour Leader, Oct. 16, 1908, p. 665). This
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is not true. The Bureau did not vindicate it. This is an ille- |
gitimate, opportunist interpretation of a slight awkward- |
ness in Kautsky’s resolution. This slight awkwardness is

beginning to produce fairly abundant fruits, and it is sup-

plemented by bad translation: it is not for nothing that !
the Italians say that translators are traducers (fraduttori
—tradittori). The official translations of the Bureau reso- :
lutions into the three official languages have not been pub-
lished yet, and it is not known when they will appear. |
Kautsky's resolution states that the Labour Party “adopts |

the standpoint of the class struggle” (end of the resolu-
tion; in the original: sich... auf seinen, d.h. des Klassen-
kampfs, Boden stellt), and the translation of the British

Social-Democrats reads: “places itself on the ground of in- ]

ternational socialism.” In the translation of the British op-

portunists (LL.P.) it reads: “adopts the position of inter- 1

national socialism.” (Ibid.) Now try and rectify such mis-
takes when you carry on agitation among the British
workers!

I have not the least intention of accusing Bruce Gla-
sier of distorting the resolution. I am sure he could not
have had that in view. And this is not so important. What
is important is that the spirit of precisely the second part
of Kautsky’s resolution be applied in practical mass work.
On the same page of The Labour Leader, another member
of the LL.P.,, in describing his impressions of the Bureau
meeting and of the mass meeting in Brussels, complains
that at the meeting “the emphasis on the ideal and ethical
aspect of socialism was almost entirely absent,” an aspect
which, he averred, was always emphasized at I.L.P. meet-
ings. “In its stead we had ... the barren and uninspiring
dogma of the class war.”

When Kautsky wrote his resolution about the English-
men, he had in mind, not a British “Independent,” but a
German Social-Democrat. . . .

Justice, the organ of the British Social-Democrats, pub-
lishes Hyndman’s bitter words against the majority of the
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rinciples . .. . . .
E;uicklg have decided to bring themselves into line with the

International Socialist Party.” And in another article in
the same issue, facts are quoted to prove tha‘g actually the
Independent Labour Party got some .of its members
clected under the jumbled flag of Liberalism and the Inde-

“whi inci it the conven-
Bureau as “whittlers-away of principle to §u1t -
ience of trimmers.” “I have not the slightest doubt,

writes Hyndman, “that if the British Labour Party hgd
heen told plainly that they either had to accept socialist

or keep away altogether, they would very

pendent Labour Party (Liberal-Labour Aliiance), and

that some of the “Independents” had the backing of the
Liberal Minister, John Burns (Justice, October 17, 1908,

pp. 4 and 7). ‘
If Hyndman carries out the plan he speaks of, namely,

isi i i i tional
that of raising this question again at the Interna
Socialist Congress at Copenhagen (1910), then the
R.S.D.L.P. must try to get Kautsky’s resolution amended.

Proletary, No. 37, October 16 Vol. 15, pp. 211-17

(29), 1908



CONFERENCE
OF THE BRITISH SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC PARTY

Many European Socialist parties have taken advantage
of the Easter holidays (April 16, new style) to hold their |
conferences: the French, Belgian, Dutch (the opportunist

section), the British Social-Democratic Party and the

British Independent Labour Party. We propose to call the .

attention of our readers to some items discussed at the
conferences of the two last-mentioned parties.
The 31st Annual Conference of the British Social-

Democ;ratic Party (S.D.P.) was held in Coventry. The 1
most interesting item discussed was that of “armaments |

and foreign policy.” It is well known that Britain and Ger-

many have been arming very intensely during the past }

few years. Competition between these countries in the
Worlgl market is becoming increasingly acute. A military
conflict is approaching more and more menacingly. The
bourgeois jingo press in both countries is supplying the
masses with millions upon millions of inflammatory ar-
ticles full of incitement against the “enemy,” of howls about
’.[he inevitable danger of a “German invasion” or a “Brit-
ish attack,” and of shouts about the need for increased ar-
maments. The Socialists of Britain and Germany, and
also of I*:'rance (whom Britain would be particularly glad
to drag into war in order to have a continental and land
army against Germany) are devoting much attention to
the threatening war, fighting with might and main against
bourgeois chauvinism and armaments, and doing all
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they can to explain to the most backward sections of the
proletariat and of the petty-bourgeoisie what misfortune
war brings in its train, war which exclusively serves the
interests of the bourgeoisie.

A sad exception to this among the Socialists have been
certain prominent leaders of the British S.D.P., and among
them Hyndman. The latter has lct himself be scared by the
howls of the British bourgeois press about a “German
menace,” and has gone so far as to assert that Britain is
compelled to arm for defence, that Britain must have a
powerful navy, that Wilhelm is the aggressive party

True, Hyndman has encountered opposition, in fact very
strong opposition within the S.D.P. itself. A number of res-
olutions from the branches were emphatically against him.

The Coventry Congress, or Conference—to use the Eng-
lish term, which does not correspond in meaning to the
Russian “konferentsia”—had to setile the issue. A resolu-
tion emphatically opposing any kind of jingo viewpoint
was proposed by the Central Hackney branch (Hackney, a
district in Northeast London). In its report on the Confer-
ence, Juslice, the central organ of the S.D.P., quotes only
the end of this, what it terms “lengthy,” resolution, which
calls for the utmost energy in combating the demands for
additional armaments, and opposing all colonial and
financial aggression. Zelda Kahan emphasized, in sup-
porting the resolution, that it was Britain which during the
last forty years had been the aggressor, that Germany
would not gain by making Britain a German province;
and that there was no danger of that. “The British Navy is
kept to maintain the Empire. Never has the S.D.P. made a
bigger and more terrible mistake than in identifying the
Party with the jingo warmongers”; as a consequence of
this mistake, said Kahan, “we, the S.D.P., have placed
ourselves outside the international movement.”

The entire Party Executive Committee, including
H. Quelch—we have to confess with shame—supported
Hyndman. The “amendment” they moved declared no
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more nor less than the following: “This Conference holds

that the maintenance of an adequate Navy for national de- -

fence” is an “immediate object”]... Then, of course, it
goes on to repeat all the “good old words”—about com-
bating imperialist policy, about war against capitalism,

etc. But, of course, there is a fly in the oiniment in all this,
namely, the bourgeois-evasive and at the same time pure-
ly bourgeois-chauvinist phrase recognizing the necessity |
for an “adequate” navy. And this in 1911, when the British

naval budget most clearly reveals a tendency toward
boundless growth—and this in a country whose navy
“defends and protects” the “Empire,” i.e., including India,
where a population of nearly 300 millions is being plun-

dered and outraged by the British bureaucracy, where “en- '
lightened” British statesmen like the Liberal and “radi- |

cal” Morley, banish or inflict corporal punishment upon
natives for political offences!

What miserable sophistry Quelch had to resort to can be |
seen from the following passage in his speech (as report- |
ed in Justice, which defends Hyndman) !... “If we believe
in national autonomy, we must have national defence and |

that defence must be adequate, or it is useless. We are op-
posed to imperialism, whether British or German; the

small nationalities under Prussian rule hate her despot- |

ism, and the small nations threatened by her regard the
British Navy and the German Social-Democracy as their
only hope....”

You see how quickly those who step on the slippery slope
of opportunism go to the bottom! The British Navy, which
helps to enslave India (not a very “small” nation), is
placed on a par with German Social-Democracy as a
champion of national liberty.... Zelda Kahan was right
when she said that never yet had British Social-Democracy
so disgraced itself. Never had it so clearly revealed its
sectarian character, noted and condemned long ago by
Engels,® as by the ease with which even men like Quelch
go over to the chauvinists.
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The voting on the resolution resulted in a tie: 2§ for the
Executive Committee and 28 against. In order to win a vic-
{ory—a deplorable one—Hyndman and Quelch had to de-
mand a branch vote, which secured them 47 votes
against 33.

“In the Social-Democratic Party there were those w'ho
raised a most determined voice of protest agai.rlst 'chauvm—
ism in their ranks; there was a very strong minority ready
to wage a serious struggle. The situation in thg Independ-
ent Labour Party is worse: there oppqrtgmsm is no
rarity. There the question of whether Socialists .and the
workers should support armaments is debated quite calm-
ly in “discussion” articles in the official organ of the Par-
ty, The Labour Leader (No. 16, April 21, 1911). '

The London correspondent of the Vorwdrts justly re-
marked that the best criticism of the position of the S.D.‘P.
was an article in the ultra-chauvinist newspaper the Datl_y
Mail, which praised the wisdom of the Social'-Democrat'lc
leaders. He quotes the beginning of the article in that Brit-
ish jingo newspaper as saying: “It is encouraging to legrn
that, however extravagant some of the fallacies and im-
possible some of the ideals of the Social-Democratic Party
in this country, there is at least one supremely important
question on which that Party is guided by reason and com-
mon sense.” '

The really encouraging feature of the Birmingham Qon-
ference of the I.L.P. was that firm and determined voices
were heard from its ranks protesting against the oppor-
tunist policy, the policy of dependence upon the Liberals
being pursued by this Party in general, and by the Party
leader, Ramsay MacDonald, in particular. In repl'y jco t}_1e
reproach that the Labour members do not raise soc1allsrp in
the House of Commons, MacDonald said with virginal
opportunist innocence that “propaganda speechgs” were
hardly in place in Parliament. “The great function of. the
House of Commons,” he said, “is to translate into legisla-
tion the socialism that is preached in the country.” The
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speaker forgot all about the difference between bourgeois
social reform and socialism! He was prepared to expect
socialism from a bourgeois Parliament. ...

Leonard Hall stated in his speech that in 1892 the I.L.P.
was formed for the purpose of killing the Labour Elector-
al Association as being merely a wing of Liberalism.
They had buried the corpse (after killing the Association),
but it now seemed to have revived in the Labour Party.
The leader of the Party, he said, pursued this policy in his
speeches, letters and books.

Another L.L.P. member, George Lansbury, M.P., sharply
criticized the policy of the Parliamentary Labour Party for
its dependence upon the Liberals and its fear of “endan-
gering” the Liberal government. “More than once I have
been so ashamed of the conduct of the Labour members
that I have nearly resigned.” He went on to say that all
the time the Liberals tried to engage the House with
minor questions and the Labour members were not able to
win independence for themselves. “I have never known a
time,” said Lansbury, “when both Liberals and Tories had
not put forward some ‘great’ question to hide the poverty
question. I am in the House of Commons with the picture
before me of those men and women, who night after night
toiled in the slums of Bow and Bromley” (poor district in
the East End of London) “to send me there. They worked
for me because they thought I was different from the Lib-
erals and Tories.... They sent me to face the question of
poverty, poverty, poverty.... I appeal to you,” he said, ad-
dressing the Conference, “to keep a solid party in the
House of Commons absolutely distinct from the conven-
ience of Liberals and Tories. We must show no more
mercy to the Liberals when they do wrong than to the To-
ries.... The men and women who toil and suffer have
nothing to hope for from either Liberals or Tories; their
only hope lies in, and salvation can come from, their or-
ganized effort.... Let us make it clear to the men and
women of the slums that even in Parliament we are true
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to what we say outside, namely, that Liberals and Tories
are the enemies of the people and socialism their only hope.”

Lansbury’s speech was interrupted by thunders of ap-
plause, and when he finished he received a perfect ovation.
In Germany such speeches are an everyday occurrence. In
Britain they are a novelty. And when such speeches are
beginning to be delivered, when worker-delegates at the
Conference of the Independent Labour Party (unfortu-
nately, very frequently independent of socialism, but depend-
ent upon the Liberals) applaud such speeches, thgn. we
have the right to conclude that in Britain, too, the spirit of
proletarian struggle is gaining the upper hgnd over the
diplomacy of opportunist parliamentarians like MacDon-
ald (let us add in parenthesis that this MacDonald re-
cently expressed his complete sympathy with the Ita.han
reformists on their readiness to join a bourgeois Cabinet,
and his dislike for “dry theory”).

The speeches of Hall, Lansbury and others have not
changed the policy of the LL.P. MacDonald remains at the
head of the Party, and its policy will continue to be oppor-
tunist. The bourgeois influence upon the proletariat is
strong—especially in democratic countries. But these
speeches do not pass without leaving a trace, they under-
mine the influence of the bourgeoisie and of the O‘ppor'tu-
nists. When the British people get a daily newspaper going
(and both parties are seriously thinking about this) such
and only such speeches will find access to the minds gnd
hearts of the working class. The Liberals of all countries,
Russia included, are rejoicing and laughing now at ’Fhe
sight of the predominance of opportunism in the British
labour movement. But “he laughs best who laughs last.”

Zvezda, No. 18, April 16 (29), Vol. 17, pp. 145-50
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OLD BUT EVER NEW TRUTHS

Readers are aware from the press of the events that led
to the workers’ delegates being absent from the Second
Congress of Factory Doctors held in Moscow.5® We cannot
stop here to give a detailed account of these events and to
deal with their significance. Let us merely note the instruc-
tive arguments of Rech of April 14, ie., the day when
the congress opened, in a leading article written on the
eve of these events.

“Unfortunately,” wrote the Cadet paper, “external ob-
stacles are being raised to such participation (the partici-
pation of workers’ representatives). Everybody knows
what fate befalls certain over-fiery speakers. As a result,
the workers’ representatives want to speak of the difficul-
fty they have in concentrating on special problems, of the
impossibility of arranging proper representation at the
congress, of the obstacles put in their organizations’ path,
and of much that again is far removed from the congress
agenda and the discussion of which distracts attention
from the questions to be dealt with, and occasionally leads
to undesirable consequences. The thickening of the at-
mosphere also explains the intolerance displayed by the
workers’ representatives to ‘bourgeois’ speakers, to all the
government’s measures and to the possibility of collabora-
tion with representatives of other social groups.”

The whole of this tirade is a typical example of impo-
tent yearnings, whose impotence is to be explained not by
the accidental composition or any peculiarities of the
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given Liberal party, the given question, etc, but by far
deeper causes, namely, by the objective conditions surround-
ing the Liberal bourgeoisie in general in twentieth-century
Russia. The Liberal bourgeoisie yearn for a “system” un-
der which they are faced by workers who have no inclina-
tion “to make over-fiery speeches,” and are sufficiently
“tolerant” of the bourgeoisie, and of the idea of collabora-
tion with the bourgeoisie, and “all the government’s meas-
ures.” They yearn for a system under which these humble
workers who ‘“collaborate” with them can ‘“‘concentrate on
special problems” of social policy, humbly agreeing to
patch up the tattered garment of bourgeois concern for
their “younger brother.”60 In a word, the Russian Liberals
vearn for approximately the kind of system that we see to-
day in Britain or France, as distinct from Prussia. In Brit-
ain and France the bourgeoisie hold full sway and (with
few exceptions) rule almost directly, whereas in Prussia
the feudal lords, the Junkers, monarchist militarism are in
the lead. In Britain and France the bourgeoisie quite fre-
quently, freely and extensively use the method of winning
over people of proletarian stock or traitors to the workers’
cause (John Burns, Briand) as “collaborators” who calm-
ly “concentrate on special problems” and teach the work-
ers “tolerance” of the rule of capital.

It is beyond all doubt that the British and French sys-
{em is much more democratic than the Prussian, much
more favourable for the struggle of the working class, and
is on a much higher plane as regards the dying away of
the mediaeval institutions which prevent that class from
seeing its chief and real adversary. It is therefore beyond
all doubt that it is in the Russian workers’ interest to sup-
port all aspirations towards remodelling our counfry
along British or French, rather than Prussian, lines. But
one must not confine oneself to this indisputable conclu-
sion, as is done only too often. The question or questions
in dispute (with democrats of different hues) just begin
here.
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Aspirations should be supported, but support of the weak
and vacillating requires that they be given something
firmer to lean on, that illusions be dispelled which prevent
the weakness being seen, which prevent the causes of the
weakness being understood. Anyone who strengthens such
illusions, who associates himself with the impotent yearn-
ings of the impotent, inconsistent, wavering advocates of
democracy, far from supporting aspirations towards bour-
geois democracy, enfeebles them. Time was, in the middle
of the seventeenth century or at the end of the eighteenth,
when the British and the French bourgeoisie did not lament
their younger brother’s “intolerance,” made no sour faces
about “‘over-fiery speakers” in that younger brother’s ranks,
but themselves supplied speakers (and not only speakers)
of the most fiery brand, who roused contempt for the preach-
ment of “tolerance,” for impotent yearnings, vacillations,
and irresolution. And among these fiery orators were peo-
ple who for ages have remained beacons and teachers,
despite all the historical narrowness, often naiveté, of the
notions they had then about the ways and means of abol-
ishing misfortunes of every kind.

The German bourgeoisie, like the Russian, also Ila-
mented its “younger brother’s” “over-fiery” speakers, its
conduct standing out in human history as a model of
meanness, baseness, and servility, that was rewarded with
the kicks of “Junker” jack boots. The difference between
the former and the latter sort of bourgeoisie lies, of course,
not in the “qualities” of the different “races,” but in the
level of economic and political development, which com-
pelled the bourgeoisie to fear its “younger brother,” to
waver impotently between condemning the violence of feu-
dalism and condemning the “intolerance” of the workers.

These are all old truths. But they are eternally new and
remain new when in a publication of people desirous of
being Marxists we come across lines like the following:

“What caused the failure of the movement of 1905-06
was not the ‘excesses’ of the Lelts, because these ‘excesses’

126

themselves were in their turn caused by the aggregate
of a whole number of causes, and not the ‘treachery’ of the
bourgeoisie, who all over the West committed ‘treachery’
at the appropriate moment, but the absence of an estab-
lished bourgeois party capable of replacing the obsolete
bureaucratic authority at the helm of state, and economi-
cally strong and sufficiently democratic to have the sup-
port of the people.” And several lines later... “the weak-
ness of urban bourgeois democracy, that should have be-
come the political centre of attraction for the democratic
peasantry....” (Nasha Zarya, No. 3, page 62, Mr. V. Le-
vitsky’s article.)

Mr. Levitsky has thought out his rejection of the idea of
“hegemony” more thoroughly (“urban bourgeois democ-
racy,” and nobody else, “should have become the centre of
attraction”!) or proclaims it more boldly and definitely
than Mr. Potresov did, when he cleaned up his article in
The Social Movement under the influence of Plekhanov’s
ultimatums.

Mr. V. Levitsky reasons quite like a Liberal. He is an in-
consistent one, however many Marxist words he uses. He
has no notion whatever that quite another social category
than urban bourgeois democracy should have become ‘‘the
centre of attraction for the democratic peasantry.” He for-
gets that this “should have become” was a reality during
big historical periods in Britain, France, and Russia alike,
—these periods in the latter country having been big in
significance, but small in time, while in the first two coun-
tries it was mostly the democratic, ultra-democratic “over-
fiery” plebs who united the heterogeneous elements of the
“mob.”

Mr. Levitsky forgets that even in the short periods in
history when the “mob” happened to play the role of “cen-
tre of attraction for the democratic peasantry,” when they
succeeded in wresting this role from the liberal bourgeoi-
sie, they exerted decisive influence on the degree to which
the country in question secured democracy in the subse-
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quent decades of so-called peaceful development. In the brief
periods of their hegemony, the “mob” educated their bour-
geoisie, and refashioned them in such a way that the lat-
ter subsequently tried to retreat, but in this retreat could
not go further back than, say, a Second Chamber in
France or departures from democracy in elections, etc., etc.

Now this idea is foreign to Mr. Levitsky. It is the idea,
confirmed by the historical experience of all European
countries, that during a period of bourgeois transforma-
tions (or rather, bourgeois revolutions) bourgeois democ-
racy in each country takes shape one way or another, as-
sumes a particular form, is reared in a particular tradi-
tion, recognizes some definite minimum of democracy, de-
pending on how far the hegemony passes at decisive
moments of the national history into the hands nof of the
bourgeoisie but of the “mob,” the “plebs” of the eighteenth
century, and the proletariat of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. It is this idea of hegemony that constitutes one
of the fundamental principles of Marxism, and the Liqui-
dators’ break with them (or even indifference to them) is
the deep source of a whole number of irreconcilable differ-
ences in principle with the opponents of Liquidationism.

Each capitalist country passes through a period of bour-
geois revolutions when there is established a definite de-
gree of democracy, a definite type of constitutionalism or
parliamentarism, a definite degree of autonomy, independ-
ence, love of freedom and initiative on the part of the
“mob” in general, and the proletariat in particular, a def-
inite tradition in all political and social life. What the
degree of democracy will be, and what the tradition, de-
pends precisely on whether at the decisive moments the
hegemony belongs to the bourgeoisie or their antipode,
whether the former or the latter (again at these decisive
moments) are “the centre of attraction for the democratic
peasantry” and for all democratic intermediate groups and
strata whatsoever.
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Mr. Levitsky is a past master at uttering brilliant for-
mulas which immediately disclose, in a sharp and clear
manner, the ideas underlying Liquidationism. Such is his
famous formula: “not hegemony, buf a class party,”
which, in plain language means: not Marxism, but Bren-
tano-ismé! (social-liberalism). Just as likely to become fa-
mous are the two formulas mentioned here, namely: “ur-
ban bourgeois democracy should have become the centre
of attraction for the democratic peasantry,” and “the fail-
ure was caused by the absence of an established bourgeois
party.”
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