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1. Social Reform or Revolution from Social Reform or Revolution

In the first chapter we aimed to show that Bernstein’s theory lifted the program of the

socialist movement off its material base and tried to place it on an idealist base. How does this

theory fare when translated into practice?

Upon the first comparison, the party practice resulting from Bernstein’s theory does not

seem to differ from the practice followed by the Social Democracy up to now. Formerly, the

activity of the Social-Democratic Party consisted of trade union work, of agitation for social

reforms and the democratisation of existing political institutions. The difference is not in the

what, but in the how.

At present, the trade union struggle and parliamentary practice are considered to be the

means of guiding and educating the proletariat in preparation for the task of taking over power.

From the revisionist standpoint, this conquest of power is at the same time impossible or

useless. And therefore, trade union and parliamentary activity are to be carried on by the party

only for their immediate results, that is, for the purpose of bettering the present situation of the

workers, for the gradual reduction of capitalist exploitation, for the extension of social control.

So that if we don not consider momentarily the immediate amelioration of the workers’

condition–an objective common to our party program as well as to revisionism–the difference

between the two outlooks is, in brief, the following. According to the present conception of the

party, trade-union and parliamentary activity are important for the socialist movement because

such activity prepares the proletariat, that is to say, creates the subjective factor of the socialist

transformation, for the task of realising socialism. But according to Bernstein, trade-unions and

parliamentary activity gradually reduce capitalist exploitation itself. They remove from

capitalist society its capitalist character. They realise objectively the desired social change.

Examining the matter closely, we see that the two conceptions are diametrically opposed.

Viewing the situation from the current standpoint of our party, we say that as a result of its

trade union and parliamentary struggles, the proletariat becomes convinced, of the

impossibility of accomplishing a fundamental social change through such activity and arrives at

the understanding that the conquest of power is unavoidable. Bernstein’s theory, however,

begins by declaring that this conquest is impossible. It concludes by affirming that socialism



can only be introduced as a result of the trade-union struggle and parliamentary activity. For as

seen by Bernstein, trade union and parliamentary action has a socialist character because it

exercises a progressively socialising influence on capitalist economy.

We tried to show that this influence is purely imaginary. The relations between capitalist

property and the capitalist State develop in entirely opposite directions, so that the daily

practical activity of the present Social Democracy loses, in the last analysis, all connection with

work for socialism. From the viewpoint of a movement for socialism, the trade-union struggle

and our parliamentary practice are vastly important in so far as they make socialistic the

awareness, the consciousness, of the proletariat and help to organise it as a class. But once they

are considered as instruments of the direct socialisation of capitalist economy, they lose out not

only their usual effectiveness but also cease being means of preparing the working class for the

conquest of power. Eduard Bernstein and Konrad Schmidt suffer from a complete

misunderstanding when they console themselves with the belief that even though the program

of the party is reduced to work for social reforms and ordinary trade-union work, the final

objective of the labour movement is not thereby discarded, for each forward step reaches

beyond the given immediate aim and the socialist goal is implied as a tendency in the supposed

advance.

That is certainly true about the present procedure of the German Social Democracy. It is true

whenever a firm and conscious effort for conquest of political power impregnates the trade-

union struggle and the work for social reforms. But if this effort is separated from the

movement itself and social reforms are made an end in themselves, then such activity not only

does not lead to the final goal of socialism but moves in a precisely opposite direction.

Konrad Schmidt simply falls back on the idea that an apparently mechanical movement,

once started, cannot stop by itself, because "one’s appetite grows with the eating," and the

working class will not supposedly content itself with reforms till the final socialist

transformation is realised.

Now the last mentioned condition is quite real. Its effectiveness is guaranteed by the very

insufficiency of capitalist reforms. But the conclusion drawn from it could only be true if it

were possible to construct an unbroken chain of augmented reforms leading from the

capitalism of today to socialism. This is, of course, sheer fantasy. In accordance with the nature



of things as they are the chain breaks quickly, and the paths that the supposed forward

movement can take from the point on are many and varied.

What will be the immediate result should our party change its general procedure to suit a

viewpoint that wants to emphasise the practical results of our struggle, that is social reforms?

As soon as "immediate results" become the principal aim of our activity, the clear-cut,

irreconcilable point of view, which has meaning only in so far as it proposes to win power, will

be found more and more inconvenient. The direct consequence of this will be the adoption by

the party of a "policy of compensation," a policy of political trading, and an attitude of

diffident, diplomatic conciliation. But this attitude cannot be continued for a long time. Since

the social reforms can only offer an empty promise, the logical consequence of such a program

must necessarily be disillusionment.

It is not true that socialism will arise automatically from the daily struggle of the working

class. Socialism will be the consequence of (1), the growing contradictions of capitalist

economy and (2), of the comprehension by the working class of the unavailability of the

suppression of these contradictions through a social transformation. When, in the manner of

revisionism, the first condition is denied and the second rejected, the labour movement finds

itself reduced to a simple co-operative and reformist movement. We move here in a straight

line toward the total abandonment of the class viewpoint.

This consequence also becomes evident when we investigate the general character of

revisionism. It is obvious that revisionism does not wish to concede that its standpoint is that of

the capitalist apologist. It does not join the bourgeois economists in denying the existence of

the contradictions of capitalism. But, on the other hand, what precisely constitutes the

fundamental point of revisionism and distinguishes it from the attitude taken by the Social

Democracy up to now, is that it does not base its theory on the belief that the contradictions of

capitalism will be suppressed as a result of the logical inner development of the present

economic system.

We may say that the theory of revisionism occupies an intermediate place between two

extremes. Revisionism does not expect to see the contradictions of capitalism mature. It does

not propose to suppress these contradictions through a revolutionary transformation. It wants to

lessen, to attenuate, the capitalist contradictions. So that the antagonism existing between

production and exchange is to be mollified by the cessation of crises and the formation of



capitalist combines. The antagonism between Capital and Labour is to be adjusted by bettering

the situation of the workers and by the conservation of the middle classes. And the

contradiction between the class State and society is to be liquidated through increased State

control and the progress of democracy.

It is true that the present procedure of the Social Democracy does not consist in waiting for

the antagonisms of capitalism to develop and in passing on, only then, to the task of

suppressing them. On the contrary, the essence of revolutionary procedure is to be guided by

the direction of this development, once it is ascertained, and inferring from this direction what

consequences are necessary for the political struggle. Thus the Social Democracy has combated

tariff wars and militarism without waiting for their reactionary character to become fully

evident. Bernstein’s procedure is not guided by a consideration of the development of

capitalism, by the prospect of the aggravation of its contradictions. It is guided by the prospect

of the attenuation of these contradictions. He shows this when he speaks of the "adaptation" of

capitalist economy.

Now when can such a conception be correct? If it is true that capitalism will continue to

develop in the direction it takes at present, then its contradictions must necessarily become

sharper and more aggravated instead of disappearing. The possibility of the attenuation of the

contradictions of capitalism presupposes that the capitalist mode of production itself will stop

its progress. In short, the general condition of Bernstein’s theory is the cessation of capitalist

development.

This way, however, his theory condemns itself in a twofold manner.

In the first place, it manifests its utopian character in its stand on the establishment of

socialism. For it is clear that a defective capitalist development cannot lead to a socialist

transformation.

In the second place, Bernstein’s theory reveals its reactionary character when it refers to the

rapid capitalist development that is taking place at present. Given the development of real

capitalism, how can we explain, or rather state, Bernstein’s position?

We have demonstrated in the first chapter the baselessness of the economic conditions on

which Bernstein builds his analysis of existing social relationships. We have seen that neither

the credit system nor cartels can be said to be "means of adaptation" of capitalist economy. We



have seen that not even the temporary cessation of crises nor the survival of the middle class

can be regarded as symptoms of capitalist adaptation. But even though we should fail to take

into account the erroneous character of all these details of Bernstein’s theory we cannot help

but be stopped short by one feature common to all of them. Bernstein’s theory does not seize

these manifestations of contemporary economic life as they appear in their organic relationship

with the whole of capitalist development, with the complete economic mechanism of

capitalism. His theory pulls these details out of their living economic context. It treats them as

disjecta membra (separate parts) of a lifeless machine.

Consider, for example, his conception of the adaptive effect of credit. If we recognise credit

as a higher natural stage of the process of exchange and, therefore, of the contradictions

inherent in capitalist exchange, we cannot at the same time see it as a mechanical means of

adaptation existing outside of the process of exchange. It would be just as impossible to

consider money, merchandise, and capital as "means of adaptation" of capitalism.

However, credit, like money, commodities and capital, is an organic link of capitalist

economy at a certain stage of its development. Like them, it is an indispensable gear in the

mechanism of capitalist economy, and at the same time, an instrument of destruction, since it

aggravates the internal contradictions of capitalism.

The same thing is true about cartels and the new, perfected means of communication.

The same mechanical view is presented by Bernstein’s attempt to describe the promise of

the cessation of crises as a symptom of the "adaptation" of capitalist economy. For him, crises

are simply derangements of the economic mechanism. With their cessation, he thinks, the

mechanism could function well. But the fact is that crises are not "derangements" in the usual

sense of the word. They are "derangements" without which capitalist economy could not

develop at all. For if crises constitute the only method possible in capitalism–and therefore the

normal method–of solving periodically the conflict existing between the unlimited extension of

production and the narrow limits of the world market, then crises are an organic manifestation

inseparable from capitalist economy.

Revisionism is nothing else than a theoretic generalisation made from the angle of the

isolated capitalist. Where does this viewpoint belong theoretically if not in vulgar bourgeois

economics?



All the errors of this school rest precisely on the conception that mistakes the phenomena of

competition, as seen from the angle of the isolated capitalist, for the phenomena of the whole of

capitalist economy. Just as Bernstein considers credit to be a means of "adaptation," to the

needs of exchange. Vulgar economy, too, tries to find the antidote against the ills of capitalism

in the phenomena of capitalism. Like Bernstein, it believes that it is possible to regulate

capitalist economy. And in the manner of Bernstein, it arrives in time at the desire to palliate

the contradictions of capitalism, that is, at the belief in the possibility of patching up the sores

of capitalism. It ends up by subscribing to a program of reaction. It ends up in an utopia.

The theory of revisionism can therefore be defined in the following way. It is a theory of

standing still in the socialist movement built, with the aid of vulgar economy, on a theory of

capitalist standstill.

The fate of democracy is bound up, we have seen, with the fate of the labour movement. But

does the development of democracy render superfluous or impossible a proletarian revolution,

that is, the conquest of political power by the workers?

Bernstein settles the question by weighing minutely the good and bad sides of social reform

and social revolution. He does it almost in the same manner in which cinnamon or pepper is

weighed out in a consumers’ co-operative store. He sees the legislative course of historic

development as the action of "intelligence," while the revolutionary course of historic

development is for him the action of "feeling." Reformist activity, he recognises as a slow

method of historic progress, revolution as a rapid method of progress. In legislation he sees a

methodical force; in revolution, a spontaneous force.

We have known for a long time that the petty-bourgeoisie reformer finds "good" and "bad"

sides in everything. He nibbles a bit at all grasses. But the real course of events is little affected

by such combination. The carefully gathered little pile of the "good sides" of all things possible

collapses at the first filip of history. Historically, legislative reform and the revolutionary

method function in accordance with influences that are much more profound than the

consideration of the advantages or inconveniences of one method or another.

In the history of bourgeois society, legislative reform served to strengthen progressively the

rising class till the latter was sufficiently strong to seize political power, to suppress the

existing juridical system and to construct itself a new one. Bernstein, thundering against the



conquest of political power as a theory of Blanquist violence, has the misfortune of labelling as

a Blanquist error that which has always been the pivot and the motive force of human history.

From the first appearance of class societies having the class struggle as the essential content of

their history, the conquest of political power has been the aim of all rising classes. Here is the

starting point and end of every historic period. This can be seen in the long struggle of the

Latin peasantry against the financiers and nobility of ancient Rome, in the struggle of the

medieval nobility against the bishops and in the struggle of the artisans against the nobles, in

the cities of the Middle Ages. In modern times, we see it in the struggle of the bourgeoisie

against feudalism.

Legislative reform and revolution are not different methods of historic development that can

be picked out at the pleasure from the counter of history, just as one chooses hot or cold

sausages. Legislative reform and revolution are different factors in the development of class

society. They condition and complement each other, and are at the same time reciprocally

exclusive, as are the north and south poles, the bourgeoisie and proletariat.

Every legal constitution is the product of a revolution. In the history of classes, revolution is

the act of political creation, while legislation is the political expression of the life of a society

that has already come into being. Work for reform does not contain its own force independent

from revolution. During every historic period, work for reforms is carried on only in the

direction given to it by the impetus of the last revolution and continues as long as the impulsion

from the last revolution continues to make itself felt. Or, to put it more concretely, in each

historic period work for reforms is carried on only in the framework of the social form created

by the last revolution. Here is the kernel of the problem.

It is contrary to history to represent work for reforms as a long-drawn out revolution and

revolution as a condensed series of reforms. A social transformation and a legislative reform do

not differ according to their duration but according to their content. The secret of historic

change through the utilisation of political power resides precisely in the transformation of

simple quantitative modification into a new quality, or to speak more concretely, in the passage

of an historic period from one given form of society to another.

That is why people who pronounce themselves in favour of the method of legislative reform

in place and in contradistinction to the conquest of political power and social revolution, do

not really choose a more tranquil, calmer and slower road to the same goal, but a different goal.



Instead of taking a stand for the establishment of a new society they take a stand for surface

modifications of the old society. If we follow the political conceptions of revisionism, we

arrive at the same conclusion that is reached when we follow the economic theories of

revisionism. Our program becomes not the realisation of socialism, but the reform of

capitalism; not the suppression of the wage labour system but the diminution of exploitation,

that is, the suppression of the abuses of capitalism instead of suppression of capitalism itself.

Does the reciprocal role of legislative reform and revolution apply only to the class struggle

of the past? It is possible that now, as a result of the development of the bourgeois juridical

system, the function of moving society from one historic phase to another belongs to legislative

reform and that the conquest of State power by the proletariat has really become "an empty

phrase," as Bernstein puts it?

The very opposite is true. What distinguishes bourgeois society from other class

societies–from ancient society and from the social order of the Middle Ages? Precisely the fact

that class domination does not rest on "acquired rights" but on real economic relations–the fact

that wage labour is not a juridical relation, but purely an economic relation. In our juridical

system there is not a single legal formula for the class domination of today. The few remaining

traces of such formulae of class domination are (as that concerning servants), survivals of

feudal society.

How can wage slavery be suppressed the "legislative way," if wage slavery is not expressed

the laws? Bernstein, who would do away with capitalism by means of legislative reforms, finds

himself in the same situation s Uspensky’s Russian policeman who said: "Quickly I seized the

rascal by the collar! But what do I see? The confounded fellow has no collar!" And that is

precisely Bernstein’s difficulty.

"All previous societies were based on an antagonism between an oppressing class and an

oppressed class," (Communist Manifesto). But in the preceding phases of modern society, this

antagonism was expressed in distinctly determined juridical relations and could, especially

because of that, accord, to a certain extent, a place to new relations within the framework of the

old. "In the midst of serfdom, the serf raised himself to the rank of a member of the town

community," (Communist Manifest). How was that made possible? It was made possible by the

progressive of all feudal privileges in the environs of the city: the corvee, the right to special



dress, the inheritance tax, the lord’s claim to the best cattle, the personal levy, marriage under

duress, the right to succession, etc., which all together constituted serfdom.

In the same way, the small bourgeoisie of the Middle Ages succeeded in raising itself, while

it was still under the yoke of feudal absolutism, to the rank of bourgeoisie (Communist

Manifesto). By what means? By means of the formal partial suppression or complete loosening

of the corporative bonds, by the progressive transformation of the fiscal administration and of

the army.

Consequently, when we consider the question from the abstract viewpoint, not from the

historic viewpoint, we can imagine (in view of the former class relations) a legal passage,

according to the reformist method, from feudal society to bourgeois society. But what do we

see in reality? In reality, we see that legal reforms not only do not obviate the seizure of

political power by the bourgeoisie but have, on the contrary, prepared for it and led to it. A

formal social-political transformation was indispensable for the abolition of slavery as well as

for the complete suppression of feudalism.

But the situation is entirely different now. No law obliges the proletariat to submit itself to

the yoke of capitalism. Poverty, the lack of means of production, obliges the proletariat to

submit itself to the yoke of capitalism. And no law in the world can give to the proletariat the

means of production while it remains in the framework of bourgeois society, for not laws but

economic development have torn the means of production from the producers’ possession.

And neither is the exploitation inside the system of wage labour based on laws. The level of

wages is not fixed by legislation but by economic factors. The phenomenon of capitalist

exploitation does not rest on a legal disposition but on the purely economic fact that labour

power plays in this exploitation the role of a merchandise possessing, among other

characteristics, the agreeable quality of producing value–more than the value it consumes in the

form of the labourer’s means of subsistence. In short, the fundamental relations of the

domination of the capitalist class cannot be transformed by means of legislative reforms, on the

basis of capitalist society, because these relations have not been introduced by bourgeois laws,

nor have they received the form of such laws. Apparently, Bernstein is not aware of this for he

speaks of "socialist reforms." On the other hand, he seems to express implicit recognition of

this when he writes, on page 10 of his book, "the economic motive acts freely today, while

formerly it was masked by all kinds of relations of domination by all sorts of ideology."



It is one of the peculiarities of the capitalist order that within it all the elements of the future

society first assume, in their development, a form not approaching socialism but, on the

contrary, a form moving more and more away from socialism. Production takes on a

progressively increasing social character. But under what form is the social character of

capitalist production expressed? It is expressed in the form of the large enterprise, in the form

of the shareholding concern, the cartel, within which the capitalist antagonisms, capitalist

exploitation, the oppression of labour-power, are augmented to the extreme.

In the army, capitalist development leads to the extension of obligatory military service to

the reduction of the time of service and consequently to a material approach to a popular

militia. But all of this takes place under the form of modern militarism in which the domination

of the people by the militarist State and the class character of the State manifest themselves

most clearly.

In the field of political relations, the development of democracy brings–in the measure that it

finds a favourable soil–the participation of all popular strata in political life and, consequently,

some sort of "people’s State." But this participation takes the form of bourgeois

parliamentarism, in which class antagonisms and class domination are not done away with, but

are, on the contrary, displayed in the open. Exactly because capitalist development moves

through these contradictions, it is necessary to extract the kernel of socialist society from its

capitalist shell. Exactly for this reason must the proletariat seize political power and suppress

completely the capitalist system.

Of course, Bernstein draws other conclusions. If the development of democracy leads to the

aggravation and not to the lessening of capitalist antagonisms, "the Social-Democracy," he

answers us, "in order not to render its task more difficult, must by all means try to stop social

reforms and the extension of democratic institutions," (page 71). Indeed, that would be the right

thing to do if the Social-Democracy found to its taste, in the petty-bourgeois manner, the futile

task of picking for itself all the good sides of history and rejecting the bad sides of history.

However, in that case, it should at the same time "try to stop" capitalism in general, for there is

not doubt that latter is the rascal placing all these obstacles in the way of socialism. But

capitalism furnishes besides the obstacles also the only possibilities of realising the socialist

programme. The same can be said about democracy.



If democracy has become superfluous or annoying to the bourgeoisie, it is on the contrary

necessary and indispensable to the working class. It is necessary to the working class because it

creates the political forms (autonomous administration, electoral rights, etc.) which will serve

the proletariat as fulcrums in its task of transforming bourgeois society. Democracy is

indispensable to the working class because only through the exercise of its democratic rights, in

the struggle for democracy, can the proletariat become aware of its class interests and its

historic task.

In a word, democracy is indispensable not because it renders superfluous the conquest of

political power by the proletariat but because it renders this conquest of power both necessary

and possible. When Engels, in his preface to the Class Struggles in France, revised the tactics

of the modern labour movement and urged the legal struggle as opposed to the barricades, he

did not have in mind–this comes out of every line of the preface–the question of a definite

conquest of political power, but the contemporary daily struggle. He did not have in mind the

attitude that the proletariat must take toward the capitalist State at the time of the seizure of

power but the attitude of the proletariat while in the bounds of the capitalist State. Engels was

giving directions to the proletariat oppressed, and not to the proletariat victorious.

On the other hand, Marx’s well known sentence on the agrarian question in England

(Bernstein leans on it heavily), in which he says: "We shall probably succeed easier by buying

the estates of the landlords," does not refer to the stand of the proletariat before, but after its

victory. For there evidently can be a question of buying the property of the old dominant class

only when the workers are in power. The possibility envisaged by Marx is not of the pacific

exercise of the dictatorship of the proletariat and not the replacement of the dictatorship with

capitalist social reforms. There was no doubt for Marx and Engels about the necessity of

having the proletariat conquer political power. It is left to Bernstein to consider the poultry-

yard of bourgeois parliamentarism as the organ by means of which we are to realise the most

formidable social transformation of history, the passage from capitalist society to socialism.

Bernstein introduces his theory by warning the proletariat against the danger of acquiring

power too early. That is, according to Bernstein, the proletariat ought to leave the bourgeois

society in its present condition and itself suffer a frightful defeat. If the proletariat came to

power, it could draw from Bernstein’s theory the following "practical" conclusion: to go to

sleep. His theory condemns the proletariat at the most decisive moments of the struggle, to

inactivity, to a passive betrayal of its own cause.



Our programme would be a miserable scrap of paper if it could not serve us in all

eventualities, at all moments of the struggle and if it did not serve us by its application and not

by its non-application. If our programme contains the formula of the historical development of

society from capitalism to socialism, it must also formulate, in all its characteristic

fundamentals, all the transitory phases of this development and it should, consequently, be able

to indicate to the proletariat what ought to be its corresponding action at every moment on the

road toward socialism. There can be no time for the proletariat when it will be obliged to

abandon its programme or be abandoned by it.

Practically, this is manifested in the fact that there can be no time when the proletariat,

placed in power by the force of events, is not in the condition or is not morally obliged to take

certain measures for the realisation of its programme, that is, take transitory measures in the

direction of socialism. Behind the belief that the socialist programme can collapse completely

at any point of the dictatorship of the proletariat lurks the other belief that the socialist

programme is generally and at all times, unrealisable.

And what if the transitory measures are premature? The question hides a great number of

mistaken ideas concerning the real course of a social transformation.

In the first place, the seizure of political power by the proletariat, that is to say by a large

popular class, is not produced artificially. It presupposes (with the exception of such cases as

the Paris Commune, when the proletariat did not obtain power after a conscious struggle for its

goal but fell into its hands like a good thing abandoned by everybody else) a definite degree of

maturity of economic and political relations. Here we have the essential difference between

coups d’etat along Blanqui’s conception which are accomplished by an "active minority" and

burst out like pistol shot, always inopportunely, and the conquest of political power by a great

conscious popular mass which can only be the product of the decomposition of bourgeois

society and therefore bears in itself the economic and political legitimisation of its opportune

appearance.

If, therefore, considered from the angle of political effect the conquest of political power by

the working class cannot materialise itself "too early" then from the angle of conservation of

power, the premature revolution, the thought of which keeps Bernstein awake, menaces us like

a sword of Damocles. Against that neither prayers nor supplication, neither scares nor any

amount of anguish, are of any avail. And this for two very simple reasons.



In the first place, it is impossible to imagine that a transformation as formidable as the

passage from capitalist society to socialist society can be realised in one happy act. To consider

that as possible is, again, to lend colour to conceptions that are clearly Blanquist. The socialist

transformation supposes a long and stubborn struggle, in the course of which, it is quite

probable the proletariat will be repulsed more than once so that for the first time, from the

viewpoint of the final outcome of the struggle, it will have necessarily come to power "too

early."

In the second place, it will be impossible to avoid the "premature" conquest of State power

by the proletariat precisely because these "premature" attacks of the proletariat constitute a

factor and indeed a very important factor, creating the political conditions of the final victory.

In the course of the political crisis accompanying its seizure of power, in the course of the long

and stubborn struggles, the proletariat will acquire the degree of political maturity permitting it

to obtain in time a definitive victory of the revolution. Thus these "premature" attacks of the

proletariat against the State power are in themselves important historic factors helping to

provoke and determine the point of the definite victory. Considered from this viewpoint, the

idea of a "premature" conquest of political power by the labouring class appears to be a

polemic absurdity derived from a mechanical conception of the development of society, and

positing for the victory of the class struggle a point fixed outside and independent of the class

struggle.

Since the proletariat is not in the position to seize power in any other way than

"prematurely," since the proletariat is absolutely obliged to seize power once or several times

"too early" before it can maintain itself in power for good, the objection to the "premature"

conquest of power is at bottom nothing more than a general opposition to the aspiration of the

proletariat to possess itself of State power. Just as all roads lead to Rome so too do we logically

arrive at the conclusion that the revisionist proposal to slight the final aim of the socialist

movement is really a recommendation to renounce the socialist movement itself.

2. The Mass Strike from Mass Strike, Party and Trade Unions

The first revision of the question of the mass strike which results from the experience of

Russia relates to the general conception of the problem. Till the present time the zealous

advocates of an "attempt with the mass strike" in Germany of the stamp of Bernstein, Eisner,

etc., and also the strongest opponents of such an attempt as represented in the trade-union camp



by, for example, Bombelburg, stand when all is said and done, on the same conception, and

that is the anarchist one. The apparent polar opposites do not mutually exclude each other but,

as always, condition, and at the same time, supplement each other. For the anarchist mode of

thought is direct speculation on the "great Kladderadatsch," on the social revolution merely as

an external and inessential characteristic. According to it, what is essential is the whole

abstract, unhistorical view of the mass strike and of all the conditions of the proletariat struggle

generally.

For the anarchist there exist only two things as material suppositions of his "revolutionary"

speculations–first, imagination, and second goodwill and courage to rescue humanity from the

existing capitalist vale of tears. This fanciful mode of reasoning sixty years ago gave the result

that the mass strike was the shortest, surest and easiest means of springing into the better social

future. The same mode of reasoning recently gave the result that the trade-union struggle was

the only real "direct action of the masses" and also the only real revolutionary struggle–which,

as is well known, is the latest notion of the French and Italian "syndicalists." The fatal thing for

anarchism has always been that the methods of struggle improvised in the air were not only a

reckoning without their host, that is, they were purely utopian, but that they, while not

reckoning in the least with the despised evil reality, unexpectedly became in this evil reality,

practical helps to the reaction, where previously they had only been, for the most part,

revolutionary speculations.

On the same ground of abstract, unhistorical methods of observation stand those today who

would, in the manner of a board of directors, put the mass strike in Germany on the calendar on

an appointed day, and those who, like the participants in the trade-union congress at Cologne,

would by a prohibition of "propaganda" eliminate the problem of the mass strike from the face

of the earth. Both tendencies proceed on the common purely anarchistic assumption that the

mass strike is a purely technical means of struggle which can be "decided" at the pleasure and

strictly according to conscience, or "forbidden"–a kind of pocket-knife which can be kept in the

pocket clasped "ready for any emergency," and according to the decision, can be unclasped and

used. The opponents of the mass strike do indeed claim for themselves the merit of taking into

consideration the historical groundwork and the material conditions of the present conditions in

Germany in opposition to the "revolutionary romanticists" who hover in the air, and do not at

any point reckon with the hard realities and the possibilities and impossibilities. "Facts and

figures; figures and facts!" they cry, like Mr. Gadgrind in Dickens’ Hard Times.



What the trade-union opponent of the mass strike understands by the "historical basis" and

"material conditions" is tow things–on the one hand the weakness of the proletariat, and on the

other hand, the strength of Prussian-German militarism. The inadequate organisation of the

workers and the imposing Prussian bayonet–these are the facts and figures upon which these

trade-union leaders base their practical policy in the given case. Now when it is quite true that

the trade-union cash box and the Prussian bayonet are material and very historical phenomena,

but the conception based upon them is not historical materialism in Marx’s sense but a

policemanlike materialism in the sense of Puttkammer. The representatives of the capitalist

police state reckon on much, and indeed, exclusively, with the occasional real power of the

organised proletariat as well as with the material might of the bayonet, and from the

comparative example of these two rows of figures the comforting conclusion is always drawn

that the revolutionary labour movement is produced by individual demagogues and agitators;

and that therefore there is in the prisons and bayonets an adequate means of subduing the

unpleasant "passing phenomena."

The class-conscious German workers have at last grasped the humour of the policemanlike

theory that the whole modern labour movement is an artificial, arbitrary product of a handful of

conscienceless "demagogues and agitators."

It is exactly the same conception, however, that finds expression when two or three worthy

comrades unite in a voluntary column of night-watchmen in order to warn the German

working-class against the dangerous agitation of a few "revolutionary romanticists" and their

"propaganda of the mass strike"; or, when on the other side, a noisy indignation campaign is

engineered by those who, by means of "confidential" agreements between the executive of the

party and the general commission of the trade unions, believe they can prevent the outbreak of

the mass strike in Germany.

If it depended on the inflammatory "propaganda" of revolutionary romanticists or on

confidential or public decisions of the party direction, then we should not even yet have had in

Russia a single serious mass strike. In no country in the world–as I pointed out in March 1905

in the Sachische Arbetierzeitung–was the mass strike so little "propagated" or even "discussed"

as in Russia. And the isolated examples of decisions and agreements of the Russian party

executive which really sought to proclaim the mass strike of their own accord–as, for example,

the last attempt in August of this year after the dissolution of the Duma–are almost valueless.



If, therefore, the Russian Revolution teaches us anything, it teaches above all that the mass

strike is not artificially "made," not "decided" at random, not "propagated," but that it is a

historical phenomenon which, at a given moment, results from social conditions with historical

inevitability. It is not, therefore, by abstract speculations on the possibility or impossibility, the

utility or the injuriousness of the mass strike, but only by an examination of those factors and

social conditions out of which the mass strike grows in the present phase of the class

struggle–in other words, it is not by subjective criticism of the mass strike from the standpoint

of what is desirable, but only by objective investigation of the sources of the mass strike from

the standpoint of what is historically inevitable, that the problem can be grasped or even

discussed.

In the unreal sphere of abstract logical analysis it can be shown with exactly the same force

on either side that the mass strike is absolutely impossible and sure to be defeated, and that it is

possible and that its triumph cannot be questioned. And therefore the value of the evidence led

on each side is exactly the same–and that is nil. Therefore, the fear of the "propagation" of the

mass strike, which has even led to formal anathamas against the persons alleged to be guilty of

this crime, is solely the product of the droll confusion of persons. It is just as impossible to

"propagate" the mass strike as an abstract means of struggle as it is to propagate the

"revolution." "Revolution" like "mass strike" signifies nothing but an external form of the class

struggle, which can have sense and meaning only in connection with definite political

situations.

If anyone were to undertake to make the mass strike generally, as a form of proletarian

action, the object of methodological agitation, and to go house-to-house canvassing with this

"idea" in order to gradually win the working-class to it, it would be as idle and profitless and

absurd an occupation as it would be to seek to make the idea of the revolution or of the fight at

the barricades the object of a special agitation. The mass strike has now become the centre of

the lively interest of the German and the international working-class because it is a new form of

struggle, and as such is the sure symptom of a thoroughgoing internal revolution in the

relations of the classes and in the conditions of the class struggle. It is a testimony to the sound

revolutionary instinct and to the quick intelligence of the mass of the German proletariat that,

in spite of the obstinate resistance of their trade-union leaders, they are applying themselves to

this new problem with such keen interest.



But it does not meet the case, in the presence of this interest and of this fine, intellectual

thirst and desire for revolutionary deeds on the part of the workers, to treat them to abstract

mental gymnastics on the possibility or impossibility of the mass strike; they should be

enlightened on the development of the Russian Revolution, the international significance of

that revolution, the sharpening of class antagonisms in Western Europe, the wider political

perspectives of the class struggle in Germany, and the role and the tasks of the masses in the

coming struggles. Only in this form will the discussion on the mass strike lead to the widening

of the intellectual horizon of the proletariat, to the sharpening of their way of thinking, and to

the steeling of their energy…

3. Lenin’s Centralism from Organizational Questions of Russian Social Democracy

In general, it is rigorous, despotic centralism that is preferred by opportunist intellectuals at a

time when the revolutionary elements among the workers still lack cohesion and the movement

is groping its way, as is the case now in Russia. In a later phase, under a parliamentary regime

and in connection with a strong labor party, the opportunist tendencies of the intellectuals

express themselves in an inclination toward "decentralization."

If we assume the viewpoint claimed as his own by Lenin and we fear the influence of

intellectuals in the proletarian movement, we can conceive of no greater danger to the Russian

party than Lenin’s plan of organization. Nothing will more surely enslave a young labor

movement to an intellectual elite hungry for power than this bureaucratic straightjacket, which

will immobilize the movement and turn it into an automaton manipulated by a Central

Committee. On the other hand there is no more effective guarantee against opportunist intrigue

and personal ambition than the independent revolutionary action of the proletariat, as a result of

which the workers acquire the sense of political responsibility and self-reliance.

What is today only a phantom haunting Lenin’s imagination may become reality tomorrow.

Let us not forget that the revolution soon to break out in Russia will be a bourgeois and not a

proletarian revolution. This modifies radically all the conditions of socialist struggle. The

Russian intellectuals, too, will rapidly become imbued with bourgeois ideology. The Social

Democracy is at present the only guide of the Russian proletariat. But on the day after the

revolution, we shall see the bourgeoisie and above all the bourgeois masses as a steppingstone

to their domination.



The game of bourgeois demagogues will be made easier if at the present stage, the

spontaneous action, initiative, and political sense of the advanced sections of the working class

are hindered in their development and restricted by the protectorate of an authoritarian Central

Committee.

More important is the fundamental falseness of the idea underlying the plan of unqualified

centralism -- the idea that the road to opportunism can be barred by means of clauses in the

party constitution.

Impressed by recent happenings in the socialist parties of France, Italy, and Germany, the

Russian Social Democrats tend to regard opportunism as an alien ingredient, brought into the

labor movement by representatives of bourgeois democracy. If that were so, no penalties

provided by a party constitution could stop this intrusion. This afflux of nonproletarian recruits

to the party of the proletariat is the effect of profound social causes, such as the economic

collapse of the petty bourgeoisie, the bankruptcy of bourgeois liberalism, and the degeneration

of bourgeois democracy. It is naïve to hope to stop this current by means of a formula written

down in a constitution.

A manual of regulations may master the life of a small sect or a private circle. An historic

current, however, will pass through the mesh of the most subtly worded paragraph. It is

furthermore untrue that to repel the elements pushed toward the socialist movement by the

decomposition of bourgeois society means to defend the interests of the working class. The

Social Democracy has always contended that it represents not only the class interests of the

proletariat but also the progressive aspirations of the whole of contemporary society. It

represents the interests of all who are oppressed by bourgeois domination. This must not be

understood merely in the sense that all these interests are ideally contained in the socialist

program. Historic evolution translates the given proposition into reality. In its capacity as a

political party, the Social Democracy becomes the haven of all discontented elements in our

society and thus of the entire people, as contrasted to the tiny minority of capitalist masters.

But socialists must always know how to subordinate the anguish, rancor, and hope of this

motley aggregation to the supreme goal of the working class. The Social Democracy must

enclose the tumult of the nonproletarian protestants against existing society within bounds of

the revolutionary action of the proletariat. It must assimilate the elements that come to it.



This is only possible if the Social Democracy already contains a strong, politically educated

proletarian nucleus class conscious enough to be able, as up to now in Germany, to pull along

in its tow the declassed and petty bourgeois elements that join the party. In that case, greater

strictness in the application of the principle of centralization and more severe discipline,

specifically formulated in party bylaws, may be an effective safeguard against the opportunist

danger. That is how the revolutionary socialist movement in France defended itself against the

Jauresist confusion. A modification of the constitution at the German Social Democracy in that

direction would be a very timely measure.

But even here we should not think of the party constitution as a weapon that is, somehow,

self-sufficient. It can be at most a coercive instrument enforcing the will of the proletarian

majority in the party. If this majority is lacking, then the most dire sanctions on paper will be of

no avail.

However, the influx of bourgeois elements into the party is far from being the only cause of

the opportunist trends that are now raising their heads in the Social Democracy. Another cause

is the very nature of socialist activity and the contradictions inherent in it.

The international movement of the proletariat toward its complete emancipation is a process

peculiar in the following respect. For the first time in the history of civilization, the people are

expressing their will consciously and in opposition to all ruling classes. But this will can only

be satisfied beyond the limits of the existing system.

On the one hand, we have the mass; on the other, its historic goal, located outside of existing

society. On one had, we have the day-to-day struggle; on the other, the social revolution. Such

are the terms of the dialectic contradiction through which the socialist movement makes its

way.

It follows that this movement can best advance by tacking betwixt and between the two

dangers by which it is constantly being threatened. One is the loss of its mass character; the

other, the abandonment of its goal. One is the danger of sinking back to the condition of a sect;

the other, the danger of becoming a movement of bourgeois social reform.

That is why it is illusory, and contrary to historic experience, to hope to fix, once and for

always, the direction of the revolutionary socialist struggle with the aid of formal means, which

are expected to secure the labor movement against all possibilities of opportunist digression.



Marxist theory offers us a reliable instrument enabling us to recognize and combat typical

manifestations of opportunism. But the socialist movement is a mass movement. Its perils are

not the product of the insidious machinations of individuals and groups. They arise out of

unavoidable social conditions. We cannot secure ourselves in advance against all possibilities

of opportunist deviation. Such dangers can be overcome only by the movement itself --

certainly with the aid of Marxist theory, but only after the dangers in question have taken

tangible form in practice.

Looked at from this angle, opportunism appears to be a product and an inevitable phase of

the historic development of the labor movement.

The Russian Social Democracy arose a short while ago. The political conditions under

which the proletarian movement is developing in Russia are quite abnormal. In that country,

opportunism is to a large extent a by-product of the groping and experimentation of socialist

activity seeking to advance over a terrain that resembles no other in Europe.

In view of this, we find most astonishing the claim that it is possible to avoid any possibility

of opportunism in the Russian movement by writing down certain words, instead of others, in

the party constitution. Such an attempt to exercise opportunism by means of a scrap of paper

may turn out to be extremely harmful -- not to opportunism but to the socialist movement.

Stop the natural pulsation of a living organism, and you weaken it, and you diminish its

resistance and combative spirit -- in this instance, not only against opportunism but also (and

that is certainly of great importance) against the existing social order. The proposed means turn

against the end they are supposed to serve.

In Lenin’s overanxious desire to establish the guardianship of an omniscient and omnipotent

Central Committee in order to protect so promising and vigorous a labor movement against any

misstep, we recognize the symptoms of the same subjectivism that has already played more

than one trick on socialist thinking in Russia.

It is amusing to note the strange somersaults that the respectable human "ego" has had to

perform in recent Russian history. Knocked to the ground, almost reduced to dust, by Russian

absolutism, the "ego" takes revenge by turning to revolutionary activity. In the shape of a

committee of conspirators, in the name of a nonexistent Will of the People, it seats itself on a

kind of throne and proclaims it is all-powerful. [The reference is to the conspiratorial circle



which attacked tsarism from 1879 to 1883 by means of terrorist acts and finally assassinated

Alexander II. -- Ed] But the "object" proves to be the stronger. The knout is triumphant, for

tsarist might seems to be the "legitimate" expression of history.

In time we see appear on the scene and even more "legitimate" child of history -- the

Russian labor movement. For the first time, bases for the formation of a real "people’s will" are

laid in Russian soil.

But here is the "ego" of the Russian revolutionary again! Pirouetting on its head, it once

more proclaims itself to be the all-powerful director of history -- this time with the title of His

Excellency the Central Committee of the Social Democratic Party of Russia.

The nimble acrobat fails to perceive that the only "subject" which merits today the role of

director is the collective "ego" of the working class. The working class demands the right to

make its mistakes and learn the dialectic of history.

Let us speak plainly. Historically, the errors committed by a truly revolutionary movement

are infinitely more fruitful than the infallibility of the cleverest Central Committee.

4. The Russian Revolution from The Russian Revolution

Lenin says [in The State and Revolution: The Transition from Capitalism to Communism ]:

the bourgeois state is an instrument of oppression of the working class; the socialist state, of the

bourgeoisie. To a certain extent, he says, it is only the capitalist state stood on its head. This

simplified view misses the most essential thing: bourgeois class rule has no need of the

political training and education of the entire mass of the people, at least not beyond certain

narrow limits. But for the proletarian dictatorship that is the life element, the very air without

which it is not able to exist.

"Thanks to the open and direct struggle for governmental power," writes

Trotsky, "the laboring masses accumulate in the shortest time a considerable

amount of political experience and advance quickly from one stage to another

of their development."

Here Trotsky refutes himself and his own friends. Just because this is so, they have blocked

up the fountain of political experience and the source of this rising development by their

suppression of public life! Or else we would have to assume that experience and development



were necessary up to the seizure of power by the Bolsheviks, and then, having reached their

highest peak, become superfluous thereafter. (Lenin’s speech: Russia is won for socialism!!!)

In reality, the opposite is true! It is the very giant tasks which the Bolsheviks have

undertaken with courage and determination that demand the most intensive political training of

the masses and the accumulation of experience.

Freedom only for the supporters of the government, only for the members of one party --

however numerous they may be -- is no freedom at all. Freedom is always and exclusively

freedom for the one who thinks differently. Not because of any fanatical concept of "justice"

but because all that is instructive, wholesome and purifying in political freedom depends on

this essential characteristic, and its effectiveness vanishes when "freedom" becomes a special

privilege.

The Bolsheviks themselves will not want, with hand on heart, to deny that, step by step, they

have to feel out the ground, try out, experiment, test now one way now another, and that a good

many of their measures do not represent priceless pearls of wisdom. Thus it must and will be

with all of us when we get to the same point–even if the same difficult circumstances may not

prevail everywhere.

The tacit assumption underlying the Lenin-Trotsky theory of dictatorship is this: that the

socialist transformation is something for which a ready-made formula lies completed in the

pocket of the revolutionary party, which needs only to be carried out energetically in practice.

This is, unfortunately -- or perhaps fortunately -- not the case. Far from being a sum of ready-

made prescriptions which have only to be applied, the practical realization of socialism as an

economic, social and juridical system is something which lies completely hidden in the mists of

the future. What we possess in our program is nothing but a few main signposts which indicate

the general direction in which to look for the necessary measures, and the indications are

mainly negative in character at that. Thus we know more or less what we must eliminate at the

outset in order to free the road for a socialist economy. But when it comes to the nature of the

thousand concrete, practical measures, large and small, necessary to introduce socialist

principles into economy, law and all social relationships, there is no key in any socialist party

program or textbook. That is not a shortcoming but rather the very thing that makes scientific

socialism superior to the utopian varieties.



The socialist system of society should only be, and can only be, an historical product, born

out of the school of its own experiences, born in the course of its realization, as a result of the

developments of living history, which -- just like organic nature of which, in the last analysis, it

forms a part -- has the fine habit of always producing along with any real social need the means

to its satisfaction, along with the task simultaneously the solution. However, if such is the case,

then it is clear that socialism by its very nature cannot be decreed or introduced by ukase. It has

as its prerequisite a number of measures of force -- against property, etc. The negative, the

tearing down, can be decreed; the building up, the positive, cannot. New Territory. A thousand

problems. Only experience is capable of correcting and opening new ways. Only unobstructed,

effervescing life falls into a thousand new forms and improvisations, brings to light creative

new force, itself corrects all mistaken attempts. The public life of countries with limited

freedom is so poverty-stricken, so miserable, so rigid, so unfruitful, precisely because, through

the exclusion of democracy, it cuts off the living sources of all spiritual riches and progress.

(Proof: the year 1905 and the months from February to October 1917.) There it was political in

character; the same thing applies to economic and social life also. The whole mass of the

people must take part in it. Otherwise, socialism will be decreed from behind a few official

desks by a dozen intellectuals.

Public control is indispensably necessary. Otherwise the exchange of experiences remains

only with the closed circle of the officials of the new regime. Corruption becomes inevitable.

(Lenin’s words, Bulletin No. 29) Socialism in life demands a complete spiritual transformation

in the masses degraded by centuries of bourgeois rule. Social instincts in place of egotistical

ones, mass initiative in place of inertia, idealism which conquers all suffering, etc., etc. No one

knows this better, describes it more penetratingly; repeats it more stubbornly than Lenin. But

he is completely mistaken in the means he employs. Decree, dictatorial force of the factory

overseer, draconian penalties, rule by terror -- all these things are but palliatives. The only way

to a rebirth is the school of public life itself, the most unlimited, the broadest democracy and

public opinion. It is rule by terror which demoralizes.

When all this is eliminated, what really remains? In place of the representative bodies

created by general, popular elections, Lenin and Trotsky have laid down the soviets as the only

true representation of political life in the land as a whole, life in the soviets must also become

more and more crippled. Without general elections, without unrestricted freedom of press and

assembly, without a free struggle of opinion, life dies out in every public institution, becomes a

mere semblance of life, in which only the bureaucracy remains as the active element. Public



life gradually falls asleep, a few dozen party leaders of inexhaustible energy and boundless

experience direct and rule. Among them, in reality only a dozen outstanding heads do the

leading and an elite of the working class is invited from time to time to meetings where they

are to applaud the speeches of the leaders, and to approve proposed resolutions unanimously --

at bottom, then, a clique affair -- a dictatorship, to be sure, not the dictatorship of the proletariat

but only the dictatorship of a handful of politicians, that is a dictatorship in the bourgeois sense,

in the sense of the rule of the Jacobins (the postponement of the Soviet Congress from three-

month periods to six-month periods!) Yes, we can go even further: such conditions must

inevitably cause a brutalization of public life: attempted assassinations, shooting of hostages,

etc. (Lenin’s speech on discipline and corruption.)…

The basic error of the Lenin-Trotsky theory is that they too, just like Kautsky, oppose

dictatorship to democracy. "Dictatorship or democracy" is the way the question is put by

Bolsheviks and Kautsky alike. The latter naturally decides in favor of "democracy," that is, of

bourgeois democracy, precisely because he opposes it to the alternative of the socialist

revolution. Lenin and Trotsky, on the other hand, decide in favor of dictatorship in

contradistinction to democracy, and thereby, in favor of the dictatorship of a handful of

persons, that is, in favor of dictatorship on the bourgeois model. They are two opposite poles,

both alike being far removed from a genuine socialist policy. The proletariat, when it seizes

power, can never follow the good advice of Kautsky, given on the pretext of the "unripeness of

the country," the advice being to renounce socialist revolution and devote itself to democracy.

It cannot follow this advice without betraying thereby itself, the International, and the

revolution. It should and must at once undertake socialist measures in the most energetic,

unyielding and unhesitant fashion, in other words, exercise a dictatorship, but a dictatorship of

the class, not of a party or of a clique -- dictatorship of the class, that means in the broadest

possible form on the basis of the most active, unlimited participation of the mass of the people,

of unlimited democracy.

"As Marxists," writes Trotsky, "we have never been idol worshippers of formal democracy."

Surely, we have never been idol worshippers of socialism or Marxism either. Does it follow

from this that we may throw socialism on the scrap-heap, a la Cunow, Lensch and Parvus [i.e.

Move to the right], if it becomes uncomfortable for us? Trotsky and Lenin are the living

refutation of this answer.



"We have never been idol-worshippers of formal democracy." All that that really means is:

We have always distinguished the social kernel from the political form of bourgeois

democracy; we have always revealed the hard kernel of social inequality and lack of freedom

hidden under the sweet shell of formal equality and freedom -- not in order to reject the latter

but to spur the working class into not being satisfied with the shell, but rather, by conquering

political power, to create a socialist democracy to replace bourgeois democracy -- not to

eliminate democracy altogether.

But socialist democracy is not something which begins only in the promised land after the

foundations of socialist economy are created; it does not come as some sort of Christmas

present for the worthy people who, in the interim, have loyally supported a handful of socialist

dictators. Socialist democracy begins simultaneously with the beginnings of the destruction of

class rule and of the construction of socialism. It begins at the very moment of the seizure of

power by the socialist party. It is the same thing as the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Yes, dictatorship! But this dictatorship consists in the manner of applying democracy, not in

its elimination, but in energetic, resolute attacks upon the well-entrenched rights and economic

relationships of bourgeois society, without which a socialist transformation cannot be

accomplished. But this dictatorship must be the work of the class and not of a little leading

minority in the name of the class -- that is, it must proceed step by step out of the active

participation of the masses; it must be under their direct influence, subjected to the control of

complete public activity; it must arise out of the growing political training of the mass of the

people.

Doubtless the Bolsheviks would have proceeded in this very way were it not that they

suffered under the frightful compulsion of the world war, the German occupation and all the

abnormal difficulties connected therewith, things which were inevitably bound to distort any

socialist policy, however imbued it might be with the best intentions and the finest principles.

A crude proof of this is provided by the use of terror to so wide an extent by the Soviet

government, especially in the most recent period just before the collapse of German

imperialism, and just after the attempt on the life of the German ambassador. The

commonplace to the effect that revolutions are not pink teas is in itself pretty inadequate.



Everything that happens in Russia is comprehensible and represents an inevitable chain of

causes and effects, the starting point and end term of which are: the failure of the German

proletariat and the occupation of Russia by German imperialism. It would be demanding

something superhuman from Lenin and his comrades if we should expect of them that under

such circumstances they should conjure forth the finest democracy, the most exemplary

dictatorship of the proletariat and a flourishing socialist economy. By their determined

revolutionary stand, their exemplary strength in action, and their unbreakable loyalty to

international socialism, they have contributed whatever could possibly be contributed under

such devilishly hard conditions. The danger begins only when they make a virtue of necessity

and want to freeze into a complete theoretical system all the tactics forced upon them by these

fatal circumstances, and want to recommend them to the international proletariat as a model of

socialist tactics. When they get in there own light in this way, and hide their genuine,

unquestionable historical service under the bushel of false steps forced on them by necessity,

they render a poor service to international socialism for the sake of which they have fought and

suffered; for they want to place in its storehouse as new discoveries all the distortions

prescribed in Russia by necessity and compulsion -- in the last analysis only by-products of the

bankruptcy of international socialism in the present world war.

Let the German Government Socialists cry that the rule of the Bolsheviks in Russia is a

distorted expression of the dictatorship of the proletariat. If it was or is such, that is only

because it is a product of the behavior of the German proletariat, in itself a distorted expression

of the socialist class struggle. All of us are subject to the laws of history, and it is only

internationally that the socialist order of society can be realized. The Bolsheviks have shown

that they are capable of everything that a genuine revolutionary party can contribute within the

limits of historical possibilities. They are not supposed to perform miracles. For a model and

faultless proletarian revolution in an isolated land, exhausted by world war, strangled by

imperialism, betrayed by the international proletariat, would be a miracle.

What is in order is to distinguish the essential from the non-essential, the kernel from the

accidental excrescencies in the politics of the Bolsheviks. In the present period, when we face

decisive final struggles in all the world, the most important problem of socialism was and is the

burning question of our time. It is not a matter of this or that secondary question of tactics, but

of the capacity for action of the proletariat, the strength to act, the will to power of socialism as

such. In this, Lenin and Trotsky and their friends were the first, those who went ahead as an



example to the proletariat of the world; they are still the only ones up to now who can cry with

Hutten: "I have dared!"

This is the essential and enduring in Bolshevik policy. In this sense theirs is the immortal

historical service of having marched at the head of the international proletariat with the

conquest of political power and the practical placing of the problem of the realization of

socialism, and of having advanced mightily the settlement of the score between capital and

labor in the entire world. In Russia, the problem could only be posed. It could not be solved in

Russia. And in this sense, the future everywhere belongs to "Bolshevism."


