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Introduction

Rick Kuhn

From the start, Henryk Grossman’s writings were pervaded by aMarxist under-
standing of society that necessarily transgressed the boundaries of conven-
tional academic disciplines. Many of the essays and letters mainly concerned
with economic questions, in the first volume of his works,1 included political
analyses and comments. These were also present in his best-known public-
ation, The Law of Accumulation and Breakdown of the Capitalist System. The
first full English translation will be the third volume of this series. Grossman’s
political perspectives were also implicitly articulated by studies in economic
history that will be included in the fourth volume. While his framework was
consistently Marxist – characterised by internationalism and the promotion
of working-class revolution through the political intervention of socialists –
the positions he took on some issues changed. That is particularly apparent
in this, the second volume, which brings together the first English translations
of primarily political publications and correspondence. Those written before
the FirstWorldWar were inspired and informed by the activities and perspect-
ives of the Bund (the General Union of Jewish Workers of Lithuania, Poland
and Russia), and Grossman’s own involvement with the workers movement
in Galicia, the Austrian-occupied province of partitioned Poland. They were
mainly devoted to advocating Bundist positions on the ‘national question’, in
relation to the structures of socialist organisations and, later, states. After the
War, his approach to these andmany other issues was Leninist. The discussion
below provides context for the writings in this volume and offers brief assess-
ments of their value; their titles are bolded.
The Galicia of Grossman’s youth was undergoing rapid political and eco-

nomic change. The province had gained considerable autonomy after 1866
and was ruled by ethnically Polish, aristocratic landowners through the Sejm
(parliament), elected on a thoroughly undemocratic franchise. The peasants
on their land were predominantly Polish in the west of the province, where
Kraków was the cultural capital of partitioned Poland. L’viv, the province’s
largest city and seat of the Sejm, was in the less developed east, where the
Polish nobility exploited and oppressed a predominately ‘Ruthenian’ (Ukrain-
ian) peasantry. The third largest ethnic group, about ten percent of the pop-

1 Grossman 2017a.



2 kuhn

ulation, were Jews whose mother tongue was overwhelmingly Yiddish. Like
Ukrainians, Jewswere subject to systematic discrimination, although theywere
mainly artisans, small commercial businesspeople or, increasingly, workers,
rather than peasants. The slow pace of industrialisation in Galicia was not suf-
ficient to employ the expanding population and emigration increasingly took
on mass proportions from the 1880s.
From the much smaller town of Tarnów, Herz Grossman and Sara Kurz

moved up and out to Kraków. He changed professions, from the traditional
Jewish occupation of running a bar, to become a small industrialist and mine
owner. The couple was Jewish but assimilating to Polish high culture. They
were known by more Polish versions of their very Yiddish names, Henryk and
Salome. For the purposes of the Austrian state, they only married three years
after the birth of the last of their five children. Chaskel, always known as
Henryk, the fourth, was born in 1881. Eventually, in 1915, he formally changed
his name to Henryk, probably one of the few fruits of his legal training.2

Bundism

YoungHenryk did not have a traditional Jewish education. He attended an aca-
demic high school, where the language of instruction was Polish. He never
learnt to write confidently in Yiddish. While at school, Grossman became
involved in the socialist movement and helped produce a socialist magazine.
He continued to support radical secondary students after entering Kraków’s
JagiellonianUniversity, in 1900.There, he joinedRuch,3 the organisation of uni-
versity students associated not only with the Polish Social Democratic Party of
Galicia (PPSD) but also the Social Democracy of the Kingdom of Poland and
Lithuania (SDKPiL), the Party of Rosa Luxemburg, and the more nationalist
Polish Socialist Party (PPS), with which the PPSD was aligned, in the Russian-
occupied Congress Kingdom of Poland. Grossman helped smuggle literature
for the SDKPiL into the Russian Empire and joined its front, the Fund for the
Assistance of Political Prisoners and Exiles. But his principal political reference
point was the Bund. Both the SDKPiL and the Bund were parts of the interna-
tionalist, Marxist wing of the world labour movement.
The October–November 1904 Congress of the PPSD took place in the con-

text of rising strike levels in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. There was a major

2 Unless otherwise indicated, the sources of all information about Grossman’s life can be found
in Kuhn 2007.

3 ‘Ruch’ means ‘Movement’.
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debate between the leadership,whichwanted to consolidate theParty’s nation-
alist orientation and the internationalist left. The leadership prioritised achiev-
ing Polish independence over the pursuit of working-class interests andmoved
to formalise the PPSD’s relationship with the PPS. It also opposed the activists
seeking greater autonomy for the Jewish workers’ organisations they had built,
despite the leadership’s malign neglect. The leaders around Ignacy Daszyński
defeated the internationalists of the Party’s left and the young Bundists.
All of Grossman’s publications before 1911 were interventions into political

controversies. They cast light not only on his own positions, as a Bundist on the
left wing of international social democracy, but also on the history of the left
in Galicia, particularly struggles against Polish nationalism and the efforts of
Jewish workers to establish effective organisations.
Student critics of the PPSD’s leadership established the journal Zjednoczenie,

a left split from the established student publication Promień which followed
the PPS line.4 Zjednoczenie’s first issue, whose editor in chief and publisher was
Grossman, appeared in February 1905. It began a series of articles on the differ-
ent socialist organisations in Russia, where the social crisis associated with the
Russo-JapaneseWar and Russia’s defeat led to the outbreak of the 1905 revolu-
tion. The first article in the series outlined the politics of the Russian Social
Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) and quoted at length from a 1903 essay on
the national question byVladimir Ilych Lenin, notably his negative assessment
of the PPS.5
The message ‘From the editors’ explaining the appearance of Zjednoczenie,

promised a more open approach to socialist thought and, in contrast with the
PPS’s nationalism, stressed: ‘We will not just “tolerate” the Ruthenians, or deny
Jews the right to determine their nationality’.6 At this time, Grossman was
particularly concerned with the national question. He and other Jewish mem-
bers of the Party, both students and workers, were critical of its dismissive and
assimilationist attitude to the Jewishworking class, which they had been draw-
ing into socialist trade unions and associations.
From 1897, the Bund had successfully recruited Jewish workers into its own

ranks and trade unions under its leadership. In 1902, Grossman initiated sim-
ilar efforts to organise Jewish workers in Kraków into the Postęp association,7
affiliated with the PPSD, and then into PPSD-oriented unions. Grossman and
the other socialist students building Jewishworkers associations, togetherwith

4 ‘Zjednoczenie’ means ‘Unification’. ‘Promień’ means ‘The Ray’.
5 Lenin 1964, p. 460.
6 Grossman 1905c, ‘From the editors’, see below, p. 65.
7 ‘Postęp’ means ‘Progress’.



4 kuhn

the young workers they had drawn into politics, transformed themselves into
organic intellectuals of the working class. Similar processes were occurring in
L’viv and, to a limited extent, some smaller cities in Galicia.
The PPSD leadership, pre-eminently Daszyński but also Herman Diamand

andMaxZetterbaum, both Jews, argued that the Jewish populationwas embra-
cing higher Polish culture and language. The faster this took place, the better,
they argued. So devoting resources specifically to Jewish workers, outside elec-
tion campaigns, was a waste. Labour Zionists were making efforts to organise
Jewishworkers, in competitionwith the SocialDemocrats. Daszyński andother
leaders nevertheless regarded the successes of Grossman and his comrades,
together with their call for arrangements throughwhich Jewish socialists could
co-ordinate their activities across Galicia, as a threat to their control of the
Party and its Polish nationalist outlook. Given the PPSD’s hostility, covert pre-
parations for the establishment of a separate Jewish socialist workers party
began as early as August 1904. The PPSD’s leaders learnt about this activity and
the Party’s 1904 Congress condemned the notion of a separate party for Jewish
workers. Two weeks later, the PPSD dissolved the Jewish Agitation Committee
in L’viv.
Grossman wrote a pamphlet, The Proletariat Faced with the Jewish Ques-

tion, published in January 1905, tomake the case for a Jewish social democratic
party. It was couched as a response to articles on the Jewish question in the
prominent left political-cultural journal Krytyka.8 Tobiasz Aschkenaze, a Jew,
advocated Jewish assimilation to Polish culture. Under the pseudonymHenryk
Biro-Jakubowicz, the Bundist theoretician Bronisław Grosser, who Grossman
knew personally, provided a sober and favourable account of his organisation’s
history and policies. But the target of Grossman’s polemic was the initial con-
tribution to the discussion, by prominent PPS theorist Kazimierz Kelles-Krauz,
writing under the pseudonym Michał Luśnia. In making a case for the recog-
nition of eastern European Jews as a nation, against the dominant view in his
Party, Kelles-Krauz was attempting to win the Bund over to the PPS’s primary
goal of Polish independence.9
On the basis of the rise of Zionism, which Grossman identified as a bour-

geois movement, Luśnia concluded that the Jews had achieved national con-
sciousness and become a nation. Luśnia did relate the rise of nationalism to

8 ‘Krytyka’ means ‘Critique’.
9 For more detailed discussions of Kelles-Krauz’s position on the Jewish question, including

more extensive quotations from his article in English, see Sobelman 1990 and Snyder 1997
particularly pp. 191–201.
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the development of capitalism. But, the pamphlet maintained, his approach
was idealist rather than materialist and ignored class divisions in Jewish soci-
ety. Grossman insisted that there were two Jewish questions. The bourgeois
Jewish question concerned the Polish capitalist class’s oppression of Jewish
workers and competition with Jewish capitalists. These consequences of cap-
italism would be eliminated by socialism. The Jewish working class’s Jewish
question concerned its own effective organisation. This analysis, although it
reproduced the rationale for Austrian Social Democracy’s adoption of a federal
structure in 1896 and 1897, ignored the racism that affected all Jews, if in differ-
ent ways. Jewish workers were not only disadvantaged by their lack of a social
democratic organisation of their own; antisemitism profoundly affected many
aspects of their lives. There were parallels betweenGrossman’s position on this
issue in his polemical pamphlet and the way Rosa Luxemburg and the SDKPiL,
in their justified hostility to PPS’s nationalism, failed to grasp the significance
of national oppression.10
Grossman’s perspective embodied a far more consistent class orientation

than Luśnia’s. While Luśnia sought to win the Bund over to the view that the
pursuit of Polish independence was the priority in the current stage of the
struggle for socialism, for Grossman independent working-class organisation
and the struggle between capital and labour were fundamental.
In his argument for the establishment in Galicia of an independent Jew-

ish social democratic party, like the Bund, Grossman engaged in exaggeration,
in an effort to straighten out socialist opinion. Both Luśnia and Vinitisky –
a pseudonym of Vladimir Medem, an influential Bundist leader and theor-
etician – were unsure whether the Jews in Eastern Europe would eventually
assimilate or not. According to Grossman, they were wrong: with industrialisa-
tion, as more and more Jewish artisans became workers in enterprises run by
Jewish capitalists, the main tendency was a decline in the need to learn Pol-
ish. Furthermore, Yiddish literature and culture was expanding in scope and
quality. It was possible and simpler tomake amuch stronger case for establish-
ing specific organisational forms for Jewish workers by demonstrating, in these
terms, that they were a distinct section of the Polish (and Russian) proletariat,
with their own language and customs which they would not abandon in the
space of a few years. Such an approach was quite compatible with Grossman’s
insight that ‘It is not the Jew who subsides into capitalist society but modern
capitalism that encroaches upon Jewry!’11

10 See Luxemburg 1976.
11 Grossman 1905a, The Proletariat Faced with the Jewish Question, see below p. 58.
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In the socialist camp, Grossman argued more persuasively, the ‘legend’ of
the superiority of Polish culture and the need for Jews to assimilate to it ghet-
toised Jewish workers and hindered their participation in the struggle against
capitalism. Given the PPSD’s legitimate outrage at assimilationist policies that
discriminated against Poles in Germany’s Polish provinces, its attitude to Jews
in Galicia was hypocritical. The pamphlet concluded that the establishment of
a Jewish party, alongside the other national organisations in the general Aus-
trian Social DemocraticWorkers Party would destroy the vestiges of the ghetto
within the working class.
With its lapses into breathlessness, florid prose and show-off references,The

Proletariat Faced with the Jewish Questionwas Grossman’s first knownwork. He
was capable of a more direct and effective political style: these deficiencies
were not apparent in his writings published a few months later. A brief refer-
ence to themethodology of considering a tendency and its counter-tendencies,
in relation to the process of Jewish assimilation, on the other hand, foreshad-
owed his identification of its significance in Marx’s discussion of movements
in the rate of profit.12
The appearance of Zjednoczenie provided PPSD leaders with the opportun-

ity to purge Grossman, a severe irritant because of his activities among Jewish
workers and efforts to spread ideas critical of the Party’s broader nationalist
politics. When he refused to renounce his association with Zjednoczenie, he
was expelled. Three weeks later, he reversed his position and was readmitted.
The PPSD Executive was compelled by pressure from hundreds of Party mem-
bers and Jewish workers, which it had not expected, to welcome Grossman
back. He returned to organise the impending split in the PPSD that created the
Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia (JSDP). Forced to choose between
the two projects he had been pursuing in parallel, the Bundist organisation of
Jewish workers and the effort to build a cross-national radical socialist current
in Galicia around Zjednoczenie, Grossman opted for the one that had already
won a significant working-class following. Meanwhile, Zjednoczenie contin-
ued to appear under a new editor in chief. But a Galician rival to the PPSD,
like the SDKPiL in competition with the PPS in the Congress Kingdom, never
emerged.
In early April, as secretary of the ‘Temporary (Secret) Committee of Jew-

ish Workers in Galicia’ Grossman sent a letter to the Foreign Committee of

12 Grossman 1905a, The Proletariat Faced with the Jewish Question, see below p. 61; Grossman
2017c; Grossmann 1992, pp. 130–4.
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the Bund, which foreshadowed the split and sought assistance in the form of
Yiddish literature and letters and articles for the new Party’s journal, because
‘we lack strength in writing in Yiddish’. Grossman’s own communications with
the Bund were written in Polish. Another letter to the Foreign Committee con-
cerned the smuggling of literature into the Russian Empire. On 27 July Gross-
man, then the JSDP’s secretary, explained his Party’s situation to Bundists in
Russian-occupiedPoland, possibly theBund’sWarsawCommittee, asking them
to send a competent person to edit the weekly newspaper which the JSDP
planned to publish in the near future.
In late March, inspired by the PPSD, the Galician Trade Union Conference

decided that its local associations and unions for Jewish workers would be
dissolved. The Jewish socialists accelerated their plans. They announced the
existence of their new Party and distributed its manifesto on May Day 1905.
In Kraków, 2,000 people attended the JSDP’s May Day demonstration, which
marched to join the PPSD’s rally in a display of working-class solidarity. Across
Galicia, the JSDP soon had about 2,000 members.
Grossman, not only the new Party’s founding secretary but also its principal

theorist, was the main author of its manifesto, What Do We Want? This and
his subsequent justifications for the JSDP’s existence recapitulated or expan-
ded on themes in The Proletariat Faced with the Jewish Question, in different
registers, to different audiences, emphasising different aspects of the case for
the Party. The manifesto was primarily addressed to Jewish social democrats
and highlighted the PPSD’s failure to organise Jewish workers effectively and
to combat Zionism. It was not, however, only published in Yiddish but was
also widely distributed in Polish, so that Polish members of the PPSD could
have direct knowledge of the new Party’s purposes. The JSDP finally ensured
that Jewish workers could participate as equals in the struggle for socialism,
around theGeneral Party’s programme, anddisavowed anydesire for a national
programme that set out specific demands concerning the Jews of Galicia. But
the PPSD immediately launched a campaign of slander and, in some places,
intimidation against the new organisation. The dominant axis in the organ-
ised General Austrian Social Democratic Workers Party (SDAPÖ), between the
PPSD and the German-Austrian Party, ensured that the JSDP was not admitted
to the federal organisation, alongside theCzech, Italian, South-Slav andUkrain-
ian Parties.
At this time, no effective left currents existed in the SDAPÖ and its con-

stituent parties. While there had been some opposition to the decision at the
PPSD’s 1904 Congress to consolidate the Party’s nationalist politics, the con-
cessions to Austrian imperialism of the German-Austrian Party’s leaders went
essentially unchallenged until the emergence of the small ‘Reichenberg left’
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later in the decade.13 So an alliance between the Jewish militants in Galicia
and other revolutionaries for common struggle in pursuit of internationalist
organisational structures and policies, including more serious efforts to com-
bat antisemitism, was impossible. In contrast to the situation in Russia, where
the Bolsheviks had built amilitant left current, there was in Galicia even less of
a plausible alternative to Bundism, i.e. the establishment of a separate party of
the Yiddish-speaking proletariat.
The Jewish Party’s ‘Reply to the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia’

answered the arguments and calumnies of the PPSD, in a special publication
before the JSDP’s founding Congress in June 1905. It was probably written by
Grossman, who had participated in a delegation which had put the case for
the JSDP directly to the Executive of the General Party in Vienna. The reply,
also issued in Polish as well as Yiddish, demonstrated that the leadership of
the Polish Party had been opportunistic and untrustworthy in its dealings with
Jewish activists, and was ignorant about the history of and rationale for the
General Austrian Party’s shift to a federal, national structure, which could read-
ily accommodate the Party of the Jewish proletariat. Daszyński’s own argument
for the autonomy of the PPS in Germany’s Polish provinces from the Social
Democratic Party of Germany (SPD) was equally valid for Jewish social demo-
crats in Galicia.
Between 1905 and 1907, there were intense working-class struggles over eco-

nomic and political demands across the Empire. The movement in Austria-
Hungary paralleled and was stimulated by developments across the border in
Russia, which culminated in the revolution of 1905–7. The JSDP grew rapidly,
despite the hostility of the PPSD and theGeneral Party. It organisedmanywork-
ers into Vienna-based social democratic trade unions for the first time, mobil-
ised them in strikes, boycotts and political demonstrations, particularly in the
Empire-wide campaign for universal male suffrage, and undertook extensive
educational and propagandawork. On 5October it began to publish theweekly
Sotsial-Demokrat.
The JSDP’s growth (to a membership of 2,500) and activity strengthened its

appeal to the October 1905 Congress of the General Social Democratic Work-
ers Party of Austria (SDAPÖ) in Vienna, against the General Party Executive’s
condemnation of the Jewish organisation and refusal to admit it to the Aus-
trian social democratic federation. Grossman prepared two large broadsheets
in German to make the JSDP’s case for recognition. Report to the Congress of
the General Austrian Social Democratic Party elaborated on the analysis in

13 The current was based in Reichenberg, now Liberec in the Czech Republic, around Josef
Strasser. See Hautmann 1970 and Strasser 1982.
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What DoWeWant?, providing an account of the political economy of the Jew-
ish working class in Galicia and detailed information about the JSDP’s growth
and activities. Most of To the Social Democrats of Austria recycled material
from the ‘Reply to the Polish Social Democratic Party’. It emphasised the JSDP’s
orthodoxy, hostility to Zionism, right to a place in the federal Austrian Party
and the PPSD’s execrable record of relations with the Jewish working class.
In the face of the revolutionary movement in Russia and the activities of

the St Petersburg Soviet, the Tsar promised a constitution and a parliament on
the day the Austrian General Party Congress opened. In the climate of rising
working-class self-confidence and activity, the Congress was preoccupied with
the campaign for universal male suffrage in Austria. The JSDP’s representat-
ives, including Grossman, agreed that discussion of their appeal could be post-
poned. But the appeal nevermade it back onto a Congress agenda and the JSDP
remained outside the General Party. There was, however, some sympathy for
the Jewish Party among Czech social democrats. Grossman repackaged mater-
ial from earlier explanations of his organisation’s existence for an article, ‘The
Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia’, published in the Czech Party’s the-
oretical journal, in early 1906. In The Proletariat in the Face of the Jewish Ques-
tion, he had argued thatMarx’s comments about the fate of the Jews, in his very
early workOn the JewishQuestion, had been superseded by later developments.
The point was now bolstered by a comparison with Engels’s 1852 observation
(then still attributed to Marx) that the Czech nation was dying out.
While admission to the General Austrian Party had been ruled out, at least

for the time being, the Bund encouraged the Jewish Party. One of the Bund’s
founders, Shmuel Gozhansky, addressed the JSDP’s secondCongress, at the end
of May 1906. The two organisations’ political affinity was apparent in a success-
ful motion, moved by Grossman, to demand national cultural autonomy. The
motion constituted a major, formal shift away from his and the JSDP’s earlier
contention that, for the working class, the Jewish question was just a matter
of Jewish workers’ right to their own organisation. The proposal for national
cultural autonomywas formulated by the prominent SDAPÖ theorist Karl Ren-
ner in 1899 and adopted by the Bund in 1901, although only raised as one of its
immediate demands in 1905. National cultural autonomymeant the devolution
of responsibility for educational and cultural matters to democratic, national
bodies which would administer the affairs of their nations, wherever in the
state its members lived.14 For the Bund and JSDP, though not Renner, the Jews
were a non-territorial nation, equally entitled to national cultural autonomy.

14 See Synopticus (i.e. Renner) 1899; Tobias 1972, pp. 331–2; Gechtman 2005, p. 66.
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With considerable oratorical skill, Grossman’s report to the Congress ‘Our
Position on Electoral Reform’ outlined the struggle for universal male suffrage
in Austria and the importance of not fetishising legal, as opposed to illegal,
revolutionary forms of struggle. Hemoved that the Party commit itself to parti-
cipate in any general, mass strike called by the SDAPÖ over the demand. Enthu-
siastically received, his speech also discussed rival proposals for the reform of
the Austrian state and made the case for establishing institutions for national
cultural autonomy.
The argument that none of the proposals for electoral reform – proportional

representation, national curia, nationally uniform electorates and strictly geo-
graphical electorates with universal, equal male suffrage, which he favoured –
would eliminate the national struggles which paralysed the parliament and
hindered the class struggle, was convincing. On the other hand, assigning
responsibility for education and other national matters to cultural national
institutions, he declared likeMedem in 1904, could disarm national conflicts.15
Although such arrangements might reduce, it was an illusion to think that
they could eliminate entrenched, systemic, if informal racism in employment,
for example, or the discriminatory possibilities of many economic and other
policies, let alone in any formula for the allocation of resources to national cul-
tural institutions.
Implementing national cultural autonomy would also, Grossman main-

tained, contribute to the preservation of a democratised multi-national Aus-
trian state. He shared this positive attitude to the Austrian state with the
German-Austrian Social DemocraticWorkers Party. Its stancewas in sharp con-
trast to themore consistent opposition to national oppression expressed in the
support of Russian social democrats, both Bolsheviks and Mensheviks, for the
right of nations to self-determination, including secession from the Russian
state. National oppression was a feature of both Empires. In Russia, however,
it was particularly stark. Local ruling classes had some influence over Austria’s
provincial administrations, which had responsibilities exercised with a degree
of autonomy from the central government.
A fewmonths after the JSDP’s second Congress, Grossman ambitiously pro-

posed that the Party could hegemonise Jewish opposition in Galicia to the
conservative regimes in L’viv and Vienna. His two-part article in the Sotsial-
Demokrat, ‘On Our Agitation and Propaganda’, outlined the Party’s achieve-
ments and suggested that it could go on to win over petty-bourgeois and even
bourgeois Jews, and stand candidates in elections.Thiswould require anexpan-

15 Medem 1943, p. 216.
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sion of its agitation and propaganda beyond the current preoccupation with
internal party and trade union affairs to include the politics in the municipal
governments and local Jewish councils, and the activities of Galician politi-
cians in the Sejmand the lower house of the imperial parliament, theReichsrat.
Karol Einäugler, a JSDP founder and leader in L’viv, counselled against this. The
Party was still vulnerable to PPSD attacks on the trade union branches asso-
ciated with it, while the prospects for electoral success were very slim.16 This
sober judgement provedmore accurate.While it did not experience anymajor
setbacks, the JSDP’s rapid early growth was not sustained, as the level of class
struggle subsided. The Party did not stand a candidate in the first elections
under universal male suffrage to the Reichsrat, in 1907.
There was no controversy over Grossman’s article, ‘Polish Club, Jewish Club

and Zionist Charlatanry’, later in September 1906. In response to the an-
nouncement that Adolf Stand was to be the Zionist candidate for Kraków in
a Reichsrat by-election, it expressed the JSDP’s firmly established hostility to
Zionism. Stand’s goal of setting up a Jewish Club, i.e. caucus, in the Reichsrat,
as opposed to the conservative Polish Club, would not serve the interests of
Jewish workers. A Zionist Jewish Club would simply be the Jewish equivalent
of the Polish Club, attempting to unite Jews under the leadership of the dom-
inant classes.
On 11 April 1907, Grossman addressed a large publicmeeting of voters, called

by the JSDP, in mainly Jewish Kazimierz on the question of ‘Who Should the
Kazimierz Electorate Vote for?’, in the first elections under universal male
suffrage to theReichsrat on 14May.The candidateswere the conservative archi-
tect, deputy mayor of Kraków and recipient of public construction contracts
Józef Sare and Adolf Gross, a very successful left liberal lawyer and member of
the Krakówmunicipal council. Both had been invited to attend. Gross did, Sare
did not.
Grossman criticised Sare’s conservative, clerical politics, backed by the

kahal, the council of the local Jewish community, dominated by bosses, and
his commitment to join the Polish Club in the Reichsrat if he was elected. That
was a commitment to the ruling, antisemitic clique which was responsible for
the misery of Jews in Galicia. He also attacked the Zionists, who were standing
candidates in other predominantly Jewish electorates, had entirely neglected
Austrian politics until recently and were proposing to set up a Jewish national
caucus in the Reichsrat. The JSDP demanded recognition of Yiddish in pub-
lic administration and the introduction of Yiddish instruction into primary

16 Eyneygler 1906.
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schools, and identified the rulers of Galicia as the main obstacles to Jewish
workers’ cultural and political development. The successful motion Grossman
moved supported Gross. It called on him not to join the Polish or the Jewish
Club, to vote with the social democrats on labour questions, and endorsed the
principle of national cultural autonomy as the means to resolve the national
and Jewish questions.
The indictment of the idea of a Jewish Club suggested a more precise ana-

lysis of Zionism as a petty-bourgeois rather than a bourgeois movement.While
Zionism certainly had capitalist sponsors, most Jewish members of the cap-
italist class, in Austria and elsewhere, were more comfortable with liberal or
even conservative political parties. Grossman’s characterisation of Zionism as
petty-bourgeois was explored further in his pamphlet Bundism inGalicia pub-
lished early in 1908.17 The study outlined and drew lessons from the experience
of the Jewish socialist movement in Galicia, including a tacit repudiation of his
and the JSDP’s justification for the Party’s existence as a purely organisational
expedient, as Grossman was withdrawing from intimate involvement with its
struggles.
Having handed over the post of JSDP secretary in May 1906, in October

he ceased to be the legally responsible editor and publisher of the Sotsial-
Democrat. Grossman attended the seminars of the first Marxist professor at
a German-speaking university, the economic historian Carl Grünberg, during
the winter semester of 1906–7 at the University of Vienna. As the pace of class
struggle declined, particularly after the first Reichsrat elections under universal
male suffrage inMay 1907, he started taking the final exams for his lawdegree in
Krakówand then embarked on an academic career bymoving toVienna,where
he undertook postgraduate research under Grünberg. The move was also asso-
ciatedwithhis relationshipwith JaninaReicher, a painter fromawealthy Jewish
family in Congress Poland. He and Janina married there in late 1908.
Grossman’s continued authority in the JSDPwas indicated by the prominent

role he played at the JSDP’s third Congress in October 1908. Despite the immin-
ence of his departure from Galicia, he was re-elected to the Executive. He was
again returned to the executive at the Party’s fourth Congress in 1910. Only from
October 1911 did JSDP Congresses elect Executives without him.

Bundism in Galicia made a more persuasive case for the JSDP than Gross-
man’s previous publications. It argued that the existence of the JSDP was far
from being the consequence of Zionist influences, as both Zionists and mem-

17 Although the year on its title page was 1907, and it originally appeared as an article series
from September to November 1907 in the Sotsial-Demokrat.
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bers of the PPSD contended. Jewish workers in Galicia had in fact been a van-
guard of the Austrian social democratic movement when they argued in 1892
for a federation of national parties, even though their own organisation rapidly
collapsed.
Furthermore, Grossman now asserted, federalism was not simply a tech-

nical means to advance the class struggle, as he and the PPSD had previously
maintained. Now he regarded the achievement of such an organisation as an
aspect of the wider struggle for equal national rights in the Austrian state.
He endorsed the SDAPÖ’s federalist approach to socialist organisation and its
German-Austrian Party’s position on the way in which the state should accom-
modate different nations. Grossmandid not recognise that the first relieved the
parties of different nations of responsibility to whole-heartedly participate in
each other’s struggles against national oppression and weakened the scope for
coherent assaults on the state. For the German-Austrian Party, the second, in
the form of national cultural autonomy, was an excuse for supporting the pre-
servation of the Austrian state in its current borders.
The situation in the Russian Empire was different. From 1903, the pro-

gramme of the RSDLP and its Bolshevik andMenshevik factions, mainly made
up of members of the dominant nationality, included the right of oppressed
nations to secede from the Empire and affirmed the right of minorities to
education and dealings with state institutions in their own languages. When
the Bund reaffiliated to the RSDLP in 1906, neither organisation regarded the
Bund’s policy of national cultural autonomy as an obstacle.
The PPSD’s and Zionists’ approaches to the struggle against antisemitism

were fundamentally defective. They abstained from engaging in it seriously,
because they held that full Jewish emancipation would only occur in the indef-
inite future with, respectively, the achievement of socialism or a Jewish state
in Palestine. In the meantime, the PPSD preached Jewish assimilation to Pol-
ish culture and the Polish language. In an insightful analysis of the failure of
assimilation in Galicia, Grossman pointed out that it had been a possibility
for a substantial layer of educated Jews, as the newly established autonomous
government in Galicia from the late 1860s recruited personnel into its rap-
idly expanding local administration and schools. That process was concluded
by the end of the 1880s. From then on, it was much more difficult for Jews
to find such jobs. The response of the Jewish petty bourgeoisie was Zionism.
Jewish workers began to set up their own social democratic associations. But
the increasingly nationalist PPSD blocked their path to an autonomous Jewish
social democratic party, beside those of other nations in Austria. The Zionists
therefore faced weak competition in their efforts to win over workers. Jew-
ish workers themselves were the crucial ‘subjective’ factor in the struggles to
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achieve equal rights for Jews, in accord with the Marxist principle that ‘the
emancipation of the working classmust be the act of the working class itself ’.18
Grossman’s broad argument, that the PPSD’s failure to allow Jewish work-

ers to establish their own Galician organisation was responsible for the disap-
pearance of their local associations during the late 1890s, carries weight. His
account of the specific mechanism, the Polish Party’s softness on both Jew-
ish and Christian clericalism, is flimsier. In the absence of other evidence, the
examples he used to justify this accusation lookmore like sensible concessions
to workers’ religious beliefs, in order to reinforce their involvement in strike
action, than a general policy of capitulation to reactionary ideas. The local
Jewish workers associations had to deal with increasingly adverse conditions,
beyond the PPSD’s control, from the late 1890s.Therewas awave of state repres-
sionof social democratic activity, acrossGalicia, following antisemitic pogroms
provoked by a populist peasant leader in 1898, and a serious economic reces-
sion from 1899 until 1902. But the PPSD was responsible for the absence of an
effective mechanism through which Jewish social democrats in local workers
associations could support each other across Galicia and this certainly played
a role in the collapse of the associations.
It was not Zionism, directly or through the Bund, Grossman contented, but

rather objective circumstances that led Jewish socialists to set up their own
independent party. The influence of the Bund clarified and helped accelerate
the process. Given the reality of Austrian Social Democracy’s federal structure
and the PPSD’s indifference to their situation, only a separate social democratic
party of Yiddish-speaking, Jewishworkers could facilitate their participation in
struggles for socialism and arrangements to end national oppression. Bundism
in Galicia can therefore also be regarded as a response to Otto Bauer’s influen-
tialTheQuestion of Nationalities and Social Democracy, which denied that Jews
were a nation and attacked JSDP.19

From Bundism to Communism

After taking up residence in Vienna, Grossman remained a Bundist social
democrat. In 1910, he delivered a lecture for his Party’s small Viennese organ-
isation, on the economic history of Jews in Galicia. But there is currently little
evidence of the specifics of Grossman’s political views from his re-election to

18 Engels 1990a, p. 517.
19 Bauer 2000, pp. 291–308.



introduction 15

the JSDP’s Executive in 1910 until after his discharge from theAustro-Hungarian
Army in 1919. His two longer publications on the early economic history of
Galicia, in Polish and German were, however, informed by a diplomatically
phrased historical materialism. They punctured the nationalist myth that
Galicia’s economic backwardness was due to the policies of the Habsburg
Empire, as opposed to the attitudes and power of the local, Polish nobility. The
Polish study sympathetically compared Joseph II’s mercantilist efforts to trans-
form relations of production in Austria with the programme of contemporary
socialism.20 And in 1912 and 1913 he helped to clear Karl Radek’s name.
On 21 August 1912, Radek had been expelled from the Social Democracy of

the Kingdom of Poland and Lithuania, on spurious grounds relating to activit-
ies many years before. Radek was a leading member of an opposition faction
in the SDKPiL, allied with the Bolsheviks, and a leftist in the Social Democratic
Party of Germany, living andworking as a journalist on social democratic news-
papers in Germany. The SDKPiL set up an inquiry into Radek which assembled
material but dissolved before delivering a verdict and before his expulsion. The
left-dominatedBremen SPD inaugurated its own inquiry to establish the justice
of Radek’s expulsion from the SDKPiL, shortly after it took place. That inquiry
clearedhim, but the SPD right used the expulsion as an excuse to excludeRadek
from the German Party, as well, in 1913. He was eventually cleared in 1914, by
a third inquiry established by the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party, to
which the SDKPiL was affiliated.
Grossman had been a member of Ruch’s executive and the investigative

committee which, in 1904, had exonerated Radek of some of the charges that
were later resuscitated. His testimony, in ‘Letters about the Radek Affair’ and
other, later documentswhichhavenot survived,Grossmandeclared thatRuch’s
arbitration court had settled the matters and they should not have been raised
again. In signing the very formal letter he wrote to the Bremen Inquiry into the
accusations, Grossman referred to and emphasised his law degree. Although
clearly motivated by a sense of justice, in doing so he also gave political com-
fort to dissidents in the SDKPiL, particularly strong inside Russian-occupied
Poland, sections of the SPD’s left and the Bolsheviks, against the leadership of
the SDKPiL and the rightwing of the SPD. At this time,Grossmanwas clearly on
friendly terms with both Radek and Feliks Dzierżinski, who were on opposite
sides in the SDKPiL faction fight.21 Both were later leaders of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU).

20 Grossman 1911; and Grossmann 1914. English translations of these studies will be included
in the fourth volume of this series.

21 See Untersuchungskommission 1914, pp. 14–21; Strobel 1974, pp. 371–7; Radek 1913.
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In Vienna, Grossman’s studies under Grünberg resulted in several publica-
tions on Habsburg economic policy in Galicia during the eighteenth century
and the history of statistical collections in the Empire. His book on Habsburg
trade policy in Galicia was recognised as his higher doctoral thesis by the Uni-
versity of Frankfurt am Main in 1927. Janina and Henryk were in Paris, where
her work appeared in at least two exhibitions, for a period during 1910 and 1911.
Their first son was born there in 1910, their second in Vienna in 1914.
Before the First World War, Grossman’s views on the relationship between

working-class consciousness and organisation placed him on the left wing of
the socialist movement like others, including Lenin and Luxemburg as well as
JulesGuesde andHenryHyndman, pioneeringMarxists in France andEngland,
who thought of themselves as orthodox social democrats. Their responses to
theWar and theRussianRevolutions of 1917 indicated the extent of their leftism
and commitment to the politics of working-class self-emancipation. Conscrip-
ted in 1915, Grossman served on the eastern front, before a transfer in 1916 to
undertake research for the recently established Scientific Committee for the
War Economy of the War Ministry, in Lublin, the administrative centre of the
Austrian-occupied sector of the Congress Kingdom of Poland.
During theWar, Grossman was able to write studies of the history of census

collections in Austria and, more closely related to his military post, on the
organisation of credit in the Congress Kingdom. The Russian Revolutions of
February and November 1917 took place while he was stationed in Lublin. In
December 1917 a transfer relocated him inVienna towork on economic aspects
of the peace negotiations with Russia, in theWar Economy Section of theWar
Ministry. This position provided better opportunities than those available to
most inhabitants of the Austro-Hungarian Empire to gain an understanding
of what was going on in Russia. Like Lenin and Luxemburg and in contrast
to Victor Adler, Jules Guesde, Henry Hyndman and Georgii Plekhanov, Gross-
manmaintainedhis commitment toworkers revolutionbybreakingwith social
democracy and becoming a Communist.
The racist policies of the new, rump Austrian state, under social democratic

leadership, led to the lapse of a preliminary offer of a post in the Austrian Stat-
istical Commission to Grossman. Deemed a citizen of the new Polish Republic,
hemoved toWarsaw in 1919. Even before taking up a senior position at the Pol-
ish Central Statistical Office in December, he delivered a paper on the theory
of economic crises in Kraków, which became his first attributed publication on
Marxist economic theory. An aspect of his revolutionary politics, he regarded
capitalism as inherently crisis prone.22

22 See Grossman 2017d.
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At the Statistical Office, Grossman was soon in charge of designing new Pol-
ishRepublic’s first population census.While there, he published several articles
related to this work.
In 1920 he joined the Communist Workers Party of Poland (KPRP). Gross-

man’s writings and behaviour until his death in 1950 were informed by a Com-
munist outlook. That also made his loyalty as a servant of the Polish state sus-
pect. Appointment to a full professorship in economic policy at the private Free
University of Poland in 1922 provided more secure employment. But he was
arrested five times and did prison stretches of up to eight months because of
his political activity, particularly in the illegal Communist Party’s front organ-
isations.
At the FreeUniversity, Grossman published several studies of economic the-

ory and economic history, and worked on the first part of a new translation
of the first volume of Marx’s Capital, eventually published by the publish-
ing house Ksiąka, controlled by the KPRP, in 1926.23 The same publisher had
already issued a volume of Marx’s writings – his Critique of the Gotha Program
and related letters to Ludwig Kugelmann – translated, edited and introduced
by Grossman, shortly before the fortieth anniversary of Marx’s death, inMarch
1923. The introduction, ‘Notes on the History of Socialism in Poland Forty
Years Ago’, was a pioneering survey of a dramatic shift in early Polish recep-
tions of socialist ideas and particularly Marx’s analyses.
In 1874, an initial, clear-sighted and even sympathetic account by a Cath-

olic priest and professor at the Jagiellonian University in Kraków was pub-
lished. Stefan Pawlicki wrote from a conservative perspective highly critical of
capitalism, before a Polish socialist movement had emerged. Just a few years
later, other prominent intellectuals responded to the establishment of the first
socialist organisation in Poland, in 1878, with rabid hostility, distortion and
lies. Grossman, who as an undergraduate attended six of Pawlicki’s university
courses, seems to have had a soft spot for the old priest. He also used the oppor-
tunity to mock Leon Biliński’s outrageous lies about socialists in an address to
students in 1882, when he was the rector of the University in L’viv. Biliński, an
economist, was later the Austro-Hungarian Minister of Finance and had been
the first Finance Minister of independent Poland, in 1919.
The final section of Grossman’s introduction outlined the background to the

Critique of the Gotha Program and the history of its publication. It also offered
criticism, from a Communist perspective, of bourgeois Marx experts; the lead-
ership of the SPD; its preeminent theoretician Karl Kautsky; and, by implica-

23 ‘Ksia̧ka’ means ‘Book’.
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tion, their successors and cothinkers who had attempted to ‘adapt Marxism to
the opportunistic practices of everyday life’.24
Repression for his Communist affiliation and activities, and the offer of a

well-paid post at the Institute for Social Research, whose director was Carl
Grünberg, led Grossman into qualified exile in Germany: so long as he was not
involved in Polish politics, he was allowed to visit Poland. The Institute was
associated with the University of Frankfurt am Main, and Grossman received
an appointment there. He is best known for his work on economic theory, pub-
lished during his period in Frankfurt, between 1925 and 1933: a series of essays
andTheLawof AccumulationandBreakdownof theCapitalist System,BeingAlso
a Theory of Crisis.25

Leninism, Stalinism andMarxist Economic Theory

Grossman’s ‘Notes on the History of Socialism’ included a communist critique
of social democracy.Workshepublishedwhenhe lived inFrankfurt dealtwith a
much broader range of political issues. His conception of revolutionary politics
should be readily apparent to disinterested readers of The Law of Accumula-
tion, let alone those who bother to look at works which preceded and followed
it, where his Leninist approach is explicit.26 That did not prevent reformist
and Stalinist critics, and their equally deluded successors to the present, from
accusing himof having amechanical theory of capitalist breakdown,which left
no place for political action.27 From the early 1930s, thismisrepresentation also
required blindness to Grossman’s explicit or, more accurately, blatant expres-
sions of his political views in substantial entries in Ludwig Elster’s Dictionary
of Economics.
These embodied a commitment to interventionist Marxist politics, elabor-

ated by Lenin, that are very far from the mechanical approach often attributed
to Grossman. The Bolshevik leader’s ‘ “keen practicality”, his rare ability to fore-
see future developments in the essential features of the circumstances of the
moment, is just the result of his theoretical superiority in assessing the total

24 Grossman 1923, ‘On the History of Socialism in Poland’, see below, p. 206.
25 See Grossman 2017a; and Grossmann 1992 (an abridged translation. A full translation will

appear as the third volume in this series).
26 Grossmann 1992, pp. 33, 95; Grossman 2017e, p. 143; Grossman 2017b, p. 385.
27 For example, Helene Bauer 1929; Braunthal 1929; Varga 1930; Sweezy 1942, pp. 211, 214;

Foster and McChesney 2010, pp. 52–5.
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process of capitalism’.28 So Grossman endorsed Lenin’s far from mechanical
conception of the transition from capitalism to socialism and, crucially, the
role of a Marxist party in a revolution. The entry on the Communist Interna-
tional referred favourably to its statutes, adopted at its secondCongress in 1920,
paraphrasing them: ‘The Party … must not simply be the masses’ advocate; as
their leader, it must be ahead of them and show them theway forward’.29 In his
discussion of the German Communist Party’s failed revolutionary uprising in
1921, Grossman also argued that a revolutionary party cannot substitute itself
for the working class, the only force capable of making the socialist revolution.
The success of the revolution depends on the party winning the class to follow
its lead: ‘The conquest of power can, however, only be achieved by the masses
and not by the struggles of their vanguard’.30
The degeneration and recent defeat of the Russian Revolution, in other

words Stalinism, distorted Grossman’s understanding of political develop-
ments in Russia and the history of Marxist currents there, before and after the
Revolution, as it did the views of the vastmajority of thosewhowere Commun-
ists at the time.

When Grünberg was incapacitated by a stroke in 1930, Grossman took over his
task of writing entries on very diverse socialist topics, requiring familiaritywith
extensive literatures, for the expanded fourth edition of Elster’s Dictionary. Its
three volumeswerepublished in 1931, 1932 and 1933.TheDictionarywas a stand-
ard reference work on economics, broadly understood, including entries on
theories, institutions, movements and individuals. Grossman updated Grün-
berg’s ‘Social Democracy’ in the previous, 1911 edition, for ‘Social Democratic
and Communist Parties’. He rewrote or expanded others: the ‘Second Inter-
national’ section of ‘The Internationals’; ‘Anarchism’, which incorporated sub-
stantial passages by Grünberg; and ‘Christian and religious socialism’, attrib-
uted to both Grünberg and Grossman.
Grossman also wrote new entries related to socialism: ‘Bolshevism’; the

‘Third International’ section of ‘The Internationals’; ‘Lenin, Vladimir Ilyich’, his
longest biographical essay; and accounts of 12 other deceased Marxists and
leftists. He was a contemporary of all these individuals, apart from Alexander
Herzen and Olinde Rodrigues. The length of his contributions, an indicator of
Grossman’s political views, ranged from a couple of hundred words, on Rodrig-

28 Grossmann 1932h, ‘Lenin (pseudnym for Ulyanov), Vladimir Ilyitsch’, see below, p. 417.
29 Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Third International’, see below, p. 383.
30 Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Third International’, see below, p. 392.
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ues, to over 20,000 words, on Bolshevism.31 One entry was included in the first
volume of Grossman’s works.32 ‘The Further Development of Marxism to the
Present’, which he appended to Grünberg’s entry on ‘Socialist Ideas and Theor-
ies: I Socialism and Communism’, included extensive discussions of the history
of Marxist political practice, as well as Marxist economic theory.
These entries provided useful information, with qualifications, about their

subjects. They also demonstrated Grossman’s own revolutionary Marxist out-
look. Together they can be regarded as components of a single, partisan narrat-
ive about the history of socialism. Their presence in a mainstream reference
work is remarkable. Grossman contrasted Marxist politics, oriented to mass
working-class organisation, struggle and revolution, with rival currents within
the working class, principally reformism and anarchism. He used the attitudes
of individuals and organisations to imperialism, war and the Bolshevik revolu-
tion as indices of the adequacy of their politics.
Grossman’s closeness to the Communist Party of Germany (KPD) and sup-

port for the Soviet Union are readily apparent in the entries on the Second
and Third Internationals, Bolshevism, Lenin, and social democratic and Com-
munist parties.33 These tended to reproduce early 1930s official Communist
interpretations and misportrayals of events. It is not at all surprising, as Gross-
man later recalled, that KPD leaders were grateful for his essay on Bolshev-
ism.34
Overall and particularly in the Soviet Union, Stalinism was counter-revolu-

tionary both as practical politics and ideology that falsified history to justify
its policy zigzags.35 The unexpected form of the counter-revolution in Russia
nevertheless meant that many dedicated Communists elsewhere still regarded
their movement and themselves as revolutionary, and engaged in some activ-
ities which advanced workers’ interests. This was certainly the case for Gross-
man. Furthermore, his acceptance of Stalinist positions on some issues did not
lead him to give up his concept, dating back at least three decades, of Marxism
as a theory of working-class self-emancipation; belief in the need for a party,
along the lines of the Bolsheviks, as a necessary precondition for successful
workers’ revolution; or continued advocacy of his own pioneering elaboration

31 Grossmann’s and Grünberg’s longer contributions were republished in Grossmann and
Grünberg 1971.

32 See Grossman 2017b.
33 It was also explicit in his correspondence, seeGrossman 2017f; Grossman 2017g; Grossman

2017h.
34 Grossman 1948.
35 See Trotsky 1972.
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of Marxist economic theory that had been explicitly denounced by official
mouthpieces of the Stalinised Communist movement inside and outside Rus-
sia.
It is also notable that, in contrast to his fulsome treatment of Lenin, Gross-

man did not take advantage of the numerous opportunities his narratives
offered to express praise, even in passing, for Stalin’s personal contributions to
Marxist theory or leadership of the SovietUnion, as opposed to simply acknow-
ledging the victory of the ‘Stalin-tendency’ in the CPSU and the validity of its
policies. Another indicator that Grossman’s acceptance of Stalinism was not
unqualified was his recognition of Trotsky’s contributions between 1917 and
1923 and inclusion of his works in bibliographies at the end of entries. Among
these was The Permanent Revolution, particularly anathematised by Stalin and
his acolytes, and The Third International after Lenin, which provided devastat-
ing criticisms of the International’s policies.
‘The Second International’ noted that organisation’s hostility to anarch-

ism and its inclusion of elements hostile to revolutionary Marxism from its
foundation in 1889. Grossman nevertheless argued that its politics were pre-
dominantly revolutionary until around 1905. His indices were the resolutions
on imperialism of its Congresses and the related issue of national self-deter-
mination, militarism and war, and collaboration with bourgeois parties. Even
during its revolutionary period, he made clear, issues were fudged, particularly
to accommodate the International’s largest party, the Social Democratic Party
of Germany (SPD).
A centre current, between the reformist right and revolutionary left,

emerged in the International around the turn of the century. At the 1900 Con-
gress, Kautsky’s resolution, which did not rule out socialists participating in
bourgeois governments, was adopted. While the International’s position was
strengthened in 1904, in line with a shift to the left in the SPD, the reformists
continued to gain strength and therewas an emphasis on unity. This contrasted
with the organisational separation, Grossman pointed out, betweenMenshev-
iks and Bolsheviks that resulted from the 1903 Congress of the RSDLP. It should
be noted, however, that this split was not andwas not understood at the time as
a definitive organisational division between reformists and revolutionaries.36
In the spirit of Engels’s and Lenin’s assertions about an aristocracy of labour,
Grossman attributed the rise of reformism to the emergence of a layer of work-
ers bought off from class struggle by a share in wealth derived from imperialist
exploitation of colonies. More concretely and accurately, he noted that union

36 See Harding 1983, Volume 1, pp. 189–96; Cliff 1975, pp. 118–27.



22 kuhn

bureaucrats, keen to avoid sharp class confrontations which might endanger
their jobs and organisations, were the driving force of reformism inGermany.37
On the basis of the alleged capitulation by Bebel, Kautsky and the SPD Exec-

utive to the right of the Party and the trade union bureaucracy, in 1906 at the
Party’sMannheimCongress, Grossman argued that the Internationalwas dom-
inated by reformism from its 1907 Congress. This conclusion was problematic
for several reasons.
The leadership of the SPD had shifted decisively to the right. On the floor

of the Congress, however, Kautsky had not so much capitulated; rather, he was
outmanoeuvred. Unlike Bebel, he remained a centrist for several years after-
wards.38
Grossman’s account of the development of the International’s position on

the colonial question was also inaccurate. The congress resolution in 1900 did
not maintain the categorical rejection of colonialism enunciated in 1896; it
only condemned ‘bourgeois’ colonial policy.39 The resolution in 1904, which
Grossman regarded as a turning point, did not constitute a dramatic change,
only consolidating the 1900 position. In 1907, an effort to shift the Interna-
tional’s stance further to the right, by explicitly allowing the possibility of
colonial policy under a socialist government, was in fact defeated, when the
motion of the right-wing majority of the commission on the colonial question
was amended.40 The final resolution in 1907 did explicitly reconfirm those of
1900 and 1904. The spokesperson for the commissions on the colonial question
behind the successful motions of 1900, 1904 and the unsuccessful proposal in
1907 was Henri van Kol, on the quiet, the owner of a coffee plantation in the
Dutch East Indies.41
On the issue of militarism and war in 1907 at Stuttgart, a radical amend-

ment, proposed by Luxemburg, Lenin and, not mentioned by Grossman, the
Menshevik JuliusMartov, was incorporated into Bebel’smotion, which avoided
the issue of mass action. The resolution was then passed unanimously and
constituted a victory for the left rather than a rightward shift.42 So, while the
discussions at the Stuttgart Congress registered the German Party’s deepening
reformism, its impact on the International’s formal positions was still muted.

37 See Cliff 1957; Post 2010; Bramble 2012.
38 Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands 1906, p. 303; Schorske 1983, p. 51. See Kautsky

1909 for his continued centrism.
39 Second International 1896, p. 18; Second International 1900, pp. 25–6.
40 Second International 1904, pp. 23–4; Second International 1907, pp. 24–5.
41 Buschman and Pollmann 1987.
42 Congress 1907, pp. 64–6, 102, 104–5.
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One reason was that, as Grossman pointed out, the International’s resolutions
were not binding on its affiliates.
Revolutionaries, including Lenin, had a better appreciation of the 1907 Con-

gress’s outcome,43 even if, without the benefit of Grossman’s hindsight, they
were less aware of the pace at which the influence of reformismwas expanding
in the internationalmovement.The founder andoutstanding leader of German
Social Democracy, the entry ‘Bebel, August’ in Elster’s Dictionary explained,
obscured contradictions in the theory and practice of the social democratic
movement andwas evenprepared to vote forGermany’smilitary budget in 1913.
Later Congresses of the International provided further evidence for the

weaknesses of most of its affiliates’ commitment to revolutionary working-
class politics.The support of German-Austrian social democrats for the survival
of the Austrian Empire and opposition to the right of its oppressed nations
to national independence had prompted the Czech social democrats to split
the central Austrian union movement in 1909. In line with his own earlier
move away from Bundism to a Communist stance on the national question,
in ‘Adler, Victor’, Grossman criticised the father of Austrian socialism, con-
demning Austrian Social Democracy’s nationality programme, which did not
call for the right of nations to self-determination. The Copenhagen Congress of
the International, in 1910, placed unity above political clarity and principle, by
condemning the Czech ‘Separatists’ without declaring for the right of nations
to self-determination. The same Congress supported the bourgeois fantasy of
international arbitration as a means to avoid war.
The Second International collapsed on the outbreak of the FirstWorldWar.

In his entries ‘Adler, Victor’, ‘Hyndman, Henry Mayers’, ‘Guesde, Jules’ and
‘Plekhanov, Georgii Valentinovich’, Grossman outlined his subjects’ import-
ant roles in building Marxist organisations, popularising Marxist theory and,
particularly in Plekhanov’s case, creatively applying and developing Marxism.
He also identified the capitulation of these self-proclaimed orthodoxMarxists,
along with open reformists, to Austrian, British, French and Russian national-
ism, respectively.
The behaviour of the prominent US union organiser and left-wing socialist,

described in ‘Debs, Eugene’, was a dramatic contrast. Debs was an opponent
of business unionism and reformism in the Socialist Party of America. He was
gaoled for his opposition to the First World War. ‘De Leon, Daniel’ also dealt
with a prominent figure in the socialist movement in the United States. It
acknowledgedDe Leon’s revolutionaryMarxist politics, while noting his failure

43 See Lenin 1962f.
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to formulate an effective strategy for a Marxist party. Like De Leon, the French
socialist leader Jean Jaurès died shortly before the outbreak of the War but,
unlike him,was a reformist and not aMarxist. ‘Jaurès, Jean’, nevertheless and in
contrast with the standard Communist view, expressed considerable sympathy
for its subject’s capacities as an organiser and a principled socialist opponent
of war and imperialism, committed to class struggle and political interven-
tion.Thiswas in contrast toGuesde’s abstention fromengagementwith various
contemporary controversies, including the campaign against antisemitic per-
secution of the Jewish army captain, Alfred Dreyfus, in which Jaurès was very
active. Grossman also expressed sympathy for the commitment to working-
class struggle, critique of mainstream social democracy, opposition to theWar
and support for the Bolshevik revolution of a syndicalist andunorthodoxMarx-
ist, in ‘Sorel, Georges’. The entry did notmention Sorel’s association, from 1909
until 1914, with the proto-fascist Action française or his antisemitism. Later,
Grossman was highly critical of Sorel’s theory of political myths and inability
to grasp Marx’s economic theory.44
The historical background in the entry on ‘Bolshevism’ included valuable

material on pivotal economic and political developments in Russia back to the
seventeenth century, intellectual antecedents and the pioneering activities of
the Bund and Social Democracy of the Kingdom of Poland and Lithuania. It
paid particular attention to Lenin’s leadership of the social democratic move-
ment and then the Bolshevik faction and Party. Grossman’s shift from Bund-
ism to Communism was apparent in his recapitulation of Lenin’s critique of
the Bund’s federalism, without comment. The complementary entry ‘Lenin,
Vladimir Ilyich’ provided further information on Lenin’s political activities. It
mentioned Lenin’s 1899 critique of the way the Russian Narodniks had used
Simonde de Sismondi’s contention that capitalism depended on the existence
of non-capitalist markets and Luxemburg’s later development of the theory.
Grossmanhadpreviously dismissed theunderconsumptionist idea that foreign
markets were a prerequisite for capitalism in several publications and had also
written a monograph on Sismondi.45
Stalinist distortions of history are apparent in Grossman’s account of Bol-

shevism’s development after 1902, particularly the immediate implications of
the split at the RSDLP’s second Congress, in 1903, which refounded the Party;

44 See Grossmann 1929, p. 33.
45 For Grossman’s criticisms of the error of regarding capitalism as dependent on non-

capitalist markets, implicitly or explicitly directed against Luxemburg, see Grossman
2017d;Grossmann 1992, p. 41. Also see the later assessment,Grossman2017k,which tackled
Sismondi’s underconsumptionism.
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the portrayal of Lenin’s ideas about the coming Russian revolution as unchan-
ging between 1905 and 1917; the distinctiveness of Lenin’s attitude to the First
WorldWar; whatwas at stake in the factional disputes in the Soviet Communist
Party during the 1920s; and the significance of Soviet ‘planning’ from 1928.
The factional divide between Bolsheviks andMensheviks only emerged dur-

ing the RSDLP’s 1903 Congress, when Lenin still lacked a critique of the SPD’s
centrist leadership. Bolsheviks, unlike the Mensheviks, regarded the working
class as the leading force in the 1905 revolution and the struggle against the
autocracy. Nevertheless, on the basis of a swing to the left by theMenshevik fac-
tion and especially its working-class base, during the high point of the revolu-
tion from October until December 1905, Lenin favoured reunifying the RSDLP
and this took place at its fourth Congress in April–May 1906. Subsequently dif-
ferences deepened and, as Grossman noted in ‘Lenin’, the split was finalised by
the establishment of a separate Bolshevik Party in 1912, after the period of reac-
tion and intense faction fighting within Russian Social Democracy – involving
numerous currents, inside the Bolsheviks, in the Menshevik camp and out-
side both – that lasted until 1910.46 The assertion that Lenin already recognised
soviets as the embryo of a workers state, as opposed to a ‘provisional revolu-
tionary government’, in 1905 foreshortened developments by almost a dozen
years.47
While Grossman mentioned Lenin’s discussion of the ‘revolutionary demo-

cratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry’, which would modernise
Russian society and encroach on the power of capital in order to establish the
preconditions for socialism – the dictatorship of the proletariat – he did not
explain the shift from this conception to the one that informed the successful
pursuit of the immediate establishment of workers’ power, with the support
of the peasantry, in 1917. Grossman did indicate that the Bolsheviks extended
their ‘revolutionary goals’, but misleadingly implied that this took place well
before 1917.48 He therefore avoided a systematic discussion and explanation of

46 For a brief, tabular presentation of the changes in relations between the Bolsheviks and
Mensheviks, see Cliff 1989, p. 65.

47 Grossmann 1932h, ‘Lenin (pseudnym for Ulyanov), Vladimir Ilyitsch’, see below pp. 413.
48 See Lenin 1962g, pp. 28, 82; and Lenin 1964i, p. 341. For the timing of the shift in Lenin’s

position, see Cliff 1975, p. 200. In a letter to the editor of Novaya Zhizn, written in early
1905 but unpublished until 1940, Lenin did argue that the Saint Petersburg Soviet ‘should
be regarded as the embryo of a provisional revolutionary government’, Lenin 1962h, p. 21.
In 1906, he used a similar formulation, ‘rudiments of revolutionary authority’, in published
texts, e.g. Lenin 1962i, pp. 155, 156. But from 1905 through to 1917, his conception of such
a regime, elaborated in Lenin 1962g, was ‘the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat
and peasantry’.
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the shift in the Party’s perspectives for the coming revolution that would have
contradicted Stalinist orthodoxy49 and acknowledged that Lenin’s tactics that
year accorded better with Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution than his
own previous analysis. On the other hand, Grossman’s account of the revolu-
tionary process during 1917, with its emphasis on the issue of dual power, was
superior to the Stalinist orthodoxy which identified the February revolution
as bourgeois and a distinct stage from the proletarian revolution of October,
rather than part of a single process.50
After the workers movement experienced setbacks, with the defeat of the

1905 revolution and the onset of a period of deep reaction in 1907, Lenin
insisted on taking advantage of opportunities for legal activity among work-
ers – in trade unions, newspapers, insurance organisations and elections to
the Duma – while continuing to build the still illegal Party and propagating
its revolutionary politics. He recognised that the FirstWorldWar constituted a
crisis for capitalism and a revolutionary opportunity, and could be transformed
into civil wars between capital and labourwithin the belligerent countries. This
was particularly true inRussia, where theTsarist statewas brittle andhad a very
narrowbase of support.Theprospects for revolutionwere especially favourable
in Russia, the ‘weakest link’ in the chain of imperialist powers. It was not the
case, however, as Lenin and Grossman asserted, that Trotsky and Luxemburg
advocated the pacifist slogan of ‘neither victory nor defeat’. Like Lenin, both
Trotsky and Luxemburg favoured turning the imperialist war into a revolution-
ary class war, although they did not use his formula: ‘revolutionary defeatism’.51
Grossman celebrated Lenin’s successful tactics in 1917. After returning to Rus-
sia in April 1917, ‘In scarcely four weeks, he succeeds in completing the struggle
for the intellectual rearmament of his Party with the path to the revolutionary
seizure of power’.52 He also noted Trotsky’s important role in the Bolshevik
Revolution, creation of the Red Army and prominence in the early Communist
International (Comintern).
Grossman’s accounts of economic policy and conflicts inside the CPSU in

post-revolutionary Russia, after the phases of War Communism and the New
Economic Policy (NEP), however, essentially reproduced, with some gaps, pre-
vailing Stalinist arguments. These asserted that Lenin endorsed the policy
of ‘socialism in one country’ – the idea that Russia could quickly industri-
alise while preserving workers’ power indefinitely in the absence of revolu-

49 Stalin 1952a, pp. 40–3.
50 Stalin 1952a, pp. 60–1.
51 For a discussion of this issue, see Draper 1953–54, pp. 340–2.
52 Grossmann 1932h, ‘Lenin (pseudonym for Ulyanov), Vladimir Ilyitsch’, see below, p. 415.
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tions in the west, without engaging in extensive economic relations with more
developed countries – which Trotsky criticised.53
The only evidenceGrossman providedwas tenuous: Lenin’s brief comments

about the desirability of providing material incentives to encourage peasants
to join cooperatives. He did not mention Stalin’s defeat of Bukharin and other
proponents of the NEP, in 1928–9. Yet this was the prerequisite for Stalin’s
total political dominance and implementation of coercive, arbitrary, central-
ised decision-making in economic affairs, labelled ‘planning’, which consolid-
ated his regime. The implementation of the first Five Year Plan from 1928 was
therefore not, as Grossman portrayed it, an advance towards socialism but the
final destruction of the gains made by workers and peasants in 1917 and the
consolidation of a bureaucratic state capitalist regime.54
The thin layer at the top of the CPSU, Russian state and industries exer-

cised collective control over themeans of production, excluding working-class
influence as effectively as private capitalists did. The increasingly harsh meas-
ures pursued under the Five Year Plan led to dramatic declines in agricul-
tural productivity, even as a greater surplus was coerced from the peasantry,
as it was herded into collective and state farms. After Grossman wrote his
entry on Bolshevism, the continuation and intensification of these policies led
to mass starvation in the countryside. Grossman regurgitated Stalinist criti-
cisms of ‘Trotskyism’s’ (the Left Opposition’s) proposals in 1926–7 as ‘super-
industrialisation’, which endangered the proletariat’s alliance with the peas-
antry. He did not see hypocrisy in the contrast between this accusation and
the reality of the Five Year Plan, which led to a flood of former peasants into
the cities. That influx and the imposition of draconian workplace discipline
undercut the proletariat’s living standards and conditions of work. Repression
of peasants and workers was the basis for rapid industrialisation, to sustain
state capitalist Russia’s military competition with private capitalist states. The
problems experienced by the new economic system were not fundamentally
due, as Grossman asserted, to ‘inexperience’ and ‘lack of any data’. Genuine,
countrywide planning was impossible in the absence of democratic structures
within enterprises and the state, the only real basis for reliable statistics. In
their absence, the distrust and fear experienced by central ‘planners’, all levels
of factory managers, not to mention workers, meant that no-one had a clear
measure of industrial capacity, labour productivity or the quality of products.
The official Russian economic statistics Grossmanquoted at lengthwere essen-

53 On the debates over economic policy in the USSR during the 1920s, see Day 1972.
54 See Cliff 1974; and Reiman 1987.
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tially fictional. A study trip to Russia in August–September 1932 only seems to
have confirmed his illusions.55
Distortions, derived from the current official Communist line, were also

apparent at places in the treatment of theCommunistmovement in the entries
on ‘The Third (Communist) International’ and ‘Socialist and Communist
Parties’. There were also gaps in these accounts. But they do provide quite reli-
able information about social democracy after the First World War, the Third
International until 1921 and the electoral fortunes of both currents.56
The discussion of developments in Germany, where the prospects for work-

ers’ revolution were favourable several times between the War and 1924, was
particularly poor. Paul Levi was denounced for going over from the KPD to
reformism in 1921–2. But there was no mention of his earlier role in consol-
idating the Party, after the murder of Rosa Luxemburg, Karl Liebknecht and
Leo Jogiches; winning over themajority of the Independent Social Democratic
Party (USPD), which transformed the KPD into a mass party; and pioneering
the united front tactic.
Grossman referred to twomajor setbacks the Communist movement exper-

ienced in 1923, without commenting on the Comintern’s role in them. Its mis-
leadership was important in the faulty handling of events by the Bulgarian
and Germany Parties. The Bulgarian Communist Party, on its own initiative,
decided not to take sides in a right-wing coup against the elected government
of the Peasant Union Party in June. Then, encouraged by the Comintern, it
launched an ill-fated insurrection in September when workers’ and peasants’
organisations had not yet recovered from repression. The occupation of the
Ruhr by French and Belgian troops, and hyperinflation gave rise to a revolu-
tionary crisis in Germany, which peaked in October. The Communist Interna-
tional and KPD leaderships responded irresolutely, placing excessive emphasis
on participation in the state governments of Sächsen andThuringen, led by left
Social Democrats. An insurrection was called off at the last moment. Heinrich
Brandler and August Thalheimer, leaders of the German Party copped all the
blame in Grossman’s entry, as they had in the Comintern.
The interpretation of the united front tactic in ‘The Third International’ is

that of the ‘Third Period’ Comintern, not its original conception. In January
1921, the KPD issued an ‘open letter’ to the SPD, rumpUSPDand the social demo-
cratic trade unions, appealing for joint action around concrete demands. This
was an effective political wedge. Agreement would provide much improved

55 Kuhn 2007, p. 155.
56 SeeHallas 1985 for an excellent, brief account of the Comintern’s evolution and the events

discussed below.
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opportunities to win workers in these reformist organisations over to revolu-
tionary politics, by demonstrating the greater effectiveness of the KPD in
struggle. Refusal by social democratic leaders to participate would raise ques-
tions about their commitment to fighting in workers’ interests.
The sixth Congress of the Comintern, in 1928, whose programme Grossman

effusively praised, proposed that a new, ‘Third Period’ since the FirstWorldWar
had begun. This phase would be characterised by wars and profound crises.
Worried by the prospect of war with private capitalist countries and conduct-
ing a fight against the ‘right’ around Bukharin inside the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union, the Stalinist machine replaced the Comintern’s most recent
right zag with a left zig of even greater sectarian hostility to social democratic
parties and trade unions than the earlier left zig of 1924–5. The ‘united front
from below’ involved appealing for joint action not to reformist organisations
as a whole but only to their working-class members. It was not a wedge and
amounted to the unpersuasive demand that they simply abandon their leaders.
Given these shifts, itwasnowonder that the tactic ‘led tomajormisunderstand-
ings [about the united front] in the Communist Parties of some countries’.57
Contrary to Grossman, this tactic was the opposite of a success.
His outline of the sixthCongress also seemed to endorse the theory of stages,

the Stalinist return to theMenshevik notion that countries had to pass through
a bourgeois revolution and stage before socialism could be on the agenda.
Although Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution, counterposed to this sta-
gism and anathema to Stalinists, was not mentioned in the main text of the
essay, Permanent Revolution was listed among Trotsky’s works in the biblio-
graphy at the end of the entry on Bolshevism.
TheComintern’s right zag of 1925–8had led to theCommunist Party of Great

Britain’s accommodation to the trade union bureaucracy, during the 1926 Gen-
eral Strike. In the same period, the theory of stages had justified subordinat-
ing the Communist Party of China (CPC) to the bourgeois Kuomintang. While
Grossman noted both the strike and the Chinese revolution of 1926–7, he failed
to acknowledge that both had been defeated, let alone the Comintern’s culpab-
ility. The CPC, formerly a mass workers party, was subject to vicious repression
by the Kuomintang and virtually ceased to exist. Neither it nor any other party
outside Europe and the United States of America were considered in the entry
on Social Democratic andCommunist Parties. TheCommunist Party of Poland,
to which Grossman had belonged, was not mentioned either. This may have
been related to his deal with the Polish authorities, which allowed him to visit

57 Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Internationals: The Third International’, below, pp. 377–402.
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the country for two weeks a year in return for abstention from involvement
in Polish politics, or to aspects of the factional conflicts which, thanks to the
intervention of the Comintern, had disrupted the Party.
Grossman offered insights into currents outside themainstreamof themod-

ern socialist movement, in short entries on ‘Herzen, Alexander’ and ‘Rodrig-
ues, Olinde’, who belonged to earlier socialist traditions, and much longer
essays on anarchism and Christian socialism.
Herzen was a significant figure in the history of the left in Russia and the

antecedents of the Bolsheviks. It seems likely that, on the basis of preparation
for his entries on ‘Bolshevism’ and ‘Lenin, Vladimir Ilyich’, Grossman made a
case for a much longer entry on Herzen than Grünberg’s perfunctory obser-
vations in the previous edition of Elster’s Dictionary.58 Lenin’s appreciation of
Herzen as a pioneering Russian revolutionary democrat featured in the revised
entry’s bibliography, as well as a longer study by the leading Bolshevik (and
later Communist) Lev Borisovich Kamenev.59 Rodrigues, not present in earlier
editions, was a follower and successor of the French utopian socialist Henri de
Saint-Simon, in whose thought Grossman later identified a precursor of Marx’s
conception of modes of production.60
The insightful survey of ‘Anarchism’ made use of Grünberg’s discussion

of Max Stirner and Pierre-Joseph Proudhon in the third edition of Elster’s
Dictionary.61 Grossman, unlike Grünberg, characterised anarchist ideas as an
extreme form of bourgeois individualism which sought to eliminate all con-
straint on individual freedom. Anarchism went beyond classical political eco-
nomy’s advocacy of restricted state activity to call for the abolition of the state
and religion. In amore thoroughlymaterialist account thanGrünberg’s, he also
pointed out that the work of Stirner and Proudhon reflected the class position
of thepetty bourgeoisie, facedwith increased competition frombig capital.The
revolutionary collectivist anarchism of Bakunin, the communist anarchism of
Kropotkin and relatedmovements self-identified as anarchist arose later in the
nineteenth century.
Grossman highlighted Bakunin’s rejection of struggles for short-term im-

provements and identified his method as putschism, intended to spur the
masses into action. The entry on ‘Kropotkin, Peter’ identified the Russian
anarchist’s critique of parliamentary institutions as his only original theoret-
ical contribution. Grossman’s categorisation of William Morris, after 1885, as

58 Grünberg 1911d.
59 Lenin 1963; Kamenev 1916.
60 See Grossman 2017l.
61 Grünberg 1911a.
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a communist anarchist was mistaken.62 In revolutionary syndicalism, theor-
ised in particular by Georges Sorel and entailing a critique of reformist social
democracy, he recognised a movement committed to working-class struggle,
in contrast to the individualism of anarchism. The centrality of the Russian
Revolution in Grossman’s political perspectives was expressed in the space he
devoted to the anarchists in Russia. After the defeat of the 1905 Revolution,
they played a mainly disruptive role in the opposition to Tsarism. Kropotkin
supported the provisional government and opposed the October Revolution.
Most other anarchists were also hostile to the Soviet regime.
The entry ‘Christian and Religious Socialism’ examined efforts to combat

the rise of social democracy with a political mixture of Christianity and mild
social reform, and later Christian theological efforts to justify the abolition of
capitalism. Most of the material on France, Germany and Austria before the
FirstWorldWar came fromGrünberg’s equivalent contribution to the third edi-
tion of Elster’s Dictionary. Grossman added theoretical precision and accounts
of post-War developments. He associated the emergence of genuinely social-
ist Christian currents with ‘the present stage of the transition from capitalism
to socialism’,63 revealing his own Communist politics in passing. There were
increases in religiosity, he observed, after the defeats of the 1905 Revolution
in Russia and the German Revolution of 1918–19. A small Jewish social reform
current in Poland was noted but other, much more significant non-Christian
movements, which combined Islamwith socialist ideas in Central Asia and the
Dutch East Indies (now Indonesia), were not mentioned at all.
After the Nazis were handed power in Germany, Grossman was in Parisian

exile from 1933 until 1936. For a while, he moved away from Stalinism and
associated with dissident German Communist leaders of the Socialist Work-
ers’ Party of Germany. In May 1933 he wrote of the failure of the Communist
Party of Germany (KPD) to respond effectively to the rise of the Nazis:

I amconvinced that theKPDwasnotdestroyedby individual policy errors.
Every party makes mistakes – one only learns through one’s own mis-
takes – which can be corrected. The ‘Nazis’ made many, many mistakes

62 Two of Grossman’s references mischaracterised Morris: as ‘closer to communist anarch-
ism thanMarxism’, Diehl 1922, p. 281; and as an anarchist communist, Fritsche 1966.While
Morris remained a member of the Socialist League after it came under anarchist dom-
ination, unlike the other Marxists Eleanor Marx, Belfort Bax and Edward Aveling, he was
explicit and consistent about not being an anarchist and resigned from the League in 1890,
see Thompson 1976, pp. 549–53, 570.

63 Grünberg and Grossman 1931, ‘Christian and religious socialism’, see below p. 309.
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and yet they were finally victorious. But the fundamental mistake of the
KPD was that at its head stood figures without responsibility, who were
not capable of taking independent decisions at the decisive moments.
All the independent ones, who were capable of thinking for themselves,
were thrown out of the Party. What remained was a bureaucracy, which
submitted slavishly to the Muscovites. But a revolution cannot be made
on command fromMoscow.64

Just over a month later, he recommended Trotsky’s analysis of ‘the German
catastrophe’, which drew attention to the disastrous, sectarian policies of the
Communist International.65
In Paris, he wrote a study of the relationship between the emergence of

capitalism and of the modern scientific world view, which prompted his later
and long unpublished monograph on René Descartes.66 He moved to Lon-
don and then, in 1937, to New York. In exile, Grossman also wrote studies of
French and English antecedents which highlighted distinctive and important
aspects of Marx’s economic theories, and offered a critique of bourgeois eco-
nomics’ fundamental assumptions, from Adam Smith to the still dominant
neo-classical school.67 These studies drew on the framework and analyses of
his work inWarsaw and Frankfurt, developed before the terminal Stalinisation
of the internationalCommunistmovement.A subjective commitment towork-
ers’ revolution and his self-confidence, not to say self-regard, meant that he did
not modify these views, even when his identification with the Stalinist Soviet
Union led him to political positions that contradicted working-class interests.
Grossman’s illusions in the Soviet Union and its leadership from the end of the
1920s until 1933 were rekindled around 1936, apparently by the Soviet Union’s
whole-hearted, verbal but highly qualified practical support for the Republican
side in the Spanish Civil War.
There was a break between Grossman and Max Horkheimer, Grünberg’s

successor as director of the Institute for Social Research and then its US incarn-
ation, in the early 1940s. Horkheimer’s abandonment of historical materialism
and increasingly conservative outlook, as well as Grossman’s apologetic atti-
tude to the Soviet Union, personal frictions and pay cuts were factors.
In early 1949, Grossman took up a professorial chair in Leipzig, at the old-

est University in the Soviet Occupation Zone of Germany. He enthusiastic-

64 Grossman 2017i, p. 245.
65 Grossman 2017j, p. 247; Trotsky 1975.
66 Grossmann 2009a; and Grossmann 2009b.
67 Grossman 2017m; Grossman 2017l.
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ally joined the Society for German-Soviet Friendship and the Socialist Unity
(i.e. Communist) Party. He died the following year. Despite his efforts, none of
Grossman’s works was ever republished in East Germany.

Structure and Conventions

The order of the works below follows their dates of publication. Original texts
quoted by Grossman have been modified to comply with this book’s citation
and stylistic conventions. Minor errors in his quotations, spelling of names,
references and the consistency of tense have been corrected without com-
ment. It has been possible to hunt down and provide specific sources for the
vast majority of the quotations in this volume, for which Grossman provided
no reference. Due to lack of wit and/or access to obscure publications, a few
escaped capture by the editor, who hasmodifiedmost of the initial translations
inmany places, after comparing themwith the original texts.Where they exist,
published English translations are used in quotations and references. Other
things being equal, editions available free on websites, such as www.archive
.org, www.books.google.com and the Bibliothèque nationale de France, have
been preferred for references. Words in square brackets in quotations stem
from Grossman, unless otherwise indicated; elsewhere they are the editor’s or
translator’s. Emphasis in quotations is the original author’s, unless otherwise
indicated. Translations of foreign-language texts in the body of the book are
provided inside inverted commas in footnotes. Places, apart from those with
very commonly used English names (such as countries, capital cities, large
rivers and historical provinces), are generally designated by the names used
in the countries within whose borders they currently lie. Grossman generally
referred toGreat Britain as England and theNetherlands asHolland, and some-
times, the United States of America as America. Explanations of abbreviations
and basic biographical information about peoplementioned in the body of the
book are provided in the index.

http://www.archive.org
http://www.archive.org
http://www.books.google.com
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chapter 1

The Proletariat Faced with the Jewish Question
Arising from the Undiscussed Discussion in Krytyka*
Translated from Polish by Halina Zobel and Dominika Balwin

Dedicated to my dear friend Janek Bross

∵

From the Publisher

In order to explain the character of this work I will cite an excerpt from a letter
from the author to me, in which he writes:

You must be aware that there was a discussion, over more than a year,
of the Jewish question in Krytyka in Kraków in which [Michał] Luśnia,
Dr [Tobiasz] Aschkenaze and [Henryk] Biro-Jakubowicz participated in
turn.1 An interesting aspect of this discussionwas that its participants did
not argue with each other. I take part in this discussion as, for the time
being, the final participant.
Will I be the last?
Imaymeetwith a ‘bold rebuff ’ fromMr Luśnia but it is equally possible

that this rebuff will assume the form of silence.2
Time will tell …

* [Originally published as Grossman 1905a; and, abridged, Grossman 1905b. ‘Krytyka’ means
‘Critique’.]

1 [Michał Luśnia was a pseudonym of Kazimierz Kelles-Krauz; Luśnia 1904; Aschkenaze 1904;
Henryk Biro-Jakubowicz was pseudonym of Bronisław Grosser, Biro-Jakubowicz 1905.]

2 [Luśnia/Kelles-Krauz, did not reply. He died a fewmonths after the appearance of Grossman’s
pamphlet.]
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Preface

The readermust forgiveme for having, at times, interspersedmy positive views
with polemical arguments.
I adopted this form as better suited to the expression of my own views and to

emphasise contentious points. Moreover, I considered it my duty to expose the
real nature of people likeMr Luśnia, who smuggle in their reactionary, idealist-
organic whims under the guise of the ‘scientific method’, thus increasing the
already considerable confusion in the heads of ignorant Galicians.

∵
Under the capitalist mode of production, the pace of development rapidly
accelerated. The ursine immobility of past periods of production was replaced
by the constant revolutionising of all spheres of social life.
Unceasing upheavals in production are answered by convulsions in all social

relations. Former gods fall and immutable authorities are questioned.
The feverishpaceof material productionalso affects intellectual production.

Capitalist development repeatedly throws up social problems which it cannot
solve:

Now there are more and more of these sphinxes!
The mysteries …
As grains of sand, or flowers in the field

– Kordian3

This incompetence of bourgeois society will only accelerate its fall.
The proletariat inherits an important task!

The Formulation of the Problem

To knowmeans to distinguish.
– [Arthur] Schopenhauer

The nineteenth century was, as we know, the creator of nations. A num-
ber of social groups became nations in the course of the century. This
means that a group of people speaking one language or several dialects

3 [Słowacki 2010, p. 24.]
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so closely related and mutually intelligible that they could be considered
a single language, and having a lot in common but which had previously
not concluded from this linguistic and historical commonality, even if it
was aware of the latter, that it constituted a single separate and organic
whole, now suddenly comes to this conclusion. Moreover it becomes con-
scious that it possesses aworth anddignity equal to those of other nations
and should determine independently or at least on the principle of vol-
untarily adopted and mutual dependency all forms of its existence and
its fate, precisely as an indivisible, organic whole. If we further emphas-
ise what is already implicit in the above formulation, namely that such
consciousness involves not one stratum but all, however diverse the strata
of a nation may be, then we will have, it seems, a succinct yet compre-
hensive formulation of the great historical fact: ‘the creation of modern
nations’.4

Classic.
Mr Luśnia wants to explain the formation of a nation. As a proponent of

the materialist conception of history, he is entitled to take the supra-historical
viewpoint of the classless consciousness of a classless nation, which as ‘pre-
cisely … an organic whole’ wants ‘to decide for itself ’. It is therefore easy to
understand the misfortune which befell him. That is, in considering the Jew-
ish question he has mistaken the Jewish bourgeoisie for the Jewish nation and,
with a narrow Zionist focus, has somehow completely forgotten about the Jew-
ish proletariat.
Thus witty Mr Luśnia, by means of the simple logical operation of omitting

the proletariat, has also avoided the issue of class struggle and, achieving this
abstraction from reality, arrived at a complete abstraction, that is, the harmo-
nious regulation of ‘all forms of its existence’ of ‘each stratum in the nation’, as
‘precisely … an organic whole’. Beyond ‘all the forms of its existence’ a nation
may, ‘after all’ (!) be differentiated.

A group of people … having a lot in common but which had previously
not concluded that it constituted an organic whole, now suddenly comes
to this conclusion.

We can see that Mr Luśnia reduces the historical development of a nation to a
certain kind of inference: how does a particular nation arise? It simply ‘comes
to this conclusion’, suddenly. The profundity of this method is apparent.

4 Luśnia 1905, p. 57. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
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Instead of expressing his own opinions and explaining to the reader the pro-
cess of formation of a nation and of national consciousness, Mr Luśnia prefers
to order a group to speak and come to its own conclusion.
Let us apply Mr Luśnia’s logic elsewhere.
How can one, for example, explain the formation of class consciousness?

Applying the method of Mr Luśnia, it is very simple.
‘A group of people, having a lot in common, but which had not previously

concluded that it constitutes a class, now suddenly comes to this conclusion.’
The reader will note that at the end of this explanation, the process of form-
ation of class or national consciousness is as clear as it was at the beginning.
It must be acknowledged, however, that by means of Mr Luśnia’s method it is
possible to explain everything very easily, one need only require a particular
group to suddenly come to the appropriate conclusion.
This argument ‘seems to him’ to be ‘a comprehensive formulation of the

great historical fact of the formation of modern nations’.
No Mr Luśnia!
To explain a particular fact means defining the conditions of its existence.

To explain the emergence of a particular fact (which is what you have inmind)
means defining the conditions under which this fact was created, arose or, to
use old-fashioned philosophical language, defining the factors which called
forth the fact.
How did you fulfil this task, that is how did you explain the fact of the emer-

gence of a nation? Very simply. By a certain group coming to a conclusion.
Instead of historical factors, we infer.
Thus a group of people ‘having a lot in common’ but not as yet having a

national consciousness, ‘suddenly comes to the conclusion’ that it constitutes
a nation. Mr Luśnia evidently takes the previously unknown position (against
all common sense), that it is possible to draw conclusions despite the absence
of consciousness.
We are thus presented with Mr Luśnia’s unconscious inference.
What is more, to explain the formation of national consciousness not only

is it essential for a group to conclude that it constitutes a nation but ‘moreover’
that ‘it possesses a worth equal to that of other nations’.
Thus a condition of the formation of a particular nation, is the existence of

another nation. That is, Mr Luśnia, having closed historical development in a
vicious circle of his own inferences, cannot extricate himself from it. So he has
to skip over it. He is saved by ‘suddenly’. Suddenly a group comes to the conclu-
sion that it constitutes an organic whole, that it is a nation.
Even accepting all Mr Luśnia’s mistakes as proven, it still remains to be

explained how and why a particular group, at the very moment of the violent
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destruction of traditional forms of relatively undifferentiated life, at a time of
intensifying class antagonisms, why at this very moment it suddenly comes to
the conclusion that it constitutes an organic whole!!
If the formation of nations was something more than a matter of inference

for Mr Luśnia, he would know that national consciousness is the result of a
long historical process, a product of economic and social as well as cultural, cli-
matic and anthropological causes. So, neither was the nineteenth century the
sole creator of nations nor can a nation be formed as the result of a ‘sudden’
conclusion. Quite the opposite, nations are created in the course of centur-
ies, historically, and capitalist development accelerates this process, as it does
many others. He would know that nations, as the products of historical con-
ditions, change and develop in different historical epochs in accordance with
these conditions. Thus the French nation was not the same in the period of the
troubadours as under Louis XIV; and the French nation of the Encyclopaedists
was not the nation of [Louis] Napoléon III.5 In other words, particular socio-
economic conditions,with their legal, political, religious andemotional expres-
sions, also determine the meaning of what constitutes a nation. He would
also know that, as class differentiation develops in capitalist society and class
antagonisms emerge, previously homogenous national consciousness, which
was nothing more than the national consciousness of a small ruling class, also
disappears. Now, beside those small ruling minorities which previously consti-
tuted the ‘nation’ within particular social groups, there emerges for the first
time, as a new nation, the conscious proletariat, the oppressed majority. In
other words, in capitalist society there is no uniform national consciousness and
the working class’s national consciousness, within a certain social group, has
nothing in commonwith the bourgeoisie’s national consciousness but is hostile
to it.What binds these two classes together is, on the one hand, a formal factor:
the common language, inwhich the twodifferent class consciousnesses, hostile
to each other in terms of their content, express themselves. On the other hand
they are bound by a functional link, conditioned by the given economic sys-
tem, the mode of social production. The functional relationship between the
bourgeoisie and proletariat, capital and labour, is like the functional relation-
ship between an anvil and a hammer, which cannot and do not have anything
in common beyond the functionwhich links them. The functional relationship
between the bourgeoisie and proletariat not only does not constitute a homo-
genous nation, on the contrary the relationship between these two classes gen-

5 [The reign of Loius XIV was 1643–1715. The Encyclopedists contributed to the Encyclopedia
edited by Denis Diderot and Jean le Rond d’Alembert between 1751 and 1765.]
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erates two hostile class consciousnesses. He would know that man as such, the
purely abstract man of German philosophy’s pure reason, does not exist. There
is only man as the product of history, that is as a member of a certain social
class – a bourgeois or a proletarian. Likewise, beyond the form of language,
there is no abstract, homogenous national consciousness. Rather, the Polish
nobleman and the Polish worker alike represent twomutually hostile nations.6
He would also have known that this entire classical process of the ‘disin-

tegration’ of homogenous national consciousness, for the first time in English
society, was already described sixty years ago by Frederick Engels. In his work
on the condition of the working class in England, Engels succinctly demon-
strated that the national consciousness of the English bourgeoisie could not
be that of the emerging proletariat, which fiercely ‘rejected’ it and did not
want to know anything about it.7 Engels argued that the English worker was
escaping from emasculated bourgeois knowledge, which was adapted to the
bourgeoisie’s narrow-minded, hypocritical morality, and preferred to look for
different knowledge without a bourgeois admixture. In other words the bour-
geoisie’s ideals and way of looking at things were not those of the proletariat.
On the contrary, the proletariat creates new ideals and new art, new moral-
ity and culture and a new way of looking at things. Engels showed that, in
contrast to the propertied class, ‘working-men … form a separate class, with
separate interests and principles, with a separate way of looking at things …
and that in this class reposes the strength and the capacity of development of
the nation’.8
Enough! The reader has seen that the fiction of a nation as an organic whole,

i.e. organic sociology, still has its proponents; that it is even possible to profess
the fiction of the organic unity of the nation while acknowledging the reality
of class struggle; and that Mr Luśnia, who as we will see later is able do a lot
of other things, has even managed to combine these two extremes into one
organic whole!

6 ‘Est-il des grands qui revêtus d’un pourvoir sans bornes, n’ont du moin pour le moment rien
à craindre ou à espérer de la haine ou de l’amour de leurs inférieurs; alors sous unmêmenom
ces deux ordres de citoyens composent deux Nations rivales’. Hélvetius 1773, 135. [‘If there be
statesmen investedwith unlimited power and that have not, at least for the present, anything
to hope or fear from the love or hatred of their inferiors, then … these two orders of citizens,
under the same namewill compose two rival antagonistic nations’ Hélvetius 1969, p. 90.] For-
mulating this opinion, I do not doubt for amoment that this positionwill bemetwith charges
of extremism, exaggeration, narrowness and one-sidedness etc. I would, however, prefer to
provoke discussion!

7 Engels 1975, p. 502.
8 Engels 1975, p. 529.
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The conclusion of all this is thatwhen approaching the ‘Jewish question’ one
cannot discuss, asMr Luśnia does, the Jewish question in general butmust spe-
cify which Jewish question one is talking about, something thatMr Luśnia does
not do. The Jewish question of the Jewish bourgeoisie is not the Jewish question
of the Jewish proletariat. This again is the consequence of the simple fact that
there is no Jew as such but that, beside the Jewish bourgeoisie, the Jewish pro-
letariat also exists!

Questions

[T]he high and formal discussions of learned men end oftentimes in dis-
putes about words and names; with which (according to the use and wis-
dom of the mathematicians) it would be more prudent to begin, and so
by means of definitions reduce them to order.

– Francis Bacon9

‘An oppressed class’, Marx wrote, ‘is the condition of every society based on
class antagonism’.10 In the course of historical development, which was at the
same time the history of class struggles, Jews have not had the fortune, until
modern times, of belonging to the ruling class. So they had, of necessity, to
belong to the oppressed class, together with the Roman slave or medieval serf.
This explanation of ‘eternal’ oppression of Jews and the ominous fact that

‘antisemitism is older than capitalism’ is all too trivial (as indeed every sci-
entific explanation is trivial). It is too trivial, in particular, where it concerns
a chosen people; the whole sinister meaning of being a Jew, the ‘eternal exile’,
disappears instantly and the mysterious veil falls from its dismal destiny. The
striking scenery, the actors and the whole tragic scenario in which the chosen
people can at last be rescued by the chosen ones – the Zionist knights, our
home-grown Jewish bourgeoisie – all disappear!
This ‘eternal’ oppression took on such complicated forms under the capit-

alist system that it broke down into two elements, as did the very Jewish com-
munity against which it is directed. Just as the oppression of the Jewish pro-
letariat by the non-Jewish bourgeoisie is the oppression, disguised in national
terms, of the ruled by the ruling class, of the proletariat by the bourgeoisie, the

9 Bacon 1905, p. 81.
10 [This passage echoes theManifesto of theCommunist Party, ‘every formof society has been

based … on the antagonism of oppressing and oppressed classes’ Marx and Engels 1976,
p. 495.]
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struggle of the non-Jewish bourgeoisie against the Jewish bourgeoisie is noth-
ing other than a specific competition of bourgeoisies against each other within
a national framework.
Thus the struggle against the Jews is not a specific feature of the capitalist

era. It existed both in ancient Rome and in the medieval ghetto. Only its form
has changed.The forms of this conflict and the nature of itsweapons depended
on the law that oppression follows the line of least resistance, in accordance
with the way of the thinking prevailing at a given time.
As long as theological views ruled over human minds, ruling classes were

able to cloak their interests in religious disguise, only to replace it later with
national disguise.11
While, however, this Jewish question, created as a result of the class char-

acter of past societies, has existed in Europe for as long as Jews were a part of
these societies, it was never as loud as it is today. It is becoming so loud because
it is not now limited to the Jewish proletariat, the Jewish masses, but also con-
cerns the Jewish bourgeoisie. And the latter can fill the whole world with its
clamour, and drown out everything else with is shrill voice.12
Thus the fight against Jews, despite its specific anti-Jewish form, is only a part

of a general campaign in a class society and the oppression of Jews is a part of
general oppression.
For the proletariat, the Jewish question has ceased to be an issue. This does

not prevent petty bourgeois socialism, however, from locating the Jewish ques-
tion precisely there. ‘By the Jewish question, strictly speaking, we understand
amutual internal relationship between Christian communities [!] and the Jews
living among them’. ‘The solution to the Jewish question is a just arrangement
of relations between the Christian and Jewish parts of society’.13
The petty bourgeois consider everything from the angle of a harmonious

‘society’ and mutual understanding. They do not see the bourgeoisie and the
proletariat but, on the contrary, in their fantasy there exist homogeneous Jew-
ish and Christian ‘societies’, which they counterpose, in order to bring them
into a harmonious ‘mutual relationship’, a ‘just arrangement of relations’.

11 Wherever this disguise is missing, the class struggle between the Jewish bourgeoisie and
the Jewish proletariat comes to surface in all its ruthlessness and violence.

12 In the specific languageof the Jewishbourgeoisie this is called ‘posing the Jewishquestion’.
Mephisto, ich kenne dich! [Mephisto, I know you!]

It should surprise no-one that our various local scholars discussing the Jewish question
have only Zionism on their minds. They notice only those phenomena which attract their
attention through vulgar noisiness. These men do not even suspect that the real problem
lies somewhere else entirely.

13 Wileński 1904, pp. 1, 30. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
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This harmonious ideology forgets, however, that the harmony of Jewish soci-
ety (read the bourgeoisie) with Christian society (i.e. the bourgeoisie) in cap-
italist society – if the Jewish bourgeoisie is quite numerous – is a utopia, or
at least is not and cannot be an objective or a task of the proletariat. On the
contrary, as far as the proletariat is concerned, the Jewish question cannot and
does not consist, is not based on a ‘mutual, just internal relationship’ between
the Jewish and theChristian proletariats, since the interests of the proletariat are
one, they are not and cannot be contradictory. If one understands the Jewish
question in terms of a ‘mutual, internal, just relationship’ etc., etc., then one
gives an irrefutable and telling proof that one does not represent the class pos-
ition of workers, whose interests are one and are consistent and do not have to
be brought into agreement, that is, into a ‘mutual, just relationship’. One stands,
at best, in the position of petty bourgeois socialism which resembles genuine
socialism in name only!
Mr Luśnia goes even further. He openly stands on the side of the Polish-

gentry bourgeoisie when he sentimentally shouts: ‘Our long-standing, centur-
ies old Jewish question has revived for us’.14
Until now, as history tells us, the issue was long-standing, centuries-old;

‘ours’ only for the Polish gentry and bourgeoisie!
The proletariat, however, as I have stated, does not see a question here but

has only a task: in so far as the struggle within the bourgeoisie is of no concern
to it, the oppression of the Jewish proletariat as Jews will disappear when class
society, of which it is a manifestation, also disappears.
The victorious proletariat, having destroyed the class form of society, will

abolish every oppression, as it removes the need for oppression and its tools!

∵
The Jewish question for the proletariat consists in something entirely different.
If one Jewish question was the result of class contradictions and conflicts

then, since the latter do not exist within the proletariat, they cannot generate
the other Jewish question.
The only Jewish question that can exist within the proletariat is the question

which the proletariat itself, considering the Jews, encounters on the road to its
great objective – the abolition of class society. That is, the Jewish question can
only be comprehended as a question about the choice of themeans leadingmost
rapidly to the goal of proletarian power.

14 Luśnia 1904, p. 53. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
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While for the Polish bourgeoisie ‘the presence of such unassimilated (Jew-
ish) masses in our province is undesirable and dangerous for national reas-
ons’,15 on the contrary for the proletariat, whose main criterion is the class
struggle, national considerations are not an aim in themselves. At most, they
are one of many conditions under which the proletariat develops, which it has
to take into account and to which, in the struggle against the bourgeoisie and
the existing order, it necessarily has to adapt, whether it wants to or not, in
the interest of the class struggle. ‘Men make their own history, but they do not
make it just as they please; they do notmake it under circumstances chosen by
themselves, but under circumstances directly encountered, given and trans-
mitted from the past. The tradition of all the dead generations weighs like a
nightmare on the brain of the living’.16
The proletariat, taking into account the fact that nations exist, draws various

conclusions from this.17 Even if it regards the Jews as a nation, the proletariat
encounters a new issue because of the specific position of the Jewish masses
and has to consider how they are involved in the powerful cycle of capitalism.
Does capitalist development, destroying the present conditions of their exist-
ence and replacing themwith new forms of life, not lead perhaps to the decline
of this national consciousness? Or are there, on the contrary, factors at work
whichmould and intensify the consciousness of the Jewish proletariat as a col-
lective actor!
This is the ‘foremost question’ which the proletariat has to answer in order

to ensure the proper conduct of the class struggle. This is a precondition for
the answer to the question. When the proletariat understands the course of
development, it can adjust and adapt its activities in accord with the direction
shown by development. Resolving the issue of whether the Jews – the Jewish
proletariat – constitute a nation does not, in itself, explain anything.
As we can see, the proletariat’s Jewish question differs fundamentally from

the bourgeoisie’s Jewish question.
Whereas the latter is the result of genuinely contradictory interests, either

between the bourgeoisie and the Jewish proletariat or within the bourgeoisie
itself, the proletariat’s Jewish question, which excludes really contradictory
interests, is only a theoretical problem for the proletariat.

15 Luśnia 1904, p. 56.
16 Marx 1979, p. 193.
17 Under different socio-political conditions [these conclusions] cannot be identical. For

example, they differ between Russia and Austria. The conclusions the proletariat drew
from these conditions here in Austria are generally known (i.e. the statutes of the Social
Democratic Party of Austria).
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The proletariat’s Jewish question therefore has asmuch to do with the bour-
geoisie’s Jewish question as, to use Spinoza’s example, a dog on earth with the
dog constellation in the sky.18
If the first [the bourgeoisie’s Jewish] question is solved by the future, genu-

inely revolutionary action of the proletariat, which abolishes class antagonisms,
then this [the proletariat’s Jewish] question can be solved by the proletariat
now, by a theoretical assessment of whether or not present social trends are to
assimilation and by drawing the appropriate practical conclusions.
The answer to the first [Jewish question] is the ultimate objective of the pro-

letariat, the answer to the second only the means to that end.
This is my way of stating the question!

Evolutionary Trends

…Time,
Revealing what is hidden, then shrouding what appears.
Anything can happen; nothing is beyond belief.

– Sophocles19

Wehave seen thatMrLuśnia,who regardshimself as a socialist, has adopted the
premise of an organic national whole. Let us see how Mr Luśnia understands
the materialist method (of which he is a proponent and a ‘defender’).
It is generally known that the filthy, overcrowded Jewish khederim20 with

filthy floors and rooms filled with foul air, once or twice a year present an
unusually festive sight. Given a sign of an impending inspection, the horri-
fiedmelamed21 suddenly locks up the children at a helpful neighbour’s house,
or even in the stinking toilet; the floors are swept in the meantime by his
enlightened spouse; there is fresh air and only three or four children are seated
in the class (depending on the regulations).

For the sake of appearances this school has to disguise the filthy poverty of
everyday reality.
Mr Luśnia’s behaviour is similar. For the sake of appearances, on special

occasions he too has a scientific method and historical materialism, social

18 [Spinoza 1954, p. 58.]
19 [Sophocles 2007 p. 30.]
20 [A kheder, plural khederim, was an elementary Jewish school which taught Hebrew and

religion.]
21 [‘Melamed’ means ‘Jewish religious schoolteacher’.]
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development andeconomic factors. Inpractice, however, this scientific burden,
which is entirely obscure toMr Luśnia, gives way to something else, something
which is not historical idealism only because there is absolutely nothing ideal
in it!
Anation is, according toMrLuśnia, the result of anordinary act of reasoning,

and the solution to the Jewish question occurs by means of the ‘broadening of
a concept’.22 By the same logic, according to Mr Luśnia (who is a proponent
and ‘defender’ of historical materialism), social movements owe their exist-
ence, owe their existence – we repeat – to this or that idea.

Anyone who cares to look, must notice that neither backwardness, nor
Palestine or Uganda, exhausts the historical substance of Zionism. There
is something else inherent in this concept, something fundamental[!],
quite independent of the faults and virtues of successive leaders of the
movement, something which promises, in this or that form, a perman-
ent, new and significant element in our public life. This something is the
idea of Jewish nation.23

If the idea underlying this idealistic prattle was true and correct, if the ‘funda-
mental essence’ of Zionism was nothing else than the ‘idea of a Jewish nation’,
assuming ‘this or that form’, theproletariatwoulddoabsolutelynothing to com-
bat it. It fights against Zionism not because it sees in Zionism this or that ‘idea’
but as an enemy of its tangible, class interests!
Instead of explaining this or that idea, with which this movement adorns

itself, in terms of the substance of social movements, Mr Luśnia prefers (as a
proponent and ‘defender’ of historical materialism) to explain the movement
in terms of this or that idea.

22 Reader, please do not die laughing! ‘What is the solution to this problem [that the Jews
cannot migrate and that it is impossible for them to assimilate if they stay]?’ asks Mr Luś-
nia. ‘It is very simple. We should broaden the concept of equal rights for Jewish citizens
to include the right to possess [!] their own nationality.’ (Luśnia 1904, p. 128) What histor-
ical materialism! Mr Luśnia! Mr Luśnia! If the Jews can neither leave, nor assimilate, then
the ‘solution’ is that they do not leave and do not assimilate! What this has in common
with the ‘broadening of the concept’ will remain amystery forever, amystery about which
Goethe once wrote that it is ‘gleich geheimnisvoll für Kluge wie für Thoren’. [Grossman
substituted ‘Weise’ for ‘Kluge’ (‘clever’), Goethe 1869, p. 86; ‘to the wise as much a mystery
as to the fool’, Goethe 2014, p. 65.]

23 Luśnia 1904, p. 57.
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In the formation of a Jewish nation, a key role is played not by the eco-
nomic factor but by other factors … ideological and cultural. Above all
perhaps the idea of equality; if other nations are nations [!] … why should
we Jews be worse off? Such is their entirely natural reasoning.24

∵
Let us summarise Mr Luśnia’s reasoning.
What is the essence of Zionism? The idea of a nation.
What produced this idea? The idea of equality and an ‘entirely natural’ reas-

oning on that basis!

∵
Poor society, poor Galician proletariat! You had tomake somany sacrifices, you
had to fight so many battles, just to rouse yourself from the suffocating sleep
of thoughtlessness and apathy.Where, however, are your ideas, where are your
thinkers? Today various Luśnias feed you intellectual swill with impunity and
you don’t wince!
Your enemies can be happy: their work was not in vain.
Our ‘theoreticians’ know how to repeat Marx’s words. They thoughtlessly

defend this or that of his theories.Where, however, a new phenomenon occurs,
where one has to look with one’s own eyes, if only because Marx could not
write anything about this phenomenon, in those cases, whereMarx’s tools and
methods should be applied to add another to his earlier magnificent efforts, in
those very cases our ‘theoreticians’ demonstrate their lack of intelligence. The
method defended by them proves to be a useless, incomprehensible tool!
Anyway, Mr Luśnia is only a representative of this type.
A number of people, too ‘scientific’ not to recognise the superiority of this

method, have, however, nothing in common with the contemporary revolu-
tionary movement which is able to apply it in reality.
The entire work of these ‘scholars’ therefore reduces itself to restatingMarx,

either in an attempt to reconcile scientific German theory to their non-scientif-
ic, idealist prattle, or to the assimilationof thisGerman theory,while still adher-
ing to their idealist positions.
I will now attempt to explain the Jewish question by means of Marx’s

method.

24 Luśnia 1904, p. 60.
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To engage in polemics in the defence of this method against Mr Luśnia’s
idealist muddle would give too much credibility to the latter. I will, therefore,
address only the assumption of the mantle of the German scientific theory by
this idealist prattle.

∵
What do Mr Luśnia and his Marxist method represent?
– It is not a theory or a well thought out scientific system; ideas cannot consti-
tute the essence of social movements.

– It is not, however, a dogma either. Every dogma requires the power of emo-
tions or faith. Mr Luśnia does not have any power, apart from the power of
mediocrity.

– It is not eclecticism. That also requires an intellectual effort, at least an
apparent unity and consistency of a few elements taken from different
wholes.

– It is not a superficial philosophy, which also has its own logic. Mr Luśnia is a
living anathema to every logic, his shallowness has produced not philosophy
but merely satire.

What then do Mr Luśnia and his method represent?
Mr Luśnia’s position is a catechism; a collection of mechanically assembled

forms and formulations, sentences and statements of different sizes, measures
and kinds, which can serve any purpose!25

∵
According to [Franz] Mehring, Marx solved the Jewish question in theory, as
early as 1843.
Yet life did not stand still, it moved forward. The Jew of 1843, apart from a

handful of assimilated members of the bourgeoisie and intelligentsia, was the
Jew of the ghetto, with a slave’s soul, a bent neck and a rabbit’s heart. That Jew
has disappeared. In the new generation, the Jewish proletariat is the revolu-
tionary vanguard of socialism, striding forward with head held high!
Life did not stand still. It in fact revised the Jewish question and theory was

overtaken by practice.

25 We will devote a special work to Mr Luśnia’s ‘sociological’ views on the approaching
anniversary of his literary activities.
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The present task of theory is not only to catch up with this revolutionary
practice, to understand and to explain this factual revision but at the same time
to point out the course of its future development!
The only objective of science can be the unequivocal explanation of our

social circumstances and, since these undergo changes, at the same time to
point out the direction of change, that is, the trends in their development.
One does not have to prove that the Jewish masses, unlike the assimilated

intelligentsia, constitute a separate, unassimilated collective group. Only a Pol-
oniser,who cannot distinguishbetweenhis desires and reality, could contradict
this.

The Jewish population of Galicia still displays todaymany distinctive fea-
tures compared to the rest of society, in relation to its ideas, customs,
occupations and way of life. This is the case despite attempts, deserving
recognition, to draw the Jewish population closer26 to the rest of the
province’s society and despite changes in this direction which have al-
ready taken place, in particular among the educated strata of the popula-
tion. The significance of this persistent separateness is enhanced by the
fact that the Jewish population constitutes a very significant part of the
local population.27We do not recognise the linguistic and religious differ-
ences and different customs of themasses of the Jewish proletariat in our
society …28

The historical factors which give rise to this situation are well known.
The problem arises whenwewant to determine the direction of the changes

that are taking place.

∵
If ComradeVinitsky states29 that he does not knowwhether the Jews are assim-
ilating or not, he is completely consistent when he concludes that the prolet-
ariat’s task is to fight against artificial influences of any kind on the spontan-
eous evolution of the Jewish proletariat. So he is not an enemy of spontaneous

26 The Poloniser, like the petty bourgeois, enjoys being intoxicated with words. He prefers to
replace ‘Polonise’, which is too frank, with ‘draw closer’, which sounds nobler.

27 Pilat 1893. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
28 Declaration of the ninth Congress of the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia and

Silesia (Polska Partia Socjalno-Demokratyczna 1904).
29 See Medem 1943, p. 189. [Vinitsky was a pseudonym of Vladimir Medem.]
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assimilation, he is only against those who encourage assimilation. Comrade
Vinitsky forgets only that ignorance cannot be a permanent programme for
the proletariat but only a temporary necessity. Therefore if someone proves that
the current tendency is to the assimilation of the Jewish proletariat, theywould
also have the right to shorten this development and accelerate it, and thus also
simplify and facilitate the conditions of the proletariat’s emancipatory struggle.
So if Comrade Vinitsky has the right to fight assimilationists, others also have
the right to fight those who are not assimilationists. They, knowing why they
are fighting those opposed to assimilation would, however, have an advantage
over Comrade Vinitsky, who is fighting assimilationists because … he does not
know!
Will the Jews be assimilated or not? ‘In the final analysis nobody can solve

this mystery of the future with any certainty. It is certain that today there are
powerful factors at work in both directions’.30
Because the future will solve this question, Mr Luśnia, a ‘sociologist of the

Marxist school’, has the right to assert that science cannot at present resolve
the issue in theory, with certainty. So he prefers to guess.
There are different kinds of certainty. The highest form of certainty is math-

ematical (logical) certainty, based on arbitrary assumptions, known in logic as
‘definitions of name’.31 In this context, [Immanuel] Kant stated that the extent
to which knowledge can be considered really scientific depends on howmuch
mathematics it contains. In shifting from the sphere of internal phenomena
(ideas) to the sphere of external things, we can say with [WilhelmMaximilien]
Wundt that ‘direct certainty is possible only in relation to that which is [sub-
jectively] accessible to us’. ‘All objective certainty is of an indirect kind, and is
developed from facts subjectively given to us’.32
If all objective certainty with regard to contemporary phenomena is of ‘an

indirect kind’, then this is all the more the case with phenomena in the future.
Thus, although the certainty attained by various sciences in their respective
areas is not of a mathematical kind, it does not cease to be certainty of a par-
ticular kind which is achievable by those given sciences.
In the social sciences, mathematical certainty is also impossible. Despite

this, one need not resort, as Mr Luśnia does, to conjecture. On the contrary,
by evaluating various factors (economic, legal, psychological etc.) in accord-
ancewith their importance one can, even if they operate in contradictoryways,

30 Luśnia 1904, p. 127.
31 See Pascal 1869, p. 527.
32 Wundt 1889, p. 153. [As opposed to the Polish translation Grossman referred to, the phras-

ing and emphasis is different in the second German edition, Wundt 1893, p. 423.]
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determine the overall direction of their development. And that can be done
with sociological certainty.
Scientific socialismas awhole and the sociology of Marx’s school proves pre-

cisely that!

∵
Modern industry transforms the small workshop of the patriarchal master into
a modern manufactory run on capitalist principles, only to transform it again
into the large factory of the industrial capitalist.
The scattered working population in the workshops of individual masters

unites in large manufacturing workshops or factories.
Due to specific, historically conditioned circumstances, Jewish workers do

not disperse in the course of this transformation process among their non-
Jewish comrades but, on the contrary, separate and form their own clusters,
constituting in this way a number of ‘Jewish professions’. This distinctive phe-
nomenon, observed incidentally not only in Galicia but elsewhere too,33 is
explained on the one hand by the requirements of productive technology.While
non-Jewish workers celebrate Sundays and Catholic holidays, Jewish workers
celebrate Saturdays and Jewish holidays. There is also a need for easy and uni-
form communications within workshops, since Jewish workers originally only
spoke Yiddish. On the other hand Jewish workers only very unwillingly aban-
don Jewishworkshops, since doing so disruptsmany aspects of their lives; their
surroundings, customs, ideas and traditions.34
Please do notmisunderstandme. I amnot trying to argue how things should

be or the opposite. I am only explaining phenomena and the conditions which
gave rise to them.
There are two consequences of the transformation of the craft workshop

into the capitalist manufactory.
First, the direct relationships which previously linked Jewish masters with

their workers, and workers with consumers, disappears. A modern manufac-
turer does not produce to order but produces on amass scale and sells products
to capitalists: wholesalers or exporters. Formerly a Jewish master or his work-
ers had daily, continuous contact with the Polish clients on whose orders they
worked.Theynecessarily succumbed to the influences of their Polish surround-
ings and had to learn Polish, if only for the sake of business. Now that direct

33 See Lonu 1903, p. 64. [Lonu was a pseudonym of Shmuel Gozhansky.]
34 See a mediocre article: MR 1905, p. 14.
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contact between Jewish workers and the Polish environment has ceased, the
need to learn and use Polish has also disappeared. Jewish workers in big work-
shops, cut off from external influences, speak only Yiddish among themselves
or to their Jewish boss or supervisor.
Thus not only do assimilative influences cease but the capitalist transform-

ation of industry increases the Yiddish ‘backwardness’ of Jewish workers. This
also explains the incredible growth of Yiddish literature.
Secondly, the Jewish workers are now part of amass, both in the workshop

and in political life. The necessary consequence of this situation is a change in
their self-perception. Previously isolated, individual Jewish workers could not
regard as purely coincidental the dissimilarities they perceived between them-
selves and Polish workers, which were not different from those he perceived
between themselves and other Jewish workers. Now, as part of a mass, they
are forced to notice what characterises them as a part of a mass, a collective
whole. Individual differences recede into the background. ‘The larger, however,
the number of similar phenomena which one observes’, wrote [Karl] Kautsky,
‘the more, as already mentioned, does the universal, the normal, assert itself,
the more do the individual and the accidental recede to the background’.35
Such is the explanation of a phenomenon in the face of which [Polish] social

patriotism has proved completely powerless. Hiding its ostrich head under
the wings of ignorance, it deceives itself that since it does not notice a phe-
nomenon, the phenomenon itself will disappear.
A numerous stratum of small traders and stall-holders, finding clients only

amongst Jewish workers, are entirely dependent on them and yield to their
influence. This stratum, by uniting with the Jewish proletariat, accelerates the
previously described development.
The transformation of craft workshops into capitalist manufactories gives

rise not only to an appropriate class consciousness but to a national conscious-
ness as well. Here these two phenomena merge. It is not an accident that the
least class conscious groups of workers (shop assistants, hairdressers etc.) and
especially workers employed in craft production, in short the least proletari-
anised elements, show the greatest progress in assimilation! This is irrefutable
proof of the correctness of the propositions above. This sense of nationality
will not disappear but, on the contrary, will increase greatly as capitalist devel-
opment, of which it is a consequence, engulfs increasing numbers of workers.
One should add something here. The economic relations of the Jewish com-

munity, backward and until recently not very differentiated in contrast to its

35 [Kautsky 1903, p. 15.]
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surroundings, found expression in the view that Jews donot constitute a nation
and should assimilate and disappear.
Class struggle, this most normal manifestation of contemporary life and

developments, was until recently hardly visible in the Jewish community. Jews
appeared to constitute a fragmented and anachronistic organ in the contem-
porary capitalist system, unfit for contemporary life and struggle, alien to it.
Their gradual disappearance therefore seemed an inevitable, logical necessity.
When the progressive march of capitalism swept aside the fantasies of the

Jewish bourgeoisie about Jewish unity and the class struggle emerged with
unprecedented persistence and power, the Polonising perspective on the Jew-
ish people – as a fragmented organism – also had to disappear and give way to
new ideas.
If Jews did not previously live normal lives then the enormous strength and

revolutionary force with which they have entered the class struggle are signs
of an almost complete return to health. Nearly ten years of the Bund’s social-
ist activities among Jewish workers is rapidly closing the chasm of dozens of
years which until recently separated the Jewish proletariat from its non-Jewish
surroundings. It was never closer to contemporary ideals and today’s great tasks
than precisely when it became ‘separate’ and ‘itself ’, and placed its hot, passion-
ate, southern character onto the revolutionary side of the scales.
The Jewish proletariat became aware of its strength and its existence and

will not allow this existence to be torn away!

∵
Polonisation (assimilation) has played an extremely reactionary role in the his-
tory of the proletariat.
By repeatedly separating the most intellectual individuals from the masses,

it lowered and hindered the development of class consciousness. Polonising
the most intellectual individuals means nothing other than leaving the unas-
similated Jewishmasses to themercy of the bourgeoisie, rendering them intel-
lectually and thus politically dependent on it.
Cold reality has unmercifully frustrated the tender dreams of the Polish

bourgeoisie about Jewish-Poles. For the Jewish proletariat the lofty ideal of
Polonisation is only a bourgeoisie fallacy, protecting the interests of Polish cap-
italists.
Polonisation, as the programme of the bourgeoisie, has long been bankrupt.

When the influence of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat completely disap-
peared, it lost all practical significance.
Polonisation remains the slogan of a part of the Polish proletariat.
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It has two faces. It appears as a programme: the Jews must be Polonised. It
also appears as an opinion: the Jews are becoming Polonised.
1) Programmatic assimilation does not differ from the Polish bourgeoisie’s

programme for assimilation, which I have already discussed. Programmatic
Polonisation as a slogan of a part of the Polish proletariat is understandable,
especially here in Galicia. In fact it would be rather surprising if it did not exist.
The primarily petty bourgeois and craft character of ourworkersmovement,

in this backward province, had to leave its mark. Many arguments and bour-
geois slogans have struck a chord and found support amongst workers. Pro-
grammatic Polonisationwas inherited from the Polish bourgeoisie by the petty
bourgeois Polish proletariat. This once again confirms the general truth that no
people, groups or parties are exempt from the influence of the society of which
they are a part.
2) Polonisation as an opinion is, however, as we saw when analysing devel-

opmental trends of the Jewish proletariat, a theoretical formulation of Polon-
isation actually taking place during the period of craft production. Capitalist
development, in destroying the social conditions of the petty bourgeoisie, also
demands the revision of corresponding theories. If twenty five years ago Pol-
onisation took as its starting point real petty bourgeois social conditions, con-
temporary Polonisation takes as its starting point its own fantasy. If, twenty five
years ago the ideas of this theoretical Polonisation were reflections of reality,
the present desire to Polonise is nothing but an attempt to make reality con-
form with ideas. The only amusing aspect of this entire situation is the use of
old petty bourgeois theory as a magic wand to redeem the future.
The desire to Polonise is – if one is consistent – nothing other than a desire

to restore all the petty bourgeois social conditions which gave rise to Polonisa-
tion. Complaints that Jewish ‘separatism’ and ‘separateness’ are on the rise and
that assimilation has not ‘yet’ produced the expected results, as well as pious
sighs of hope that it will occur, only amount to a reactionary petty bourgeois
jeremiad. It has the lofty intention of coercing the world into outmoded social
conditions. The course of events is, however, arrogant enough to ignore these
whims!

∵
How, in a word, does the Poloniser resolve the Jewish question?
The Jewsmust assimilate, that is, disappear. This solution of the Jewish ques-

tion according to the logic of Polonising wisdom is a splendid notion. The Jews
need only be removed, and inexorable logic will lead to an astounding result:
there will be no Jewish question!
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The Jewish question is caused by the Jews themselves!
There were once visionaries who dreamt of eliminating the so-called social

question, that is oppression and poverty. A wise man, whom they met, gave
them brilliant advice: ‘I tell you truely, there will be no human misery if there
are no people’.
Indeed, the Jewish question is caused by the Jews themselves!

The Legend

Il y a des folies, qui se prennent comme les maladies contagieuses.36
– [François] de La Rochefoucault

Who does not know it?
The legend: mighty, sinister, with a hundred limbs like boa constrictors.
The bourgeoisie its mother, darkness feeds it.
Wherever life awakens and an idea grows, thence the legend hastens, kills.

Terrifying the philistine, disgusting in its gruesomeness, the legend, slithering
in the silence, the bourgeois legend being able to unite with the proletariat,
slanders and defiles it.
The legend does not rest but undergoes constant change. Elusive but omni-

present, a hundred times suppressed but resurrected again and again – eternal.
A philistine, an intimidated Galician philistine, trusts it because it terrifies

him. It makes the proletarian tremble. Fainting from fear he falls at the feet of
the bourgeoisie …
The murderous legend! It triumphs in the graveyard of human ideas.
As swamps have their will-o’-the-wisps and wars their plagues, Night and

Ignorance have their legend.
It is a sad nocturne!
Polonisers do not scorn this legend, their legend!
A Jewish socialist or a Zionist – is it worth the effort tomake the distinction?

Do bourgeois make an effort to make a distinction between a socialist and an
anarchist? Even if they could make the distinction, do they prefer to pretend
that they can’t? Don’t they prefer to attack both indiscriminately? Won’t they
find eager listeners?37

36 ‘Folly is as contagious as certain diseases’, La Rochefoucauld 2003, p. 60.
37 [‘The Polonisers’ in question are the leadership of the Polish Social Democratic Party of

Galicia who were hostile to the aspirations of Jewish workers in the party to have their
own independent, province-wide organisation.]
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The Polonisers, being unable to convince, prefer to terrifywith a legend. Jew-
ish socialists or Zionists, ah, is it worth distinguishing between them? Jewish
‘exclusiveness’, ‘separatism’, ‘return to the ghetto’, cultural backwardness – the
Polonisers rend their wretched garments. Since they do not have the courage
to say ‘Polonise’, they whisper ‘make them citizens, make them a part of the
province, draw the backward masses closer’.
On the subject of the Jewish question, socialist-Polonisers are in agreement

with the various other parties. Together they defend the superiority of Polish
culture against Jewish backwardness and separatism, and the return to the
ghetto.
The Polonising slogans of the Polish bourgeoisie have become so common,

so widespread, so much an integral part of society’s ideas! Doesn’t fighting this
legacy of Polish philistinism amount to cutting into its dearest possessions, to
national treason?
Polonisers will not do this. They prefer to adapt to prevailing prejudices.

After all, they have suffered somuch andmade somany efforts to gain the right
to call themselves patriots!
If the tendency of development moves in the opposite direction to their

dreams, Polonisers tries to check its progress. Not, indeed, a small task! And
this great task finds the means appropriate to its magnitude. The legend! …
The same legend about ‘unscrupulous agitators’, which the bourgeoisie dir-

ected a thousand times against them, theydirect today against the spontaneous
movement of the Jewish proletariat. Do they believe that social trends can be
generated by individuals?
The same legend of cultural inferiority which he resisted with such indigna-

tion when it was expressed by the Hakata,38 he today takes pleasure in deploy-
ing against the Jewish proletariat.
So they were not interested in destroying the legend but only regretted that

they could not use it themselves!
The Polonising legend has been lent authority: Marx wrote this and Engels

or [Wilhelm] Liebknecht that. Marx allegedly decided the Jewish question in
favour of assimilation. This is apparently why Marx’s ‘On the Jewish Ques-
tion’ was translated into Polish. Marx has been invoked a thousand times in
this spirit.39 Didn’t Marx write clearly that struggling for Jewish emancipa-
tionmeans ‘to liberate humanity from Jewry?’ (Is it not so, Comrade [Herman]
Diamand?)

38 [The Hakata was a German chauvinist organisation formed in 1894 to eradicate Polish
influence in the German-occupied provinces of partitioned Poland.]

39 For example, at the conference of Jewish socialists in L’viv in May 1903.
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It is common knowledge that Aristotle was distorted and misunderstood
more by medieval Scholasticism, which proclaimed him the only knowledge-
able authority, than by anybody else. Nor did anyone conceal their shallow
competence more by reference to authority.
Polonisers, when referring to Marx’s views on the Jewish question, add this

extreme shallowness to their legend.

∵
When Kant published his historic Critique of Pure Reason,40 various critics and
scholars, for whom erudition and the history of philosophy can replace philo-
sophy itself, threw themselves on the new work with the scalpel of criticism
and looked in the cellars of their philosophical knowledge for the appropri-
ate heading under which it could be categorised. Oh, they declared, this is a
system of transcendental, super idealism! Having attached the relevant label,
they could easily wheel out pertinent polemical guns. They felt satisfied.
Kant’s sharp retort to these experts in categorising and sorting, in the Proleg-

omena,41 was superfluous. People such as they, whose entire work consists in
searching for labels and headings for phenomena, never notice or understand
any new phenomena. For them Euclidean geometry will never be anything
other than a systematic manual for drawing!

∵
Oneof themost terrifying andastoundingdevelopments for contemporaryPol-
onisers, which they still unsuccessfully attempt to combat, is the emergence of
the Jewish proletariat as an independent, collective personality, i.e. the process
which transformed the Jews of the ghetto into a conscious and fearless revolu-
tionary vanguard.
Polonisers do not understand this process. They prefer to search for the

appropriate label in the rummage shops of history. In this way a question can
be simplified and it is easy to find the appropriate arguments. This process is
for them Jewish ‘separatism’, return to the ghetto.
Yes, for you experts in categorising, Euclidean geometry will always be a

manual for drawing.

40 [Kant 1998.]
41 [Kant 2004.]
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This idiotic retrospection, which sees all new phenomena only through the
grimy lenses of half-learned history, has the noble aim of using the legend of
the ghetto, the curse of the past, to frighten the present away from realising its
contemporary goals. It forgets, however, that ghosts cannot murder the living!
The revolutionary movement of the Jewish proletariat destroys the Polon-

isers’ prattle every day with a thousand proofs andwill not rest until the legend
of the ghetto and separatism, unworthy of the proletariat, disappears, and until
all the ghosts risen from the dead disappear, leaving behind nothing but a
legend of this legend!

∵
At the end the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth century, the mod-
ern, big bourgeoisie mounted the stage, raising the banner of rebellion and
revolution against the exclusive rule of the feudal aristocracy and the abso-
lute power of the central state, aiming to create conditions that corresponded
with the trend of the time. This movement also attracted other social strata:
the intelligentsia, the petty bourgeoisie, workers, artisans and the peasantry. In
the course of the triumphant destruction of feudal institutions and the unfet-
tering of newly formed social forces, the townspeople, intoxicated by victory,
proclaimed the slogans of liberty, equality and fraternity for the ‘nation’. They
also abolished the ghetto’s boundaries, established in the middle ages.
‘Die Ghettomauernwurden gesprengt…’,42 [Heinrich] Graetz wasmoved to

cry in a quavering voice …
These boundaries were, however, abolished in a bourgeois way, i.e. only to

the extent required by the interests of bourgeois society. The ghetto was abol-
ished only in law.
One has, however, to be childishly naive in the extreme to believe that it is

possible, at a moment’s notice, to abolish by means of decrees relations that
took centuries to form.
The universal freedomand equality before the law that abolished the ghetto,

were fundamentally the ruling class’s freedom and equality, created by it and
for it. That is, they were freedom and equality in so far as they suited the
interests of the bourgeoisie.
The ghetto, which had been formally abolished, still continued to exist as a

specific totality of socio-economic conditions, a totality which was a coherent

42 [‘The walls of the ghetto walls were burst open …’, Graetz 1895, p. 459.]
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whole, cut off and different from the rest of society. Abolished in law, it contin-
ued to exist as a socio-economic, religious, political, cultural and social ghetto.
We have seen earlier that the bourgeoisie can and does take advantage of

this state of affairs.
The factor which actually destroyed and is still destroying the ghetto is a

hundred years of capitalist development. Capitalism accomplished this aston-
ishing revolution in the course of only one hundred years of domination.
Modern capitalism does not, however, destroy the ghetto by expelling Jews

from theworld, as various Polonising sages think. On the contrary,modern cap-
italism constantly creates the Jew anew. This is confirmed by ordinary observa-
tion and statistics, for which I tried to account theoretically above. The ghetto
does not disappear because of Polonisation or assimilation, that is, when the
social environment absorbs the Jews. On the contrary, it disappears because
the Jews absorb and assimilate contemporary developments.
It is not the ghetto which disappears in the modern world but the modern

world which decomposes the medieval ghetto. It is not the Jew who subsides
into capitalist society but modern capitalism that encroaches upon Jewry!

∵
So the Jews do not disappear. On the contrary the Jewish proletariat, as a class,
develops a consciousness of itself as a collective individual precisely as the
ghetto disintegrates and becomes a site of class struggle. The Jewish proletariat
now seeks and creates new forms for the free development of its individuality
in the external world.
The Jewish workers associations in Galicia were at first local, then there was

a gradual trend to centralisation of committees transcending local boundar-
ies. Finally there was an effort to establish an independent organisation for the
whole Jewish proletariat. These forms of organisation corresponded to stages
in the development of the Jewish proletariat’s class consciousness.43

43 Polonisers do not like to mention the fact that such associations have existed across the
whole province for many years and that they themselves were often forced by circum-
stances to set them up. Where was Jewish ‘separatism’ then? An independent Jewish
organisation is only a consequence of this fact. If Polonisers now fight so ruthlessly against
the trend to an independent organisation of the Jewish proletariat (which would only be
a small part of the general Austrian party and share its common programme), this proves
only that they areunable tounderstand the implicationsof their ownassumptions. An inde-
pendent organisation is allegedly a betrayal of the ‘idea of solidarity’. In that case, it is
worth remembering that in Austria the Social Democratic Party consists of six independ-
ent organisations of this kind.Did they also betray the ‘idea’ of solidarity?ThePolish Social
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This whole process, presented above, is the result of the disintegration of the
ghetto and the encroachment of capitalism. This does not stop Polonisers, who
see things upside down, from regarding the process as a return to the ghetto and
the betrayal of the ‘idea of solidarity’.
With equal justification they could see modern industrial or commercial

courts as a transgression of the principle of equality before the law and a return
to the judicial system of the estates of the middle ages. They could also see a
return tomedieval communal particularism in the current tendency to admin-
istrative decentralisation. Here too they could see a breach of the ‘idea of solid-
arity’ by ‘isolated’ and ‘separate’ communes or provinces. After all, the ‘idea of
solidarity’ is here also breached by delegating some functions and means of
coercion from the authority of the central state and its officials to the com-
munes and provinces, which are given autonomous administrative power.
As Kautsky stated,

diese Selbstverwaltung bedeutet nichtWiederherstellung des mittelalter-
lichen Particularismus. Die Gemeinde wird dadurch nicht wieder das
selbstständige Ganze, das sie ehedem gewesen. Sie bleibt ein Glied des
grossen Ganzen, der Nation, hat in ihrem Rahmen und für sie zu wirken.
Die Rechte und Pflichten der einzelnen Gemeinden dem Staate gegen-
über werden nicht mehr durch besondere Verträge festgesetzt. Sie sind
ein Produkt der für Alle in gleicher Weise geltenden Gesetzgebung der
staatlichen Zentralgewalt;44 sie werden bestimmt durch die Interessen
des gesammten Staates oder der Nation, nicht durch die der einzelnen
Gemeinden.45

This statement is too important not to be cited in the original.

Democratic Party of Galicia and Silesia is not the only such organisation, as one is led to
believe, but one of six!

44 It must be remembered that the same French National Assembly which destroyed feudal
particularism, created, by thedecree of 14December 1790, no fewer than44,828newmuni-
cipalities (municipalités).

45 [‘This self-administration does not imply the reconstruction of medieval particularism.
The commune does not again become the autonomous entity that it once was. It remains
a part of the greater entity, the nation and has to operate within its framework. The rights
and obligations of the individual communes in relation to the state are no longer ruled by
particular agreements. They are a product of the legislation of the central state authority
whichapplies toall in the sameway. They aredeterminedby the interests of thewhole state
or nation and not by those of the individual communes.’ (Kautsky 1893, p. 48) Grossman’s
emphasis.]
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Those who believe in idiotic retrospection, ranting about return to ghetto,
should read it with care!

∵
The legend in our ranks represents opportunism.However, not even the kind of
opportunism that exists inWestern Europe but our ownGalician opportunism.
The principal common feature of both forms of opportunism is capitulation:
the renuciation of the direct path of the revolutionary proletariat. In the west
this is in favour of reforms. And in our province? Our ‘society’ has not yet pro-
duced any reforms; it produces ignorance and prejudice.
Opportunism in our province is capitulation in the face of prejudice and

patriotic traditions. Capitulation even before the struggle has begun …
Its motto is thus not the struggle against prejudice but conformity.
The legend!

I judge it to be impossible to describe the events of one’s own times,
without offending many.46

– [Niccolò] Macchiavelli

It was my desire to hurt.
I was not writing a history of events but a critique of views in our very

own ranks. The statement of the Italian philosopher, the judge of human souls,
expresses an even greater truth.
In the section on trends of development, I discussed only those factors res-

ulting in the transformation of the Jewish masses into a Jewish proletariat
conscious of its national identity. I left out countertendencies operating in the
opposite direction.
I did this for several reasons.
First, because these counter-tendencies include general capitalist tenden-

cies to assimilation, to uniformity, which affect all nations to the same extent,
making them all resemble one type wemay call ‘the average European’. So they
could be disregarded as having no particular bearing on Jews and not affecting
the Jewish question, relating in general to the existence of independent nations
in the future.
If we disregard these general capitalist assimilatory tendencies, which are

tantamount to progress and culture, and concern ourselves with assimilation

46 [Machiavelli 1882, p. 5.]
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in a narrower sense, not that of a general type but relating to a single nation, we
come to the second reason. For many years, in the discussion of Polonisation,
factors that were actually or apparently leading to assimilation weremisappre-
hended and overemphasised, while counterposed factors were disregarded. It
would be redundant to go over this again here. My task has been to point out
new phenomena, not to reiterate old assertions.
Finally and most importantly, examining the conditions under which the

Jewish proletariat wages the class struggle, we are faced with a fact which casts
doubt on the efficacy of assimilationist tendencies and demands explanation.
We are faced with the concrete and undeniable fact, which imposes itself on
us with unyielding strength, that Yiddish ‘backwardness’ is spreading amongst
the Jewish proletariat. Popular Yiddish literature, dealing with physics, ana-
tomy, biology, zoology, mineralogy, botany, mathematics and astronomy, geo-
logy, economics, sociology andhistory, is spreading inworking class communit-
ies. Socio-political literature is expanding, from popular pamphlets to serious
works like Marx’s Capital. The number of publications and journals, primarily
fiction, folk poetry and Jewish short stories, is growing. Shakespeare andDante,
[Émile] Zola and [Maxim]Gorky, [Lev]Tolstoy and [Marya] Konopnicka, [Her-
man] Heijermans and [Gerhard] Hauptmann are introduced to the Jewish
worker in Yiddish translations. Proletarian theatres, educational institutions,
libraries and reading roomsarebeing set up spontaneously fromhumblebegin-
nings. There are thousands of such attempts and efforts within the proletariat.
Themasses read this literature and take it seriously and each pamphlet that

is read generates demand for another. Working-class members of the Jewish
intelligentsia are not ashamed of their language, no longer look for knowledge
in foreign, Polish or Russian, publications. Popular and more serious Yiddish
literature is more than sufficient to satisfy their needs. These workers do not
therefore become separated from the masses, do not become strangers; they
work among and for them.
Where does this lead and what does it mean?
Old, Polonising slogans have lost their significance and paled. The Jewish

proletariat has a new life and experiences new ideas.
Reality contradicts and subordinates assimilationist tendencies. I could,

therefore, safely ignore them.
What strikes us today and deserves attention is the new direction of ideas

amongst the masses. It was necessary to explain this development and its
causes. Its consequences, on the other hand, are inexorable.
The Jewishproletariatwill not stophalf way. It follows the path of the revolu-

tionary proletariat and its interests are the interests of the whole revolutionary
proletariat.
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This path is neither spun out of fantasy nor based on tradition. It is the inev-
itable result of the Jewish proletariat’s material and social circumstances, and
pushes it in this direction.
The Jewish question, as presented above, is the only Jewish question that

can exist within the proletariat. This is the only way it can be conceived by the
proletariat; the Jewish questionwithin the proletariat does not otherwise exist.
Everything else is petty bourgeois simpering about social harmony or bour-

geois fear, disguised in national phraseology, or the problem of nationalminor-
ities in general. But for the proletariat this is not and cannot be the Jewish
question.
With the achievement of an independent Jewish organisation, which is the

practical goal of the Jewish proletariat in its historic struggle for emancipation,
the last visible vestiges of the ghetto will also disappear, to the extent that the
proletariat can get rid of themunder capitalism.Only in thiswaywill the Jewish
proletariat achieve equality with the proletariats of other nations in the Austrian
social democratic movement. In previous centuries the ghetto meant that the
Jews were in an exceptional situation. The establishment of an independent
Jewish organisation is essential for the Jewish proletariat as a class movement.
Abolishing the Jewish proletariat’s exceptional situation in the Austrian social
democratic movement, means the real destruction of the ghetto, at least in the
proletariat’s own ranks!
When the proletariat’s final liberation and victory arrives, it will also finally

liberate the Jewish proletariat and be its victory.
Consciousness of the path that the proletariat has to follow to achieve its

great goal, also provides the theoretical solution to the Jewish question. Our
greatest task at present is to identify this path.

The sparks I strike today – will light tomorrow.47
– [Marya] Konopnicka

January 1905

47 [Konopnicka 1915, p. 246. The Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia was established
within months of the publication of Grossman’s pamphlet, on May Day 1905.]
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chapter 2

From the Editors*
Translated from Polish by Dominika Balwin

When initiating the publication of a neworgan, intended for students, wemust
justify its emergence and provide a short statement of the beliefs of its editors,
in at least a few words.
Over recent years, young people in Galicia1 have become immensely polit-

ical; not only university students but also students in high schools make per-
emptory judgements without appeal on the most complicated political and
social problems in Galicia and Austria, as well as neighbouring states, extolling
one current to the skies, spitting on others, acknowledging certain activists as
infallible leaders of the nation, condemning others.
The very fact that young people are keenly interested in politics is a very

positive phenomenon; the evil resides in the way in which a considerable pro-
portion of our youth approaches solving political problems.
We are aware that social phenomena are the most complicated of all those

known to us; we are also aware that investigating them objectively is unusually
difficult because social position, class interests, national interests, traditions
and intellectual sympathies have a great, unintentional influence that colours
our understanding of them.
If we pass now from social phenomena in general to contemporary political

life, we can readily observe that accurate assessments pose even greater diffi-
culties.
To overcome them, we must, above all, master as much knowledge as pos-

sible in the area of social-political phenomena. Further, in judgements about
these phenomena, we have to consciously avoid emotional criteria.
On matters concerning the future, it is necessary to be guided above all by

realism, to strictly distinguish between what is relatively possible from what
is desired. We write ‘relatively’, because it is not possible to predict the future

* [Originally published as Grossman 1905c. Grossmanwas the principal editor of Zjednoczenie:
OrganMłodzieży Socyalistycznej, Union: Organ of Socialist Youth.]

1 [Between 1795 and 1918 there was no independent Polish state. Predominantly Polish-speak-
ing territorieswere in provinces of theRussianEmpire (theCongressKingdomof Poland), the
German Empire (Posen, Silesia, East Prussia) and the Habsburg/Austro-Hungarian Empire
(Galicia).
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when dealing with socio-political issues, with the same accuracy as physical
phenomena; we cannot quantitativelymeasure the former, as we can the latter.
In Galicia recently, despite what we have written above, discussions in young
people’s circles and the journal particularly intended for them, Promień, have
been guided by different principles: not the serious education of young people,
awakening them to criticism and independent judgement; but only adherence
to the programme of the PPS.2
That this has indeed been the case is apparent in Promień’s avoidance of

reviews of books from different tendencies. The literature of other parties
has been boycotted; and discussions of programmes have either uncritically
invoked authorities or primarily relied on emotional arguments.
On the question of Poland’s independence, the decisive arguments have

been that Marx, Engels and Liebknecht once said that Poland is necessary or
that every nation has the right to freedom. Whether a right to something can
always be realised in the short term has not been discussed.
We will not be concerned with gaining uncritical followers, who would only

be our followers because they do not know anything of other tendencies, but
rather with teaching young people to think independently and about how they
can defend their views against a variety of opponents.
We are socialists because only socialism provides a complete solution to all

burning social questions.We will also strive to comprehensively introduce our
readers to the doctrines of socialism.
Being sincere socialists, however, we will carefully investigate non-socialist

literature, to extract the greatest possible benefit for socialism;wewill also look
the truth boldly in the eye, not silently overlooking the mistakes of socialist
parties.
Facts and logical reasoning, rather than invocations of Marx and Engels, will

be decisive for us.
Wewill set aside the question of Polish Independence in the future, for today

wewant to achieve asmuch as possible for the Polish nationwithin the borders
of the states of the partition.
Wewill also always defend the rights of all nations, whether long recognised,

strong and highly civilised or those whose right to exist others dispute, for one
reason or another. For us, the opinion of itsmembers is decisive in determining
whether or not a social group constitutes a nation.

2 [The Polska Partia Socjalistyczna (Polish Socialist Party) was the name of the nationalist,
socialist organisations in the German- and Russian-occupied provinces of Polandwithwhich
the leadership of the PPSD sympathised. ‘Promień’ means ‘The Ray’.]
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We will not just ‘tolerate’ Ruthenians3 or deny Jews the right to determine
their nationality.
People who consider themselves to be a nation are indeed one. This is the

only just principle.
We will not spend too long describing the character of our publication.
It will contain scientific, literary, political and informative articles and trans-

lations.
The fact that we are socialists will not lead us to occupy ourselves exclus-

ively, in the fields of politics and social issues, with socialism. On the contrary,
all problems related to democracy in the broad meaning of the word will be of
great concern for us.
We would like our publication to be in close contact with young people; we

will therefore carry extensive correspondence from different localities about
the lives of young people and we ask our readers to inform us about the issues,
whether scientific or socio-political, ethical or philosophical, which concern
themmost.
Such is our programme. Its achievement will depend not on us alone but

also on the support which we find.

3 [I.e. Ukrainians.]
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chapter 3

Letters to the Bund*
Translated from Polish by Dominika Balwin

Kraków 8 April 1905

Dear Comrades,
In what is a decisive moment for us, we turn to you with a request. As you

know, a movement for the creation of an independent Jewish organisation has
existed in Galicia for a few years: in recent times thismovement has broadened
and deepened to include all the larger towns. In the context of Galicia, this is
a serious matter. Due to a great number of circumstances and events, workers
in Kraków, L’viv, Przemyśl and Tarnów have decided that the time has come
to establish a Jewish social democratic party; the timing of its appearance
has been set for the first days in May. We have resolved to celebrate May Day
together [with the Polish Social Democratic Party] as a visible sign that our
demand to establish an independent organisation does notmean, as the Polish
socialists claim, destroying solidarity and fraternity.
The publication issued by us, the Jüdische Socialdemokrat whose first issue

will appear on 1 May, will include our programmatic article ‘Vos viln mir’, in
which we demand a Jewish organisation and call on workers to form it.1 The
Party2 will expel the editor of this publication – at that time wewill voluntarily
leave the Party en masse.3 Though we know the Polish Party will not treat us
delicately, we do not want this to lead to a fratricidal war, we want to maintain
good will.
Comrades! In thismomentwhich is such a decisive one for us, we turn to you

for help. The socio-political circumstances in which we fight are not the same
but, on the other hand, our struggle is based on the same and common theoret-
ical foundations: the Jewishproletariatmust have an independent organisation
adapted to the environment of the Jewish masses. We know that only such
an organisation can make of today’s backward, impoverished Jewish workers,

* [Grossman 1905d, published here for the first time.]
1 [Organizatsions Komite fun der Yudisher Sotsial-Demokratisher Partey in Galitsien 1905, see

What Do We Want?, below, pp. 73–82. ‘Jüdische Socialdemokrat’ means ‘Jewish Social Demo-
crat’.]

2 [I.e. the PPSD.]
3 [In fact the new Party was announced on May Day.]
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oppressed by their poverty, what you have alreadymade them: a conscious and
courageous revolutionary vanguard!
Thus you are andwill be the rolemodel for awhole new generation of Jewish

workers and intellectuals. Every one of us was educated by your literature.
The struggle which we are leading is a difficult one. The assimilated intel-

ligentsia, torn away from the masses, is unable to provide materials in Yid-
dish which the mass movement demands for its agitation and press. We know,
however, that the movement itself will create and produce the means it needs.
For the time being, however, we are struggling with obstacles and count on

your help.We know that at themoment you are not in a position to send us any
sum of money so we are asking you for help in a different form.We are unable
to publish any scientific pamphlets in the field of socialism, so perhaps you
would be in a position to give us a certain amount of your scientific literature,
which we could sell and thus gain a double benefit – we would spread socialist
thought and earn money from the sales. This literature could be varied in con-
tent, serious and also popular – for example now, before Passover, theHaggada
shel Pesach.4 These publications can be sent toMaurycy Fast, Przemyśl, ul.Mick-
iewieza l.ii, who will be our main administrator, responsible to our Congress.
Naturally we will keep separate accounts and make payments for the pub-

lications which we have previously received from you in various cities around
Galicia.
In addition I am sending you Sławka Gr’s5 letter – he knows of our request

to you and endorses it.
Regarding the request for pamphlets which you could send us, we intend to

distribute them free of charge at our discretion.
We ask you for regular letters or articles about the revolutionary movement

in Russia, both in general and especially about the Jewish movement; perhaps,
even this week, you could send us such an article or letters about the revolution-
ary movement in Russia in Yiddish, so that it can be published in the first issue
of the JüdischeSozialdemokrat, or for example an article about ‘MayDay inRus-
sia’. As we lack strength in writing in Yiddish, every article written in Yiddish is
an immense help.
Comrades! The step which we are now taking, a definitive step forward, is

decisive for the future of the social democraticmovement here, among the Jew-
ish masses. We are therefore also counting on your help, as also on the help of

4 [The text of the domestic Jewish Passover service, which was often adapted to refer to cir-
cumstances of contemporary oppression.]

5 [Presumably BronisławGrosser, whowas inGalicia around this time andone of whose pseud-
onyms was Sławek.]
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other social democrats. In amonthwewill be able tomake this request openly;
at present still secretly as

the Temporary (Secret) Committee of JewishWorkers in Galicia,
we send you our fraternal greetings.
On behalf of the Committee,
Henryk Grossman
(Secretary)
PS. My address
Henryk Gr. Kraków ul. Sebastyana 36

Our founding Congress will probably be held in Przemyśl on 27 and 28 May –
unless extraordinary obstacles arise which cannot be foreseen.6
From the literaturewhich youhaveweneed: Zionism,Haggadah shel pesach,

History of the Jewish Labour Movement, History of the Jewish Movement,7 and
your publications onMarx, Engels and Lassalle which we want to distribute en
masse.

Kraków 3 July 1905

Respected Comrades!
I have just received your letter and Iwill pass it on immediately; you can send

the blotting paper8 tomy address.
At the same time, should you need our services more often in the future,

please contactme directly, without prior notice and I will gladly try to take care
of the matter. Please include only the appropriate indications.
As in the past, I will give the literature to the person who says he has come

on your behalf.
If for some reason or othermy address is not convenient for you, please send

the papers to the Ferdinand Purisch’s address, ul. Sw. Sebastyana 19.
With soc-dem greetings,
Henryk Grossman
PS. I will shortly send a more extensive report about the state of our work

and Party in Galicia.

6 [The Congress actually took place on 9–10 June 1905, the third anniversary of the execution
of the Bundist hero Hirsh Lekert.]

7 [Lonu 1903; a Bundist version of the Haggadah shel pesach, the text of a Passover service;
Anonymous 1900; probably Anonymous 1902.]

8 [This was a common expression for illegal, underground publications.]
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Kraków 27 July 1905

Respected Comrades!
On 1 May this year the Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia was estab-

lished – as you surely know. Over 9–10 June the first, founding Congress of our
Party was held in L’viv, attended by 53 delegates from around the province, rep-
resenting about 2,000 organised workers, that is nearly a third of all those who
are organised in Galicia!
A letter from the Committee of Bund Abroad was sent to the Congress, and

expressed warm regards and best wishes.
At present I turn to you with a request to find us an editor for the Yiddish

weekly, which we intend to publish soon, as well as to provide support, to the
extent you canmanage, in terms of literature or writing periodic letters for our
publication.
However, before I come tomy precise request, I will just briefly describe our

position so that youknow the situation. I attachour publicationsWhatWeWant
and Before the Congress,9 which explain the matter in more detail. I will send
you the minutes of the Congress shortly.
In Galicia – inhabited by three nationalities (Poles, Ruthenians10 and Jews),

Jews comprise about 13 percent of the population. In spite of this, as the Jewish
population is mainly concentrated in the cities, the proportion to the rest of
the population there amounts to 30–40 percent.
As social democrats, we take a position of conscious, uncompromising class

struggle, which is our guiding principle. In the name of the class interests of the
whole proletariat, we – as Jews – consider it imperative, however, to adapt our
struggle to the circumstances of our surroundings, to the circumstances of the
masses of the Jewish proletariat. This is the theoretical position of the Bund,
with which in theoretical principle we are therefore in agreement. If this pos-
ition of the Bund has been questioned from various angles in Russia, then in
Austria this principle is officially recognised by Austria’s Social Democrats (see
Before the Congress).11 It is stranger here, that Austrian Social Democracy does
‘not recognise’ us as a party. If, therefore, Jewish socialists in Russia, where it is

9 [Organizatsions Komite fun der Yudisher Sotsial-Demokratisher Partey in Galitsien 1905,
seeWhatDoWeWant?, above, pp. 73–82; Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokratyczna Gali-
cyi 1905, see Before the Congress, above, pp. 83–102.]

10 [I.e. Ukrainian.]
11 [Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokratyczna Galicyi 1905, see Before the Congress, below,

pp. 83–102.]
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completely rejected, are the exception to the rule, then in Austria, on the con-
trary, it is the exception to the exception. When the Austrian Party accepted
the principle of national organisation and brought it to life, it broke into six offi-
cially recognised national organisations. In spite of this, they do not want to
recognise a seventh, Jewish, organisation.
First and foremost, we are hampered by the Polish Social Democratic Party

of Galicia which is under the strong influence of the PPS12 of the Kingdom of
Poland. It is characteristic that, when the antisemitic organ of the all-Polish
National Democrats (Słowo Polskie) in its issue of 8 May this year called on all
‘patriotic’ elements to crusade against the ‘separatists’ (that is, us) and there-
fore stood on the side of the Polish Social Democratic Party, one of the most
honest democratic publications in Galicia, the organ of the populists (Kurjer
Lwówski) writes in its issue of 30 June: ‘With the existence of the Czech, Ger-
man, Ruthenian etc., Social Democratic Parties in Austria, there is no logical
reason why a Jewish organisation should not exist’.13
At our Congress we adopted the programme of Austrian Social Democracy

in full and without any limitations and, despite ‘not being recognised’ as an
official part of it, we consider ourselves part of the General Party and act on the
basis of a common programme and common tactics.
Achieving ‘recognition’ will depend on our strength and, we are convinced,

that it will soon occur, as it must as matters stand.
That we have right on our side is clear, not only in theory but also in accord

with the entire history of the workers movement among Jews in Galicia. Our
newly formed Party is just the last link in this chain of organisational devel-
opment. I cannot write further here but just want to note that the battle to
form a Jewish workers party in Galicia has been going on since 1897 and its
more important stages were the first conference of Jewish socialists in L’viv in
1899, the second conference in L’viv in 1903, the ninth Congress of the Polish
Social Democratic Party in Kraków in 1904 and the Trade Union Conference in
Przemyśl in 1905 and, finally, the proclamation of the Jewish Social Democratic
Party on 1 May 1905.
Our opponents from the Polish Party did not reply to our arguments in Before

the Congress (!), by which they condemned themselves in public opinion. On
the other hand there is almost no day on which they do not attack us in

12 [The PPS, Polska Partia Socjalistyczna (Polish Socialist Party) was the name of the nation-
alist, socialist organisations in the German- and Russian-occupied provinces of Poland.]

13 [Słowo Polskie 1905. ‘Słowo Polskie’ (‘Polish Word’) was a twice daily newspaper in L’viv,
associated with the antisemitic National Democratic Party. Kurjer Lwówski 1905. ‘Kurjer
Lwówski’ (‘Lwów Courier’) was a daily newspaper in L’viv, associated with the Polish Peas-
ant Party.]
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Naprzód14 or their other publications in a manner that is dirty and unworthy
of social democrats, just as, in its time, the PPS attacked the Bund
Despite this, our movement is growing and continues to garner wider mass

support. Today we can pride ourselves on the figure of about 3,000 [members]
organised in trade unions!
Our work and the growth of our influence progresses so rapidly that we

simply do not have an adequate agitational strength, especially since the PPSD
did not fulfil its responsibilities in this regard at all and we have to begin build-
ing from the ground up ourselves.
Above all we feel the lack of a press. The PPSD practised the politics of assim-

ilation regarding the Jews.While workers yielded to it only partially, this policy
totally tore the intelligentsia away from the masses and it did not even know
their language, Yiddish.
The first new generation of the intelligentsia which sought out paths to

return to themasses nevertheless carries themark of assimilationist influences
and either knows little or no Yiddish at all.
So, as well as difficulties of a general kind and financial difficulties (Jewish

workers here are very poor), we are dealing with a seemingly strange difficulty:
the lack of an appropriate editorial strength.15 We therefore ask you to match
us with an intelligent person, knowledgeable about socialist theory and work-
ers’ struggles. I add that an important part of our struggle is the struggle with
Zionism and Poale Zionism.16
An intelligent person will easily become familiar with our situation, espe-

cially as there are eager helpers here.
As to payment, we will come to an understanding with the person. Poverty

stricken as we are in Galicia, we cannot afford much.
Finally we ask you to provide us with extensive and regular letters, about

various events in your life, work and struggle. Actually the Foreign Committee
of the Bund promised to send us such letters but wewould prefer to have direct
relations with you.
Please forgive us for turning to you at such a difficult time for you. However

we know that we are turning to our closest friends. In different political and
social circumstances, we are struggling for the same ideals, the liberation of
the Jewish proletariat.
Long live the international workers movement!

14 [Naprzód (Forwards) was the PPSD’s daily newspaper in Kraków.]
15 The Yiddish weekly published by the PPSD is edited not by a Galician but a PPS Jew from

Lithuania.
16 The Poale Zion organisation attempted to combine socialism with Zionism.
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With fraternal greetings,
Henryk Grossman
Secretary
Address: Kraków
ul. Sw Sebastyana 36
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chapter 4

What DoWeWant?*
Translated from Polish by Dominika Balwin, fromYiddish by Rick Kuhn

Wewant to spread social democratic thought, the idea of class struggle, to carry
it into the ranks of the Jewish proletariat.We want to show Jewish proletarians
the great goal and the path to that goal; a better future and a brighter tomorrow
for those who today are so oppressed and ignorant, pariahs among the nations.
We want to awaken the Jewish masses from sleep; the time for sleep has

already passedwithout return. Life inevitably throws up burning problems and
the wave of history will wash over those who have not solved them. So rise up,
you, who have previously bowed down; awaken, you, who slept; speak, youwho
have previously been silent. Today you must not be silent!
The proletariat is growing daily, the workers movement is becoming power-

ful. It has already encompassed a hundred countries and speaks a hundred lan-
guages. Jewish proletariat of Galicia, awaken. Do not sleep while others fight,
do not be silent when others call to the class war.
Join the huge, rising wave, join the international workersmovement. Let the

foundations of palaces shudder fromyourunited assault, let capitalism tremble
until the final blow knocks it off its feet.
We want to give you consciousness and power, we want to raise you from

poverty and despair, to demolish your social and religious prejudices and to
crush soulless structures.Wewant to rouse you to the class struggle, to fight for
your immediate and longer term interests. So awaken!

1

Over the past two decades Jewish society has changed immeasurably. Capital-
ism’s mighty circle is beginning to embrace the Jews. Capitalism has intruded

* [Originally published as Komitet Organizacyjny Żydowskiej Partyi Socyalno-demokraticycz-
neywGalicyi 1905; andOrganizatsionsKomite funderYudisher Sotsial-Demokratisher Partey
in Galitsien 1905 and also a pamphlet in Yiddish. The language in the Polish version is more
literary than that in the Yiddish. Grossman wrote this manifesto, according to Feyner 1948,
p. 18; also see Reyzen 1927, column 616. As Grossman probably wrote the manifesto in Polish,
that version has been preferred in matters of detail. Where there are significant differences
between the versions, they are noted.]
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into themoribund Jewish ghetto, revolutionised and divided it into new classes
and created new relations between them. The Jewish proletariat has emerged
and is emerging in greater numbers every day, a wage-earning Jewish working
class, which until recently did not exist …
The transformations in economic relations are accompanied by the corres-

ponding responses of political parties which are beginning to appear among
the Jews.
These transformations are happening here extremely slowly. That is also

why the transitional period in which we find ourselves claims more victims,
undermines living conditions and destroys the previous sources of income of
numerous strata without creating new ones.
General gloom and fear, the prevailing insecurity, the poverty of the broad

masses and their terribly low living standard, and the consequent illness and
mass emigration of thousands of families – these are the tracks that mark cap-
italism’s progress as it encroaches into Jewish society.
In these circumstances the rising Jewish workers movement has had an

immensely difficult and important task.Thepolitically andculturally backward
Jewish masses were and are different from the surrounding Polish population
in various ways. Apart from a handful of the assimilated intellectuals and a few
individual workers, the Jewish proletariat lives in specific, historically created
circumstances. It is significantly different culturally in terms of customs, reli-
gion and language.
As long as the socialist movement did not draw in the masses, these differ-

ences were not so obtrusive and did not come to light as strongly as at present.
During its first years, the social democratic movement among Jewish work-

ers barely managed to involve those individuals who were assimilated, de-
tached from themasses andon its periphery.The agitation andwork conducted
among these workers was the same as among Polish proletarians. The social-
ist movement initiated among Jews by Polish socialists – which we willingly
acknowledge and do not think to deny – was not a mass movement and barely
reached a few assimilated workers. It is no wonder that, in spite of the fact that
it was conducted among Jews, it was a Polishmovement. This entiremovement
considered itself an appendage of the Polish movement and, deprived of all
independence, expected everything from the Polish movement.
When this movement subsequently began to penetrate the masses – unas-

similated masses in such a different environment from that of the Polish pro-
letariat, and possessing their own language and specific culture and customs –
it was necessary to change the forms and ways of agitating immediately, if
the work was to be effective. It was necessary to take into account the circum-
stances of the new environment. It was necessary to adjust to the needs and life
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of the Jewish masses. Jewish workers must not only be addressed in another
language [i.e. Yiddish], their psychology must be understood; their souls have
to be addressed, they have to be fired up, revolutionised and swept up!
Alas! Polish socialists did not do this. Without understanding the Jewish

masses and their needs they could not do this and the majority of them did
not even want to. For these and other reasons (which we discuss elsewhere)
they did not take the special circumstances andneeds of the Jewishmasses into
account. Convinced that sooner or later Jews would be assimilated and wish-
ing that this would finally happen, theywere unable to distinguish their desires
and will froms harsh reality. They mistook their desire for actual reality. Thus
they did not take the needs of the Jewish proletariat into account and, instead
of adapting their forms of agitation andwork to these circumstances, preferred
in their blindness, on the contrary, [to try] to bend the social circumstances to
their wishes and to their forms or agitation.
Is it any wonder that under these circumstances the Polish forms of agit-

ation had to become a kind of Polonisation? Is it any wonder that a socialist
movement conducted in this way did not embrace the Jewish proletariat?
The entire work of the Polish socialists in relation to the Jewish workers

movement was based on the consistent neglect of its needs.While the specific
environmental circumstances of the Jewish masses demanded consideration,
Polish socialists at the time preached ‘drawing closer’ (read Polonisation) and
the disappearance of Yiddish.1 The Polish socialists made no effort to demon-
strate to the Jewish masses the actual nature and goals of Zionism, to unmask
Zionist demagogy. They suspected Zionism in all the independent actions of
the Jewish proletariat. Not to mention that an alien, Polish ideology, which
could neither win it over nor fire it up, was imposed on the Jewish masses and
that a psychology of suffering was drummed into Jewish workers. Instead of
arousing a sense of their own power and health, and a sense of the dignity of
Jewish workers as Jews, they were mournfully told: Jew, you are doomed; you
will disappear. In aword, instead of awakening their pride, everythingwas done
to shake and weaken their dignity. People like Hirsh Lekert do not emerge in
such an atmosphere! Sadder still: invoking assumptions accepted from the out-
set, themost vital interests of the Jewish proletariat were sacrificed. The Jewish
proletariat was neglected. Over a period of more than 10 years the Jewish pro-
letariat was not given the press it needed nor supplied with the agitators the

1 [The Yiddish version of this sentence is: ‘At a time when the special circumstances of the
Jewishmasses demanded consideration, the Polish socialists preached “drawing closer” (read
Polonisation), wanted to prove that the Yiddish language was disappearing’.]
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movement demanded. Neither its agitational nor its organisational needs were
taken into account or they were pushed into the last place …
On the contrary, the assimilationist Party policy tore away from the masses

those most able to work amongst them.
So, while others fought, the Jewish proletariat slept.While in Russia the Jew-

ishproletariat, persecutedandoppressedunderTsarist rule, roseup to fight and
moved to the forefront of the revolution; when it threw off the slavish soul of
the ghetto and transformed itself into a hero, when its heroic struggle resoun-
ded throughout the world, winning it respect and acknowledgement – here,
in far better political circumstances, the Jewish masses remained passive and
quiet. Where a gigantic flame could have been ignited, only ashes smouldered
… And miserable Jewish life in the province of Galicia dragged on: handfuls of
Jewish workers, scattered in cities and towns, not fighting, because they lacked
consciousness and enthusiasm: not living, because they were nurtured in a for-
eign hothouse …

2

What was done for the Jewish proletariat with regard to agitation and organ-
isation was not according to the policies of the Polish socialists but contrary
to their policies. There was a battle for [the establishment of] every Jewish
workers association, it was necessary to fight and pleadwith the Party for every
Jewish meeting, to argue and justify its necessity … To argue over the wording
of every declaration … Howmuch energy, which could have been put to better
use, was wasted on this!
Yet that which has the right to live, will live and must live! So, despite

obstacles, the life of the Jewish worker would not let itself be fettered by
imposed formulas and was able to break the bonds choking it. Through the
force of internal necessity, over several years ‘separate’ Jewish Briderlekhkeyt
and Postęp2 associations arose in Galicia; ‘separate’ meetings were arranged
and ‘separate’ declarations made. As the movement grew, again with the force
of the same internal necessity, the tendency to centralise the Jewish workers
movement appeared, to unify dispersed efforts, to create an independent insti-
tutionwhich could lead the Jewishmovement independently. Indeed, the con-
ference of Jewish workers in May 1903 in L’viv passed a resolution in favour of

2 [The associations of Jewish workers, affiliated with the Polish Social Democratic Party of
Galicia were called either ‘Postęp’, ‘Progress’ in Polish; or ‘Briderlekhkeyt’, ‘Brotherhood’ in
Yiddish.]
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such an institution. A JewishAgitation Committee for Galicia was set up. The sig-
nificance of this fact for the Jewish workers movement in Galicia was epochal;
it is not that [a motion for] the establishment of a Jewish social democratic
party failed to pass at this conference. The epochal meaning of this resolu-
tion is based on the fact that in creating a Jewish agitation committee, Jewish
workers acknowledged, unanimously and without reservations, the principle
that the Jewish movement must be led and run independently, that an inde-
pendent institution, which understands the life of the Jewish proletariat and
is adapted to that life, has to exist; that only such an institution can effect-
ively lead the work among the Jewish masses. Just as the fifth curia in Austria,3
initially welcomed, could not satisfy the proletariat, since the principle of uni-
versal suffrage, once recognised, cannot be made to wait for its full realisation,
so the Jewish Agitation Committee, even though it was a half-measure, was the
acknowledgement of a principlewhose full realisation was not far off.
The Jewish workers, whom half-measures could not satisfy, were able to

draw final conclusions from the conference, all the more because life itself
and the circumstances of the environment in which they lived were pushing
them all the more forcefully in this direction. So, since May 1903, the move-
ment for a Jewish party has been growing and broadening. Ever greater masses
are becoming conscious of the need for it, as the socialist movement embraces
ever greater masses.
Indeed, only an independent organisation can organise the Jewish prolet-

ariat. Only an organisation that takes into account the environmental circum-
stances in which it functions, that is suited to the needs and lives of the Jewish
masses and to their ways of thinking, is able to spread socialist ideas among
them, to produce the press they need, to educate agitators. Only an organisa-
tion which understands the life of the Jewish masses is able to awaken the cur-
rently passive and detached masses, to draw them into the vortex of struggle,
to make them conscious!
Organisation is not something intangible and unchanging. Organisation is

not a goal in itself. Organisation is ameans to an end, a tool. Onemayhave been
good yesterday, today perhaps it is already obsolete andworn out. Organisation
has to be subject to change, to adapt to circumstances. Yet the circumstances
of the Jewishmasses are distinct. A single organisation of the Jewish and Polish

3 [In 1896, a fifth electoral group, which encompassed those not in one of the four groups
for landowners, chambers of commerce, and those who paid substantial taxes in rural com-
munities and cities, was constituted. The fifth curia, which included the vast bulk of themale
population, peasants and workers, elected less than a fifth of the deputies to the lower house
of Austrian parliament.]
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proletariats is not sufficient, just as a single organisation is not sufficient for the
proletariats of all the other nations in Austria. Just as each of these nations pos-
sesses its own organisation, so too the Jewish proletariat should have such an
organisation. The entire past of the social democratic movement among Jew-
ish workers in Galicia points to the need for a Jewish social democratic party.
The class interests not only of the Jewish but of thewhole proletariat in Austria
demand such an organisation. A Jewish social democratic party is not the idea
of this or that individual; the circumstances of life are themselves pushing the
Jewish proletariat in its direction. Under the socio-historical circumstances in
which we live, a Jewish social democratic party is an historical necessity!
Not only the previously mentioned development of relations in the past,

not only the needs of the present moment speak for us; not least the similar
organisations of other nations in Austria – but the so-called Brno Program4
most clearly concedes to us this fundamental and basic right, acknowledging
the right of the proletariats of all nations to independently decide their own
fates. Thus it should not be the Polish proletariat which decides this! The Jew-
ish workers are already mature enough to decide their own fate!

3

And you would have thought that if Jewish workers in Galicia raised the de-
mand for a Jewish social democratic party – a demand justified from the point
of view of the social democratic movement throughout Austria – not only
would nobody oppose this demand but everybody would, on the contrary,
applaud it. The opposite occurred, however.Thedemandwas opposed; the Jew-
ish proletariat was denied the right to such an organisation. Polish socialists in
Galicia did this.
The essential and elementary condition for all effective work, an organisa-

tion adapted to the environment,which is understood as the point of departure
for all work among the proletariats of other nations, for this the Jewish prolet-
ariat still has to struggle!
These samePolish socialists, whowith such effort struggle for the freedomof

their own nation, do not understand that the Jewish proletariat also wants the
same rights as the others. They do not understand that there is no friendship
between master and servant, between someone with full rights and someone

4 [On theGeneralAustrian SocialDemocraticWorkers Party’s federal organisational statute see
Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokratyczna Galicyi 1905b, ‘Reply to the Polish Social Demo-
cratic Party of Galicia’, below, p. 93–94.]
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deprived of rights, that only the free can forge brotherhood with the free, only
equals with equals.
So, in their blindness, they ruthlessly fight the tendency to set up a Jewish

social democratic party. They fight [the step] that will place the Jewish prolet-
ariat on an equal footingwith the proletariats of other nations, and they do this
despite the fact that such a party is the result of the entire previous movement
among Jewish workers. They are scared of this consequence which they do not
have the courage to deal with, so theywant to avoid it, even though they cannot
remove the circumstances which give rise to it!
A sad phenomenon is playing out before our eyes!
They risked doing what only a mad person would do. It was resolved to des-

troywhat life itself was creating, which they themselves – the Polish socialists –
with the force of ruthless necessity, willingly or unwillingly, helped to create. So
the deliberate and systematic march of destruction began.
If the march of life created the ‘separate’ Jewish workers associations, if this

same life forced even Polish socialists to establish and acknowledge the Jewish
Agitation Committee, if finally life gave rise to the consequent fact – a Jewish
workers party – the progressive march of life was opposed by a counter and
backwards march, a march of destruction.
So the right to a Jewish workers party was denied. Matters went even fur-

ther: the same people who, at the L’viv conference, had agreed to the Jew-
ish Agitation Committee and even proposed it themselves, a year later at the
Kraków Congress5 spoke against their own proposal. Despite the protests of
Jewish comrades, the Jewish Agitation Committee was abolished. The resol-
ution of the Jewish conference in L’viv was ignored in a contemptible man-
ner. And not because such a committee is unnecessary (theymanaged to jus-
tify it) – but only because such a committee could lead to a Jewish workers
party.
When the movement created by life could not be stifled, when the ‘squab-

bling Bundists’ developed and grew, they struck a final, crazed blow! At the
Trade Union Conference in Przemyśl6 it was resolved to abolish the Brider-
lekhkeyt and Postęp associations as seats of ‘Jewish’ agitation. No attempt was
even made to use a fig leaf.
If the Polish socialists were half-hearted in creativity, when the Jewish work-

ers movement was being built, they did not shy away from the consequences
when it came to its destruction!

5 [The ninth Congress of the PPSD, 30 October to 1 November 1904.]
6 [The third Galician Trade Union Conference, 26–27 March 1905.]
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Westand at the end. Less than a year is left until the dissolution of theBrider-
lekhkeyt and Postęp associations, we have been given a year of slow death.
Political scores were settled at the Trade Union Congress without regard for
the usefulness of trade union organisations, and despite their usefulness!

4

Comrades! Jewish workers! Recent events should convince even those who
have previously had doubts. The blindness of the Polish comrades cannot con-
tinue. The Przemyśl Conference should not remain unanswered and it will not
go unanswered. We can no longer stay in the Polish Social Democratic Party.
We will not willingly allow our throats to be cut. Comrades, we must respond!
The formation of a Jewish Social Democratic Party is a historical necessity,

its formation is rapidly approaching. Comrades, to we have to act!
Two paths lead to the Jewish party: with the will of the Polish comrades, or

against their will. We tried the first. We did not want battles and fights and we
still do notwant them! At the KrakówCongress, Comrade Bross cried out to our
Polish comrades: ‘We want to convince you of the correctness of our demands,
wewant to explain to you theneed for a Jewishparty, andwe are convinced that
youwill sooner or later yourselves put forward your own proposal for the form-
ation of a Jewish party’. Recent events and resolutions shattered our illusions.
Regardless of the harm that may ensue, it was decided to kill off the ‘Jewish
movement’.
The Polish comrades themselves cut off the first path and are pushing us to

‘split’. We have no option left but to embark on the second path. And we will
not retreat!
We will not be frightened by charges that we are Zionists, we will not be

shaken by the accusations that we are chauvinists, that we want ghettoes and
splits, backwardness and superstition.
We are not nationalists, we are not chauvinists and no-one has enforced the

class character of our struggle more strongly than we have. Nobody has fought
Zionismas a classmovement of the Jewishbourgeoisiemore ruthlessly thanwe
have.We do not want national programmes, we only demand a national organ-
isation. It is, in the end, necessary to distinguish between these. We want the
same sort of national organisation that the Germans, Poles and Czechs, Slove-
nians, and even the Ruthenians7 already have in Austria, which only the Jews
do not have!

7 [I.e. Ukrainians.]
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Just as proletariats of various nations are members of the international
workers movement and do not cease to be even though they have national
organisations so we Jewish social democrats are also international socialists,
fighting for the liberation of the whole proletariat.
The programme of thewhole proletariat in Austria is our programme too; its

fight will be our fight! Indeed our goals are common, our economic demands
and political slogans are the same!
So a Jewish Party is not a split and separatism but an equal right. Only it can

elevate the Jewish proletariat to a higher economic level andhigher intellectual
life.
A Jewish social democratic party is a necessity and a Jewish social demo-

cratic party does not exist!
Jewish proletarians! An historical moment is approaching, a great moment

arrives. The moment is coming when you will be equal to the proletariats of
other nations, when youwill be accepted on the same terms into the great fam-
ily of nations.
The Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia arises! Do not sleep at this

time! Show that you aremature enough to lead yourselves, that youhave under-
stood your historical role and will not retreat from it!
Polish comrades deny you this right. But even they will have to acknow-

ledge the accomplished fact. We do not want a fratricidal fight and eagerly
hold out our hand in brotherly peace. And it is impossible that they will not
accept it. After all, we fight for common goals and we must fight for them
together!
Jewish proletarians! Throw off your fears and doubts! Join the ranks of the

new organisation and help to build it. It will lead you to the proletariat’s goals.
To battle and to victory! To action! To work!
Great events require great souls. So cast off the soul of the ghetto which you

have born. Leave the ghetto streets where youwere enclosed. Forward to battle
and to victory!
Long live the Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia!
Long live the international workers movement!
Proletarians of all countries unite!
For the Organising Committee of the Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia
J[akób] Bierfass, Rubin Birnbaum, Abraham Blasbalg, Jonas Blum, Jakób

Bros, J. Dorfmann, Z[achariah] Dutki, Karol Einäugler, Franciszka Fargel, Maks
Felsenfeld, Szymon Glückstein, Henryk Grossman, N. Grundleger, Ozyasz
Landau, Landesberg, Helena Metzger, M[oyshe] Papier, Abraham Wasser-
mann, Abraham Poch, Uscher Schapira, Adolf Spanlang, Leopold Wechsberg,
DawidWinnitz, J. Antman.
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30 April 1905
All information from Secretary Henryk Grossman, Kraków ul. Sebastyana 36.
Address for payments: Adolf Spanlang, Kraków, ul. Estery 13.

∵

Declaration

We, supporters of an independent Jewish social democratic organisation in
Galicia, resign from the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia and Silesia
on 1 May this year.
Wewill informyou shortly of further actionwith the goal of forming the Jew-

ish SocialDemocratic Party of Galicia, specifically about the foundingCongress
and the manner of its convocation.

Organising Committee of the Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia
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chapter 5

Reply to the Polish Social Democratic Party of
Galicia*
Translated from Polish and German by Dominika Balwin and Rick Kuhn

On 1May the formation of the independent Jewish Social Democratic Partywas
proclaimed across Galicia, at a numerous series of mass meetings.
Themovement,whichhas been growing in size and strength for nearly seven

years, reached its final conclusion; the goal, which has been a beacon for Jewish
workers in Galicia since 1899, was finally realised.
The newly formed Party impatiently awaited the attitude which the Polish

Social Democratic Party would take to it. When, on 1 May in Kraków, a pro-
cession of close to 2,000 Jewish workers, organised by the ‘separatists’, entered
the mass meeting in the Riding School they were greeted with applause from
the Polish comrades, among them Comrade [Ignacy] Daszyński … The joint
demonstration gave rise to the hope that the Jewish Party, an accomplished
fact, would be recognised by the Polish comrades as an equal and that there
would be fraternal relations between the two parties.
In the course of the twenty or so days that have passed since then, a series

of occurrences and events have occurred which have shattered such illusions,
and require consideration and a response.
On 2 May an open letter to Jewish workers from Comrade Daszyński ap-

peared in Naprzód (later also posted on walls in Kraków and L’viv1 in Yiddish
and Polish), followed on 8 May by the resolution of the Executive of the Polish
Party and subsequently the resolution of the Executive of the Austrian Party
on 13 May, and finally a series of vicious ‘articles’ in the form of correspond-
ence from the provinces and chronicles that were attacks directed against us.
Although these attacks are the only argumentswhich are currently used against
us, we will answer Comrade Daszyński’s letter and the resolutions of the Pol-
ish andAustrian executives calmly and rationally, without polemicising against
the Polish Party (the Executive of the Polish Party does not like arguments).
We will, rather, elucidate the matter for those who are interested and facilitate
the orientation of public opinion which Naprzód is now urgently trying to per-

* [Originally published as Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokratyczna Galicyi 1905b, pp. 1–6.]
1 [‘Naprzód’ means ‘Forwards’. Naprzódwas the daily newspaper of the PPSD in Kraków.]
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suade that we are a gang of wreckers, proof of which is immediately provided
by a correspondent-slanderer, who does not even hesitate to fling the equally
vile and absurd insinuations that we talk about ‘Polish chauvinists sucking the
blood of the Jewish proletariat’ or the ‘schmutzige Adlerpartei’.2
Of this, however, more later!

∵
Comrade Daszyński is not, indeed, to blame but the very letter that was dir-
ected against the ‘separatists’ contains a serious accusation against the Polish
Social Democratic Party.
News of the formation of an independent Jewish organisation caught Com-

rade Daszyński and the Polish comrades unawares. Yet the formation of a Jew-
ish party was not a surprise for anyone else, since it was a fact with a history of
several years behind it. Every resolution of the Polish Social Democratic Party
over the past three years was preparation for the Jewish party. Supporters of a
Jewish party warned publicly and openly against such behaviour. Discontent
spread wide throughout Galicia, flaming up overtly, here and there. Yet what
the whole world knew and what the Polish Party ought to have known, was for
it a ‘conspiracy’ and a secret.
In truth, it is hard to find a stronger accusation against the Polish Party than

the words of Comrade Daszyński. The Party wants to lead the work among the
Jewish masses, yet does not know how they think and feel, or what plans and
intentions they have.
It is hard to suppress a smile at the sight of Comrade Daszyński – just as

Jewish workers in all the larger centres of Galicia left the Polish Party – calling
after them: wait, it’s a conspiracy, we did not expect this, did not know that this
is what you really think!
The Jewish workers did not wait. The withdrawal of Jewish workers from the

Polish Party is today an accomplished fact.
There was no question of any ‘deception’. That is only a tale circulated to

explain the accomplished fact of withdrawal, which cannot be concealed. The
evidence of this is the series of Jewish gatherings at which the Polish comrades
sustained a complete defeat. We will mention only the gathering in Kraków
where, after a 6 hour discussion and despite heated appeals bymembers of the

2 [‘Schmutzige Adlerpartei’ is German for ‘filthy Adler party’. Victor Adler was a founder and
the preeminent leader of Austrian Social Democracy.]
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Polish Executive, over 400 of those gathered declared themselves for the Jewish
party, with only 12 (!) against!
It is not wewho are afraid of discussion and run from it! So do not tell us that

we ‘surprised’ you, the Polish Party!
After all, Marx already observed that in matters of grave import it is not

enough to explain that one was caught unawares. ‘A nation and a woman’ and
still less, let us add, political parties, ‘are not forgiven the unguarded hour in
which the first adventurer that came along could violate them’.3
The statement that you were surprised, Comrade Daszyński, does not solve

the problem, only formulates it in a different way. How did it come to this, that
you let yourselves be surprised?And there arenot twoanswers; in this caseboth
sides are in agreement. Comrade Daszyński unintentionally endorses in full our
accusations against the PPSD. The Jewish proletariat took the PPSD by surprise;
an evident admission that you, Polish comrades, are incapable of leading the
Jewish masses, you do not have your finger on the pulse of its life, you stand far
removed from all that agitates the life of these masses and troubles them!
When these masses demand an independent organisation, in which they

could develop appropriately, when they also demand it because they wish to
decide on an equal footingwith the Polish and Ruthenian4 proletariats on local
administrative and province-wide5 matters, Comrade Daszyński, passing over
our arguments in silence, cannot come upwith a better answer than a personal
observation: ‘Here am I, your trusted envoy, while there is a handful of thought-
less youngsters. Here am I, with your best interests at heart, while they want to
tear you apart …’
Comrade Daszyński! It may not be pleasant for you, nonetheless you must

come to terms with the fact that Jewish workers demand arguments. A warm
hearted response may be very pleasing to them, certainly, but will not in the
least influence their steps and actions …

∵
We are happy about the fact that the Executive of the Polish Party has at last
been convinced about differences arising ‘from the linguistic and cultural sep-
arateness of the Jewish working population, demanding the accommodation of
certain different forms of organisation and agitation’. We have always asserted

3 Marx 1979, p. 108.
4 [I.e. Ukrainian.]
5 [I.e. Galician.]
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this, and the Jewish Social Democratic Party represents precisely such a ‘differ-
ent form of organisation’!
If the Executive of the Polish Party determines that such a different form

of organisation of the ‘Jewish proletariat’ should not be independent; that it
cannot be a direct part of the Austrian Party; that this would be a tragedy for
the Jewish proletariat; that such a tragedy can only be avoided in one way; that
this ‘separate form of organisation of the Jewish proletariat’ will only be a part
of the General Party indirectly; that is, if it is part of the Polish Party and only
through its mediation a part of the General Party – then the Executive of the
Polish Party should have proved this!
How can this be! So it will be a tragedy if the Jewish proletariat ceases to be

inferior and becomes an equal part? So an independent organisation will be a
tragedy, even though it is federated with the other social democratic organisa-
tions in Austria?! So it will be a tragedy for it to receive the same treatment as
the proletariats of other nations?
Never! The Executive of the Polish Party has not and could not prove this and

no social democrat would believe this! Baseless accusations, not backed up by
any arguments, that an independent Jewish organisation would be dangerous
and reactionary will convince no-one. And, if the Executive of the Polish Party
could not prove that an independent organisation would be bad and harmful,
we, on the contrary, have continuously proved, are proving and will continue
to prove that the Jewish proletariat could not and cannot develop adequately
within the Polish Party and that the needs of this proletariat were put in last
place by the Polish Party!
The task of a social democratic party is to fight for the realisation of its pro-

gramme.Onwhat is this struggle andactivity based, howdoes itmanifest itself?
Above all in certain organisational forms, secondly in agitation and finally

in the press. Organisation, agitators and press, these are the means by which a
socialist party fights.
Let us discuss these questions in turn and see what the Polish Party has

achieved.
The resolution of the Executive of the Polish Party of 8 May promises and

undertakes that if the Jewish proletariat demands separate forms of organ-
isation and agitation, the Polish Party is ready to create a national agitation
committee for Jews (within the Polish Party).6 Now let us cast a glance back to
the past. Until May 1903 they did not want to know about any such committee.
When in May 1903 a motion for the formation of a Jewish social democratic

6 [Zarząd polskiej partyi socyalno-demokratycznej w Austryi 1905.]
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party arose; under this pressure the Polish Party formed a Jewish agitation com-
mittee for Galicia.7

After theMay conference in 1903, once the ‘danger’ of a separate Jewish party
had passed, the committee was not established. The Kraków Congress in 1904
went further and even formally abolished it, claiming that a national commit-
tee for Jews was not needed and fought and condemned those who demanded
and defended the committee. Now that a Jewish social democratic party is
emerging, the Polish Party again promises to form a national agitation commit-
tee.Thedeciding factor here isnot theagitationalneedsof the Jewishproletariat
but pressure, the danger of the moment. One creates the committee in order
to take it away again later! Commentary is superfluous.
Comrade Daszyński, we await your reply!
Further. Jewish conferences were held in 18998 and 1903. At the time the

Polish Party apparently still acknowledged that the Jewish proletariat should
make its own decisions, that it best knows its own needs. In L’viv, forty Jewish
delegates from around the province voted for a national committee and then
the Kraków Congress dealt brutally with the agenda of the resolutions of the
Jewish conference.9 (The Jewish committee was abolished.) The just principle,
upheld inMay 1903, that the Jewish proletariat canmake its own decisions, was
brutally trampled in October 1904! Comrade Daszyński, we await your reply!
And further. The Executive of the Polish Party nowpromises to set up branch

associations and separate local committees. Yet how long ago did the Trade
Union Conference in Przemyśl resolve to abolish separate Postęp and Brider-
likhkeyt associations?!10

And this is supposed to be the possibility for development which you an-
nounce?! And is not the Executive of the Polish Party mocking the seriousness
of the entire Przemyśl Conference, if it now promises what the Conference
condemned a month earlier? And you have the temerity to say that you are
adequately satisfying theneeds of the Jewishproletariat,whenyou change your
line on the most vital questions every month and risk destroying the whole
movement among the Jewish masses by closing down the Postęp and Brider-
likhkeit associations?

7 [At the conference of Jewish socialists in L’viv in May 1903.]
8 [A conference of Jewish members of the PPSD, on 25 December 1899, in L’viv.]
9 [Ninth Congress of the PPSD, in Kraków, 30 October to 1 November 1904.]
10 [The thirdGalicianTradeUnionConference, 26–27March 1905.The associations of Jewish

workers, initially affiliated with the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia, were called
either ‘Postęp’, ‘Progress’ in Polish, or ‘Briderlekhkeyt’, ‘Brotherhood’ in Yiddish.]
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This is how one takes into account the need for ‘separate forms of organ-
isation’ in practice. This is how one treats Jewish committees, Jewish associ-
ations and Jewish conferences! Let usmoveon to agitation.Themost important
centres of the Jewish movement are neglected, the most important centres
do not have Jewish agitators. The Polish Party itself admits this. As a result of
the complaints and demands of Jewish workers at almost every Congress, it is
resolved that the Party should try to recruit Jewish agitators. So for 15 years the
need for agitators has been satisfiedwith resolutions!We know the Polish Party
looked for such agitators. Think about it, comrades, the Party which for 15 years
looked for agitators and could not find them, wants to lead thework among the
Jewish masses! Comrade Daszyński, we await your reply!
We are just beginning our work; come to our meetings; listen to our Jewish

speakers, whomwe have already created andwhose numbers grow from day to
day! And the press? Polish comrades! What did you do for 15 years? Where are
the publications for the Jewish masses, the newspapers and pamphlets?
While Naprzód, Głos robotniczy and Robotnik śląski, Prawo ludu and Latar-

nia,11 workers calendars and May Day specials and even newspapers for chil-
dren are published in Polish, for this Jewish mass, which represents such a
numerous element in the Party, for this mass, among which there are nearly
no illiterates, for them it was not even the Party but a private individual who
published a single Yiddish weekly, which goes bankrupt every fewmonths and
then vegetates again for a period. Naturally, the Executive of the Polish Party
then claims in the congress report that the newspaper is going under because
there are no subscribers, that evidently the workers do not know Yiddish! Pol-
ish comrades! No-one will believe this, you do not believe it yourselves – why
would the KrakówCongress (the same onewhich claimed that Yiddishwas dis-
appearing) resolve to publish a Yiddish newspaper?! Such is the result of years
of work. Such is the relationbetweenPolish and Jewishwork. ComradeDaszyń-
ski, we await your reply!
Have you printed even a single pamphlet in Yiddish? Oh, yes … one can be

found and it is a pamphlet directed against us!Thuswe canhumbly claimcredit
for this: that if we ‘separatists’ did not exist the Jewish proletariat would not
even possess this pamphlet … How then do you propose to educate the Jewish
masses, whose ignorance you so bemoan?We await your reply!

11 [Naprzód, Głos robotniczy (Workers’ Voice) and Robotnik śląski (SilesianWorker) were the
newspapers of the PPSD inKraków, L’viv and Silesia. Prawo ludu (People’s Right) and Latar-
nia (Lantern) were PPSD journals.]
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Have you, who call us Zionists, published even a single pamphlet against
Zionism, have you done anything to explain the reality of Zionism to the wide
mass of the Jewish proletariat?We await your reply!
Where are the libraries for Jewish workers, where they can educate and

develop themselves? Has even a single one been created through your efforts?
So where is the possibility for our development, of which you speak?
No, it did not and does not exist!
We do not claim that the Polish Party did nothing; even the worst organisa-

tion, least adapted to circumstances can do something. It often happens that
Social Democratic Parties change their organisations. Does that mean that the
old one did nothing, that it was completely useless?
No-one would say that. One throws off the old form of organisation when

a new one better satisfies needs and better assists the class struggle, leading
faster to the goal. No-one wants to walk when one can take a train! Organisa-
tional questions are not points of programme and principle which can only
express a single substance (Principielle Fragen);12 the question of organisation
is a question of practicalities, a question of worse or better adaptation to cir-
cumstances (Zweckmässigkeitsfrage).13
Sowhenwe can speed ahead by rail, do not point out that one can alsomove

forward on foot. Do not order us to vegetatewhenwewant plenty of movement
and fresh air. Look atwhat the Bund accomplished among the Jewishmasses in
a few short years. It has revolutionised the backward and passivemasses, made
conscious the ignorant and unconscious masses, roused them to the struggle,
pushed them to the forefront of the struggle. It made heroes of the children
of the ghetto, washed away the mark of ages, which was visible on our fore-
heads … If today we can walk with our heads held high, if we can repulse every
insult about the speculating Jewand the cowardly Jewwith dignity anddisdain,
pointing to the Jewish blood spilt for freedom, pointing to the Jewish heroes
dying for freedom, it is thanks to the Bund. It rehabilitated us, gave us gravity
and pride, gave us human dignity! …
Do not rush into the argument that the Bund in Russia and a separate Jewish

party in Galicia are two quite different things. We understand and remember
well the tremendous difference between the political circumstances in which
we and the Bund operate, and that our struggle in Galiciamust be different from
the Bund’s in Russia.

12 [‘Principielle Fragen’ means ‘principal questions’.]
13 [‘Zweckmässigkeitsfrage’ means ‘question of fitness for purpose’.]
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However, the very fact of the Bund’s existence, the reasons for its creation
and existence are the same there and here. The same fundamental socio-
cultural circumstances; the same external national difference in relation to the
environment, the same internal class stratification, the same bourgeoisie with
the same ideology, the same language andcustoms, even the same superstitions
and prejudices, in a word the same forces of light and darkness.
We have arisen for the same reasons the Bund arose. Despite the different

political circumstances, we have the same socio-cultural environment, which
leads to the same consequences.

∵
Weare influencednot only by this consideration, however, by the need to adapt
organisational forms to the environment over which they are to spread.We are
not only socialists but also democrats, we are social democrats and that is why
we fight and must fight for genuinely equal rights for the Jewish proletariat.
‘Socialdemakraten, die der Classenherrschaft den Krieg predigen, dürfen nicht
die Verweigerung des Selbstbestimmungsrechtes billigen.’14
We social democrats, who alone fight for real equal rights for all at the level

of local government, the province and the Empire, must above all lead by
example, practicing this equality in our ownparty, so that the Jewishproletariat
which is today oppressed and persecuted everywhere, feels equal and becomes
equal here in the ranks of social democracy! This is a great psychological and
educational moment, a great agitational moment which you, Polish comrades,
disregard!
You write in the resolution of the Executive that you want to realise ‘com-

plete equality for Jewish workers’. So give them the right they demand, tomake
their own decisions independently, the right which you extend to all other
nationalities, the rightwhichyouhaveacknowledgedas fundamental and inali-
enable andwhich – aswewill demonstrate in the documentation below– all of
social democraticAustria acknowledgedas fundamental. Show that youarenot
merely paying lip service to the notion of equality, that the rights you extend to
others you extend to Jews as well!
This is what you do not do. You prefer to point to a few Jewish individuals

who occupy leading positions in Party institutions. But we are not concerned
with this, we are not concerned with these few Jews – chairpeople and Jewish

14 Daszyński 1902, p. 735. [‘Social democrats who preachwar on class rule should not approve
the denial of the right to self-determination.’]
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leaders – we are not concerned with these few titles and posts.We are not con-
cerned with individuals but want the masses as a whole, as a group, to be able
to decide about itself and for this group to become equal to others! We want
to decide about local and provincial matters on an equal footing with the Pol-
ish and Ruthenian proletariats. We do not want to be second class citizens; we
demand equal rights!
So why should we deny ourselves an independent organisation; why should

we deny ourselves the right to decide independently about ourselves? Is it
because you think that the unity of the Party will be disturbed?
Do you really believe that? When Austrian Social Democracy abandoned

central organisation and divided itself into national organisations, did not
the entire bourgeois press howl with delight over the disintegration of Social
Democracy in Austria? Theminutes of the Brno Congress most clearly confirm
this (official speaker, Comrade [Josef] Krapka): ‘Als auf demWiener Parteitag
zum Ausbau der Selbständigkeit der nationalen Organisationen weitere Sch-
ritte gethan wurden haben die bürgerlichen Parteienmit grossem Jubel hinaus-
posaunt, dass die sozialdemokratische Partei zerfranst ist, und ihr nahes Ende
wurde bis auf das Datum Festgestellt.’ And yet Comrade Krapka could say ‘Ich
bin aber heute in der Lage zu konstatieren, dass die Partei durch dieAutonomie
gestarkt und womöglich noch mehr geeinigt dasteht als ehedem’.15
And today you quote these same bourgeois publications as critical evid-

ence against us? Are you not ashamed of this? And could we not use the same
weapon against you, pointing out that the socialist Naprzód and the all-Polish,
antisemitic Słowo Polskie call in chorus for a crusade against ‘separatists’?16
But we do not want to fight by these means and we will not! The needs of

the Jewish proletariat are decisive for us, not the whining of the bourgeoisie.
Did Comrade Krapka, quoted above, not clearly conclude that the division of

the Party into national organisations united it all the more? Was this not con-
firmed by numerous other speakers at the Austrian congress? So which unity
will be damaged?

15 [Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1899, p. 63. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘As
further steps were taken at the Vienna Congress to extend the independence of the
national organisations, the bourgeois parties with great jubilation trumpeted that the
Social Democratic Party was fraying and specified to the day its imminent end’. ‘I am,
however, today in the position to state that the Party has been strengthened and, if any-
thing is more united than previously thanks to this autonomy’.]

16 Słowo Polskie 1905. [Słowo Polskie (PolishWord) was a twice daily newspaper in L’viv, asso-
ciated with the antisemitic National Democratic Party.]
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Did you, Comrade Daszyński, not voice another opinion? How long ago did
you write the article ‘Nationality and Social Democracy?’17
We do not want to interfere in the internal affairs of the Prussian province

[of partitioned Poland] and just quote your statement.
Defending the party autonomy of the PPS18 in Prussia, you wrote about norm-

alising relations between the Polish and German parties: ‘Und diese Regelung
kann nur auf der Grundlage der formellen Gleichheit zwischen beiden Parteien
geschehen: eine andere giebt es für Socialdemokraten nicht, und kein logisch
denkender Genosse kann die formelle Abhängigkeit … wünschen’.19 So there,
when Polish relations were at issue, even formal dependence annoyed you, yet
where Jews are concerned you accept both formal and actual dependence?
We do not allege insincerity; we ask only: how do these two positions coex-

ist in one breast?! Does the logic which you mention apply only in relation
to Poles? So the complete independence of the PPS in Germany does not
threaten the unity of the Party, yet the Jewish Party (despite the fact that it
wants to be part of the General Party) would destroy this unity? Answer!What
then is this unity of yours? Did not [Zygmunt] Krasiński foresee all this in
Iridion:

Eutychian: What are thy principles, what gods dost thou profess? …
Philosopher: My god is unity conceived in unity by unity, of necessarity
the opposite of all nonunities, and itself contained in itself …

Eutychian: Satis est – with thy teaching thou wilt not overturn the
Empire.20

Comrade Daszyński! The independence of national organisations and interna-
tional unity – this is the slogan of Austrian Social Democracy! We are not a
threat to real party unity: ‘Sind denn die praktischen Fragen der Wahlkämpfe
der organisatorischen Technik so schwierig, so unlösbar, wenn man die pol-

17 [Although Grossman referred to ‘Nationalität und Socialdemokratie’, the article’s title was
‘Nationality and Socialism’, Daszyński 1902.]

18 [The Polska Partia Socjalistyczna (Polish Socialist Party) was the name of the nationalist,
socialist organisations in the German- and Russian-occupied provinces of Poland with
which the leadership of the PPSD sympathised.]

19 Daszyński 1902, p. 736. [The second emphasis is Grossman’s. ‘And this arrangement can
only occur on the basis of the formal equality between the two parties. For social demo-
crats there can be no other basis and no comrade who thinks logically can desire formal
dependence …’]

20 [Krasiński 1975, pp. 83–4. ‘Satis est’ means ‘that is enough’.]
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nische socialdemokratische Partei als vollständig gleichberechtigt betrachten
will?’!21 Apply your words to us too!
Do you want unity and solidarity between the two parties? We do too! The

coexistence of our parties can be achieved on the same principles on which
it was established in Austria where two or three parties work side by side in
solidarity (as in Bohemia and Moravia).22
When the demand for solidarity is fulfilled, only thenwill thewords of Com-

rade Daszyński be realised: ‘Ich bin sicher, dass auf dem Boden der Gleichheit
auch die Solidarität wachsen wird, und dass man sich gegenseitig leicht ver-
steht, wenn der Stachel der Demütigung beseitigt ist.’23
We demand nothing else!
Now to the final matter. The resolution of the Executive of the PPSD states:

‘The organisation of Social Democracy in Austria is based on the programme
unanimously approved at the Congress in Brno in 1899.’

In truth, this is an incredible fact, unique in thehistory of political parties.
We state here emphatically and categorically and immediately prove, using
documentary evidence, that the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia
does not know when its organisational statute was formulated and ap-
proved!!
For it is not true that the organisational statuteof Austrian Social Democracy

was adopted in Brno in 1899. What was approved there and what the PPSD
quotes, and what is summarised in the so-called Brno Programme (Nation-
alitätenprogramm)24 is not an organisational statute and does not concern
the organisation of the Social Democratic Party but the Austrian state and
its future, and describes the possible national state of the future (nationalen
Zukunftstaat).
However theGeneral Social Democratic Party of Austria (Gesammtorganisa-

tion der Socialdemokratie in Österreich) had already, in part, adopted its organ-
isational statue, which is binding today, at the fifth Congress (Prague 1896)25

21 [Daszyński 1902, p. 736. ‘Are the practical questions of electoral campaigns, of organisa-
tional technique then so difficult, so irresolvable if the Polish Social Democratic Party is
regarded as having completely equal rights.’]

22 [Both the Czech and German Austrian Social Democratic Parties operated in mixed
Czech-German areas of Bohemia andMoravia, the territory that is now the Czech Repub-
lic.]

23 [Daszyński 1902, pp. 736–7. ‘I am sure that, on the basis of equality, solidarity will also
grow and that mutual understanding will be easy once the thorn of humiliation has been
eliminated.’]

24 [‘Nationalitätenprogramm’ means ‘nationality programme’.]
25 See Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1896, pp. 93–104, 111–30 and 157–64.
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and definitively at the sixth Congress in Vienna in 1897.26 In Brno, the statute
which had previously been passed (and not at the point, quoted by the PPDS,
which deals with the state) was merely finalised.
Let us ascertain this immediately.
In 1897 Comrade Dr [Victor] Adler stated: ‘Je mehr es aber nothwendig war,

jedem einzelnen Theile volle Selbständigkeit zu geben, umso nothwendiger war
es auf der anderen Seite, die Einheitlichkelt trotz dieser Autonomie aufrecht
zu erhalten’.27
Such was the guiding idea, which illuminated the construction of the Aus-

trian organisation and was realised at this Congress.
Comrade [Antonín] Němec stated: ‘Die einzig richtige Lösung dieser Schwi-

erigen Frage wird die sein: Keine gemeinsame [i.e. central] oesterreichische
socialdemokratischePartei, sonderneinegeeinigtePartei der oesterreichischen
Socialdemokratie, welche aus den verschiedenen Nationalitäten zusammenge-
setzt ist’.28
Comrade Adler embodied these ideas in concrete organisational propos-

als, which are summarised in the statement: ‘Die Hauptschwierigkeit unserer
Organisation ist die Verbindung von selbständigen nationalen Organisationen,
mit einer vereinigten internationalen Executive.’ Then he declared: ‘Die vom
Prager Parteitag [1896] ausgebaute und vom sechsten [1897] Parteitag durchge-
führte Organisation der oesterreichischen Socialdemokratie nach selbstständi-
gen nationalen Gruppen hat …’29
Here, then, the organisational statute binding us was created! I assume

clearer proof is not required.
On the contrary. In 1899 (Brno) the organisational statute, in so far as nation-

al organisations are concerned, was not adopted, since it had already been
in existence for two years. The Congress in Brno obviously cites the national

26 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897 pp. 110–36, 164–72 and 210.
27 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 114. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘The

more it was necessary, however, to give full independence to every single part, the more
necessary it was, on the other hand, to maintain unity despite this autonomy.’]

28 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 125. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘The
only correct solution to this difficult question would not be a common [i.e. central] Aus-
trian Social Democratic Party but rather a united Party of Austrian Social Democracy,
which is composed of the different nationalities.’]

29 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897 pp. 164–7, 169. [Grossman’s empha-
sis. ‘The principal difficulty in our organisation is the connection between autonomous
national organisations and a united international executive.’ ‘The organisation of Austrian
Social Democracy in autonomous national groups, initiated by the Prague Party Congress
[1896] and completed by the Sixth Party Congress [1897], has …’]
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organisation adopted in 1897: ‘Durch die vomWiener Parteitag 1897 beschlos-
sene Gliederung der socialdemokratischen Partei nach nationalen Gruppen
wurden vollständig neue Formen in der Organisation geschaffen, die deren
weiterenAusbaudringendnothwendigmachen, um…ein gemeinsamesVorge-
hen zu sichern’,30 and only established the institution of the General Austrian
Executive and improved the resolutions of the earlier Congress to enable the
united advance of these different national organisations (which had existed
since 1897, in line with the organisational statute).
So we see that division into national organisations was already completed

in 1897 and, on the contrary, there were no resolutions along these lines passed
in 1899.
The material quoted by the Executive of the PPSD is not mentioned under

the agenda item ‘Organisation’ but appears in the discussion on the ‘Austrian
nationality program’, which – as we have mentioned – concerns the Austrian
state in the future (compare the words of the official spokesperson, Comrade
[Josef] Seliger, ‘nationaler Zukunftstaat’).31
Without mentioning the actual content of that programme (that Austria (!)

should be transformed) or the reasoning of other speakers, we will only quote
the words of Comrade Daszyński: ‘Vor zwei jahren haben wir den Weg gefun-
den mit der nationalen Frage im Innern der Partei fertig zu werden. Es handelt
sich jetzt auch darum, ob wir für das ganze Reich dasselbe Programm aufzus-
tellen im Stande sind.’32 From this, we have to conclude that at the time (1899)
ComradeDaszyński knew that the organisational statute of the Partywas adop-
ted ‘two years previously’, that is in 1897, and that in 1899 it was the programme
for the state that was adopted. What he knew at that time, he and other mem-
bers of the PPSD Executive alike in signing the resolution of 8 May, for reasons
incomprehensible to us, have today forgotten!
In truth it is an incomprehensible puzzle that the Executive inVienna adop-

ted such an ‘authoritative’ resolution!

30 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1899, p. 74. [‘The arrangement of the
Social Democratic Party into national groups, decided by theViennaCongress of 1897, cre-
ated completely new forms in the organisationwhichmake further development urgently
necessary in order … to secure joint action.’] Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Öster-
reichs 1899, p. 72.

31 [‘National state of the future.’].
32 [Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1899, p. 83. Grossman’s emphasis. ‘Two

years ago we found the way to solve the national question within the Party. What wemust
donow is findoutwhetherwe are capable of advancing the sameprogramme for the entire
Empire.’]
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In any case we have clearly and unequivocally proved that the Executive
of the PPSD had no right, in the organisational dispute under discussion, to
invoke the organisational statute passed by the Brno Congress; that this Con-
gress did not pass any such statute; that the organisational statute of Austrian
Social Democracy was created in 1896 and 1897; and that the whole resolution
of the PPSD, so far as it refers to the ‘Brno organisational statute’, is laughable
and nonsensical.
The PPSD does not know, or does not want to know, when its organisational

statute, binding it today, was adopted!

∵
It is not surprising that the Executive of the PPSD, not knowingwhen the organ-
isational statute of Austrian SocialDemocracywas adopted, alsodoesnot know
for what reasons it was approved or why the division of the Party into national
organisations was carried out. The PPSD writes: ‘To cite tactics used to oppose
Zionists and Jewish chauvinists cannot be a serious basis for the formation of
a separate Jewish party.’ Why? Because ‘such a party, not founded on positive
national demands, would be a demagogic evasion, unworthy of social demo-
crats’. Once again we will prove with documentation that it was not, in fact,
national factorswhichwere decisive here but, on the one hand, purely practical
ones, improving agitationamong theproletarianmasses speakingdifferent lan-
guages, the struggle of each nationality against its own bourgeoisie (or, as the
PPDS puts it, ‘tactical reasons’); and [on the other hand] the need for the inde-
pendence of and independent decision making by the proletariats of different
nations. In other words the arguments and reasons which we have cited and
which force us to demand an independent party.
Let us listen. At the Prague Congress in 1896, ComradeNěmec (as the official

spokesperson for the Czech organisation) said

Die gesammte oesterreichische Socialdemokratie befolgt dieselben Prin-
zipienunddieselbeTaktik.DieCzechenhaben jedoch eine selbstständige
Organisation und diese ist nothwendig … Wir müssen eine selbständige
Organisation haben, weil wir die deutschen Genossen, die schneller vor-
wärts kommen, unnützerWeise hemmen würden.33

33 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1896, p. 103. [‘The whole of Austrian So-
cial Democracy adheres to the same principles and the same tactics. The Czechs have,
however, an independent organisation and this is necessary …We have to have an inde-
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What then is themotivation for a separate party? The need for better agitation!
Further. Comrade Němec demands that the Party Executive comprise rep-

resentatives of every nationality. How did he justify this?

Mit dem grösseren Wachsen der verschiedenen Agenden ist es noth-
wendig, dass die Deutschen ihre Angelegenheiten selbst besorgen, weil sie
die czechischenGenossennicht übersehenkönnen…Eshandelt sichhier
nicht etwa um einen chauvinistischen Standpunk, um keine Trennung
der Partei [evidently, already at that time there was talk of ‘splitting’ the
Party], sondernwir sagenuns, die bisherigeParteivertretunghat unsnicht
sonderlich genützt.34

And when Comrade [Anton] Hüber concluded that national organisations are
not needed, that ‘Wir haben keine Ursache, separate czechische, italienische
und polnische Organisationen zu bilden, sondern wir brauchen eine socialde-
mokratische Organisation … es ist eine stramme, zentralistische Organisation
unbedingt nothwendig’,35 how did Comrade Dr Adler reply?

Solche Dinge sind in der Theorie sehr schön und vielleicht in einem
anderen Lande möglich. In der oesterreichischen Praxis sind sie absolut
unmöglich undwir sind daher denWeg gegangen, welcher in Oesterreich
allein möglich ist: die gemeinsame Vereinbarung über die Taktik und die
Selbständigkeit in der Organisation. Fur uns gibt es nur eine volle Auto-
nomie in der politischen Organisation
Die Selbststandigkeit der Organisation liegt so sehr in derNatur unserer

Verhältnisse, dass eigentlich niemals ein Zweifel daruber war, dass sie
nothwendig ist.36

pendent organisation because otherwise we would unnecessarily hinder the German
comrades, who are going ahead faster.’]

34 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1896, p. 103. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘With
themore rapid growth of their different agendas, it is necessary that theGermans take care
of their affairs themselves, because the Czech comrades cannot have an over view of these
… Here it is not a matter of a chauvinist viewpoint, of a division of the Party [evidently,
already at that time there was talk of “splitting” the party], rather we say that the previous
form of representation within the Party was not especially useful for us.’]

35 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1896, p. 125. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘We
have no reason to establish separate Czech, Italian and Polish organisations, rather we
need one social democratic organisation … a tight, centralised organisation is absolutely
necessary.’]

36 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1896, p. 127. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘Such
matters are in theory very attractive and perhaps possible in other countries. In Austrian
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How did Dr Adler justify the need for separate organisations? His best argu-
ment at the time (1896)was the argument that arguments are completely unne-
cessary since the matter was self-explanatory!
Recently deceased Comrade Joachim Fraenkel stated:

Uns Polen hat es gefreut, dass die czechischen Genossen angeregt haben,
die Leitung der Gesammtpartei auf föderalistischer Grundlage aufzu-
bauen … Da sich die Partei in den letzten Jahren stark entwickelt hat,
und sich noch weiter entwickeln wird, so ist es nothig, dass schon jetzt
nationalen Streitigkeiten vorgebeugt wird.37

Why did he say this? So… that therewould be no disputes! Today it is presented
as the opposite: that the formation of separate parties will result in disputes.
And once again Comrade Němec:

Als wir den Antrag einbrachten, dass die Parteivertretung den gegebenen
Verhältnissen entsprechend in ihrer Zusammensetzung geändert werde,
habe ich ausdrücklich erklärt, ich verwahremich dagegen, dass dies aus
nationalenGründengewünschtwerde…Ichhabe gesagt, es handelt sich
hier um die praktischeDurchführung unserer Beschlüsse, es handelt sich
darum, ein besseres vorgehen zu ermöglichen.38

So not national factors but practical organisational requirements! And what
has the Executive of the PPSD to say about this? Is this also ‘a demagogic eva-
sion, not worthy of social democrats’?! We await an answer! So much for 1896;
now to 1897. Dr Adler said:

practice they are absolutely impossible and we have therefore gone along the only path
that is possible in Austria: mutual agreement about tactics and organisational independ-
ence. For us there is only full autonomy in political organisation.Organisational independ-
ence is so much a feature of our relations that actually there was never a doubt that it was
necessary.’]

37 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1896, p. 129. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘We
Poles were happy that the Czech comrades proposed that the Executive of the General
Party be constructed on a federal basis … As the Party has developed strongly in recent
years and will develop further, it is necessary that national conflicts are guarded against
right now.’]

38 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1896, p. 162. [Grossman’s emphasis.
‘When we raised the proposal that representation within the Party be altered to express
existing relations, I explicitly declared that I wasdefendingmyself against any suggestion
that this is desired for national reasons… I said that it was a matter here of the practical
implementation of our decisions, of making improved action possible.’]
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Wir gehen mit dem vollen Bewusstsein darauf los, ein festes Gefüge der
ganzen österreichischen Arbeiterschaft, das zwar sprachlich nicht ein-
heitlich sondern verschieden ist, aber darum nicht minder fest herzus-
tellen, und wir sind durch Erfahrung belehrt, dass wir dieses feste Gefüge
nicht dadurch herstellen können, dass wir Alles über einen Leisten schla-
gen, sondern nur dadurch, dass wir den praktischen Bedürfnissen in der
ehrlichstenWeise Rechnung tragen.39

How does he justify the need for separate organisations? In terms of experience
gained. Of what that consists, he did not say.
Delegate Comrade [Josef] Hybeš: ‘Wir Tschechen, mussten, um unsere

Macht auszunützen, eine spezielle nationale Organisation konstruiren’.40
So once again not national considerations but purely practical needs!
Comrade [František] Soukup:

Die ganze Entwicklung der oesterr. Sozialdemokratie muss zu einer De-
zentralisation der Organisation führen. Es handelt sich heute nur darum,
dem faktischen Zustand eine Sanktion zu geben.
JedesVolk–das ist eineThatsache,mit der gerechnetwerdenmuss– ist

ein geschlossenes Ganze, mit anderen Traditionen, anderer Geschtichte,
kultur- undpolitischerEntwicklung…WennauchdasProgrammgemein-
sam ist [so there are no national programmes, rather the programme is
shared!] dieOrganisation jederNation inOesterreichmuss selbständig sein;
… Diese Selbstständigkeit fordern wir hauptsächlich aus dem Grunde,
weil jede Nation selbst am besten wissen muss, was ihr passt.41

39 SozialdemokratischeArbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 79. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘We set
out, fully consciously, to build a solid structure for the entireAustrianworking class, which
is indeed not linguistically uniform and is, on the contrary, diverse but can nonetheless be
solid. And experience has taught us that we cannot build this solid structure bymeasuring
everything by the same yardstick but only by taking practical requirements into account in
the most honest way.’]

40 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, pp. 118. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘In
order to fully exercise our power, we Czechs had to construct our own special organisa-
tion.’]

41 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, pp. 118–19. [Grossman’s emphasis.
‘The entire development of Austrian Social Democracy had to lead to the decentralisa-
tion of the organisation. Today, it is only a matter of formally recognising the actual situ-
ation. Every people – this is a fact that must be acknowledged – is a self-contained whole
with distinct traditions, a distinct history, culture and political development …While the
Programme is common [so there are no national programmes, rather the programme is
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So once again not national considerations but purely practical needs!
Similarly, Comrade Radimsky who even quoted the Communist Manifesto

by Marx and Engels: ‘Die Komunisten unterscheiden sich von den übrigen
Parteien nur dadurch dass sie in den verschiedenen nationalen Kämpfen der
Proletarier die gemeinsamen, vonderNationalität unabhängigen Interessendes
gesamten Proletariats hervorheben.’42 In other words socialists (communists)
of a particular nation, although they have national needswhich they can seek to
satisfy on an equal basiswith other (non-socialist) parties, as socialists take into
account and emphasise the common interests of the whole proletariat inde-
pendently of national interests!
Yet againComradeDrAdler: ‘Darüberwollenwir gar keinenZweifel aufkom-

men lassen, dass wir diese Organisation in nationalen Gruppen blos zu dem
Zwecke machen, um den Klassenkampf desto schärfer international zu
führen.’43 And finally the statement in ‘The Report on the Justification for the
Newly Founded [1897] Organisation’:

Erklärung.Die vomPrager Parteitag angebahnteundvomsechstenPartei-
tag [1897] durchgeführteOrganisation der oesterr. Sozialdemokratie nach
selbstständigen nationalen Gruppen hat den Zweck, für die Arbeit der
Organisation des vielsprachigen Proletariats in Oesterreich die besten
praktischen Bedingungen zu bieten, die praktischen Schwierigkeiten der
Sprachverschiedenheit zu überwinden. Indem wir so die Nützlichkeit der
vollen Selbstständigkeit für die Organisation jeder Zunge anerkennen,
schaffen wir … [etc.] …wir erklären, dass diese Organisation ausschliess-
lich [!] bestimmt ist, diewirksamste Formzu schaffen, in der…die Sozial-
demokraten aller Zungen den Kampf führen gegen die Ausbeuterklassen
in ihr eigenen Nation und gegen die Ausbeuterklassen aller Nationen.44

shared!], the organisation of eachnation inAustriamust be autonomous…Wedemand this
autonomy principally on the basis that each nation knows best what suits it.’]

42 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 169. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘The
communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties by this only: In the
national struggles of the proletarians of the different countries, they point out and bring
to the front the common interests of the entire proletariat, independently of all nationality’.
Marx and Engels 1976, Grossman’s emphasis.] Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Öster-
reichs 1897, p. 139.

43 [‘We do not want there to be any doubt about this, that we adopt this organisation in
national groups only for the purpose of conducting the international class struggle the
more keenly.’]

44 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 169. [Grossman’s emphasis, ex-
cept for ‘usefulness of full autonomy’. The original emphasised ‘in autonomous national
groups’. ‘Explanation. The organisation of Austrian Social Democracy in autonomous
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There is not a word about national considerations, only and solely consider-
ations concerning the appropriate means of conducting the class struggle!
And, in the closing speech, Comrade Němec again stated: ‘Wir haben uns

diese Organisation gegeben, nicht um uns gegenseitig zu bekämpfen, sondern
nur darum, damit wir, jede Nation für sich ihre Bourgeoisie besser zu bekämp-
fen können’45 Cannot this ‘tactical consideration’ be a serious basis for a separ-
ate organisation?
Again, two years later in the Brno Congress Report signed by Comrade

Ferdinand Skaret we read: ‘Der sechste sozialdem. Parteitag [1897] hatte den
Beschluss gefasst, die Organisation in selbstständige nationale Gruppen zu
theilen, um so bei der Vielsprachigkeit des oesterr. Proletariats für Organisa-
tion und Agitation günstigere Bedingungen zu schaffen’.46
We think we have provided thorough evidence.
Does the Executive of the PPSD think that the Czech or German comrades

do not have national needs and do not attempt to satisfy them?
Yet despite all this, when Czech and German social democrats were form-

ing national organisations, they did not plead national considerations!
We have refuted various objections, not missing a single one. These have

burst like bubbles in the light of facts and evidence, as has the conclusion based
on them.
Wewish tomake onemore point. Lacking arguments, the PPSD fights us in a

manner unworthy of social democrats. If – as we claim – the contentions of the
Executive of the PPSD have turned out to be incompatible with the facts, if this
has occurred here, where everyone can immediately correct them on the basis
of shorthand minutes, what is the situation where checking is not so easy?We

national groups, initiated by Prague Congress and completed by the sixth Congress [1897]
has the purpose of providing the best practical conditions for the work of the organising
the Austrian proletariat, with its many languages, in order to overcome the practical diffi-
culties of linguistic diversity. In affirming the usefulness of full autonomy for the organisa-
tions of each language…we create [etc.]…we declare that this organisation is exclusively
[!] designed to create the most effective form in which Social Democrats of all languages
can conduct the struggle against the exploiting classes of their ownnations and against the
exploiting classes of all nations.’]

45 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 210. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘We
organised this way not in order to fight among ourselves but only so that we, each nation
itself, could better fight its own bourgeoisie.’

46 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1899, p. 11. [Grossman’s emphasis. ‘The
sixth Social Democratic Congress [1897] resolved to divide the organisation into inde-
pendent national groups, in order to establish more favourable conditions for organisation
and agitation, given that the Austrian proletariat speaks many languages.’]
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refer to the various letters from the provinces, where mud is ruthlessly thrown
on past Party comrades.
We hereby categorically state that correspondence referring to the ‘filthy

Adler Party’ and about letters from Comrades Dr Adler and [Engelbert] Per-
nerstorfer allegedly shown to workers etc. etc. are lies and untrue. We con-
demn them as common slander, and must protest most emphatically against
thismethod of fighting, tearing our reputation to shreds and serving only to dis-
credit us in public opinion.
Furthermorewe declare that we have never and nowhere hurled insults at the

Polish or the Austrian Party; on the contrary, we were always concerned to main-
tain fraternal relations.
We are extremely surprised that the Austrian Executive could adopt such

a resolution from the PPSD Executive; the accusation that we want to preserve
Jewish clerical traditions confirms only complete ignorance about the character
of our work and organisation.
What consoles us is that when the truth is confirmed, when the Austrian

Executive possesses better information and comes to know the character of
our work better, it will withdraw its resolution, which harms the broad masses
of the Jewish proletariat, and give us the recognition we seek.
We know how the Bund fought for recognition and we knowwhat sacrifices

it made …
So we will not retreat!
We will determinedly follow the path which we judge correct, fully con-

vinced that only an independent Jewish organisation can raise the Jewish pro-
letariat to a higher level of material and intellectual life; only a Jewish organ-
isation that is the equal of other organisations can create out of today’s passive
Jewishmasses a political force conscious of its goals. Difficulties and resistance
will be dashed against the granite foundations of our movement. Through dif-
ficulty and sacrifice we will go unwaveringly forward – to victory!
Our means is the Jewish Social Democratic Party, our aim: the realisation of

socialist ideals!
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chapter 6

Report to the Congress of the General Austrian Social
Democratic Party in Vienna, 1905*
(1 May–23 October 1905)
Translated fromGerman by Ben Fowkes

The same grounds and circumstanceswhich played a decisive role in the estab-
lishment of SocialDemocracy inAustria on the basis of national autonomyalso
led to the organisation of Jewish Social Democracy of Galicia on the samebasis.
The process through which the other nations have already passed is only

now starting to stamp its mark on Jewish society, which has undergone fun-
damental changes in the last two decades. The powerful impulse of capital-
ist development is also beginning to seize hold of the Jews. Capitalism has
penetrated into the declining Jewish ghetto, revolutionising and undermin-
ing it, dividing it into new classes. In other words, it has established entirely
new class relations. A Jewish proletariat emerged and is still emerging, daily
becoming more numerous. The class of Jewish wage-workers did not exist
at all until very recently. These economic transformations have been accom-
panied by the emergence of corresponding constellations of political parties,
which are increasingly crystallising out in Jewish society. The clique of Jewish
careerists, which is the curious starting-point for the Party of Jewish Conser-
vatives, corresponds to the Polish Conservative Party; the raucous All-Polish
Party finds an analogy in the reactionary Zionists, the new Party of Jewish
Independents corresponds to the Polish Democrats, while the organisation
of the Jewish proletariat, finally, most vehemently opposes all these other
parties.
Recent, well-known events have caused the Polish Social Democratic Party

to start a disgraceful struggle against the new Jewish proletarian organisation,
instead of supporting it. Thanks to this, our organisation has had to conduct
an extra struggle, over and above its struggle with the class enemy, the Jewish
bourgeoisie and in particular Zionism. This struggle has been imposed on us
against our will by members of the Polish organisation, who are supposed to
be our brothers.

* [Originally published as Jüdishe sozial-demokratishe Partei in Galitsien 1905a.]
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Despite the variety andmultiplicity of the difficultieswithwhichwe are con-
fronted, our Party is not only developing in a gratifyingmanner but the pace of
its development has also accelerated so much that we are only able to satisfy
the new requirements that have arisen in part, owing to the relatively small
number of agitators at our disposal and a lack of adequate financial resources.
The schools we have set up to train agitators are properly run and guaran-

tee the continuous and orderly development of our movement. It is easy to
understand that our main tasks have been and continue to be organisational
in nature.
In this respect we are in the fortunate situation that we are a nation which

does not have any special agrarian questions to solve. The Jewish population
of Galicia lives for the most part in towns both large and small. Jews make up
30 to 40 percent of the urban population, and it is this situation which calls
for a particular kind of agitation. Since both capitals1 and the largest towns in
the province were under our influence (so far as the Jewish proletariat is con-
cerned) before the establishment of our Party, it is now important to win over
the smaller towns. Socialist ideas have not penetrated these regions of Galicia,
with their artisanal character. Themiserable economic relations there have not
changed in thirty years, the working day is 18 hours long and wages scarcely
purchase themostmeagre necessities. Jewishworkers live under these circum-
stances without protest or feeling that they are being taken advantage of. They
are often supportedby their parents andwhen theymarry theybecomemasters
and exploit others. Two factors have recently been bringing about changes in
these antiquated circumstances. With the extension of the railways and roads
and the emergence of many markets, the artisanal products of small masters
aremore andmore undermined. They no longer work on orders from individu-
als. In the larger towns production is for large department stores, intermediar-
ies or exporters. Here the small masters increasingly become dependent wage
workers producing shoddy goods for the local market.
Clothing manufacture and shoe-making have been the industries most

transformed in this way. Non-metropolitan Galicia is increasingly becoming
the location of so-called shoddy work. Increasingly the figure of the merchant,
the dealer (exporter) steps between the direct producers and consumers. They
anticipate the emergence of capitalist factory owners and a higher stage of
capitalist development. The process of change has not been completed and
occasionally has not even begun. Even though it has become apparent in the
poverty of themasses, the reduction of consumption and the shattering of long

1 [I.e. Kraków and L’viv.]
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undisturbed social layers, its assault on existing relationships has revolutionary
consequences. It has made the initial entry of a second modern and revolu-
tionary factor, represented by the modern labour movement, possible. To the
extent that this movement demands better conditions of work and wages, it
leads to the concentration and capitalisation of production, which can bet-
ter afford these higher expenses. The transition to industrialism and to factory
production, however, encounters its most significant obstacle from the start:
the lack of any protection for outworkers. In short, this labour has not, so far,
beencoveredby the legal provisions that protect industrial labour.To the extent
that merchant-entrepreneurs have free and unlimited scope for exploitation,
they cling desperately to this antiquated form of production, which does not
require a larger capital, as is the case with the factory system, and gives rise to
the extraction of more surplus value.
So the Jewish proletariat enthusiastically welcomes Comrade [Johann]

Smitka’s proposals, which he presented to the Labour Advisory Council2 and
will protect outworkers. They have particular significance for Galicia with its
extensive out-work. They will not only, finally, restrict the excessive exploita-
tion of the physical and intellectual capacities of theworkers; theywill not only
call a halt to the swindle of the Jewish ‘philanthropists’, whowant to give ‘many
Jewish families the opportunity to exist’, by extending out-work. The realisation
of these proposals will also become one of the most important factors setting
Galicia onto the path of industrialisation. And we know that the proletarian
labour movement can only develop through and against capitalism.

1 The political struggle. Any kind of political work is difficult under these cir-
cumstances of economic backwardness and the retarded character of rural
relations has also stamped itsmark on theworkersmovement. Despite all these
obstacles, the Jewish proletariat in Galicia has actively participated in all the
important events that have taken place since the establishment of our Party.

MayDay: 1Maywasprecededby lively agitation in support of the celebration
of May Day, during which the significance of this date was discussed. On this
day, which was also the day when our Party proclaimed its existence, a series
of celebratory meetings took place across the whole province.Wherever it was
possible we demonstrated together with the Polish workers. Thus, after Jewish
workers held theirmeeting [inKraków], theymarched in a 2,000 strongproces-
sion to the Polish meeting, after which we continued to demonstrate together
on the street.

2 [A consultative body in the Austrian Ministry of Commerce.]
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The movement for universal suffrage: Our organisations unleashed a variety
of activities in this area, whether in the press and through public appeals or by
holding both public and closedmeetings over the whole province, at which we
demonstrated against the outrageousmeasures of Baron [Paul] Gautsch and in
favour of universal suffrage. The movement became more widespread and, for
the first time, we succeeded in involving the small towns of Galicia in it; they
had previously lain in a deep sleep. We must also stress the solidarity between
Jewish and Polish workers, as was shown by the events in Kraków and the gen-
eral strike in L’viv.

2 The number of organised workers and the form of organisation. In view of
the low level of development of economic relations,3 the pulse of political life
has only recently begun to beat more strongly. There are still many strata for
which the political struggle is too abstract and too far removed from daily life
and needs. This increases the significance of trade union organisation, which
is a way to lead the indifferentmasses towards themodernworkersmovement.
And someone who has been enlightened about their economic oppression by
a trade union will also understand how to make use of their experience else-
where, in political life!
It will be understood that it is difficult to establish the precise number of

organised workers, given that we are only in the process of constructing our
organisation and are constantly setting up branches in new locations. The real
situation will therefore outstrip the following data, restricted as they are to
what can be solidly verified.
The members of our Party are mainly organised in branches of the cent-

ral industrial unions, in educational and general trade union associations. The
number of male and female workers organised comes to more than 2,500. If
we bear in mind both the total number of organised workers in contemporary
Galicia and, on the other hand, the short period of our activity, in our situation
this is an impressive figure.
It goes without saying that our political influence on the masses is much

greater than that and more than 2,000 people participated in our demonstra-
tions in Kraków and L’viv. We can note with satisfaction that almost all the
organised Jewish workers are in our ranks.
Party affairs are conducted by an Executive Committee located in Kraków,

elected at the first, founding Congress in L’viv (9 and 10 June 1905, 52 del-

3 Galicia accounted for 5,915 out of the total of 189,121 organised workers in Austria at the end
of 1904, which is 3.13 percent, while the total number of industrial workers in Galicia who
would be susceptible to organisation is only 113,000.
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egates) and by four District Committees (Kraków, L’viv, Tarnów and Tarnopol).
In other towns there are Local Committees or individual representatives. Our
general associations are usually called Brotherhood or Forwards.4 Associations
with the latter name have been established across the whole province and new
ones are continuously being set up.
Our activities extend to Oświęcim (25 [members]), Wadowice (30), Chrz-

anów (35, a branch of the Kraków Forwards), Podgórze (150), and Kraków
(over 600: shoemakers 70, painters 60, tailors 120, leather workers 12, bakers
30, metalworkers 40, commercial employees 80, general women’s association
120, butchers 15, Forwards 100). In addition to these, in Kraków we have a cul-
tural institution, Education, a non-Party association under the influence of
members of our Party with the purpose of spreading culture among the Jew-
ish masses. It does this by putting on performances of the best Yiddish and
foreign dramatic works, organising lectures, a library etc. Our reading room,
currently for members only, is about to be made available to the general pub-
lic. The association intends to extend its activities over the whole of Galicia
in the near future. Tarnów (300: tailors 120, commercial employees 90, shoe-
makers 10, hatters 10, Forwards 70), (90 commercial employees and others),
Przemyśl (80 [in] Forwards), Sanok (60), L’viv (over 400, bakers 130, tailors 80,
cabinet makers 100, Brotherhood 90), Brody (Zgoda: brush-makers 30, tailors
10, women feather pluckers 20, horsehair workers 10 etc.), Buczacz (300: cab-
inet makers, bakers, tailors and commercial employees etc. in Brotherhood),
Tarnopol (120 [in] four groups shoemakers, tailors, cabinetmakers and bakers),
Podwołoczyska (40), Złoczów (60 [in] Brotherhood), Ivano-Frankivsk (80). For
the moment in Kolomyia we only have a connection through our organ, Sozi-
aldemokrat, 40 copies of which circulate there. In other small towns, such
as Dębica, Brzesko, Skałat and many others, where socialism has only just
made an entry through our agitators, we have not yet succeeded in estab-
lishing solid links. Work in the smaller towns meets with difficulties, mainly
because of a lack of skilled agitators on the spot. In view of this problem, we
had to appoint a permanent agitator based in Tarnów to deal with the towns
of this kind in Western Galicia. Our Party Executive has resolved to appoint
an agitator based in Tarnopol, for the small towns of Eastern Galicia, and this
decision will be put into effect in the near future. In almost all cases, our
organisations contain working women. For the present, a special association
for women only exists in Kraków but we have already applied to the political

4 [The associations were called ‘Briderlekhkeyt’ (‘Brotherhood’, in Yiddish); and ‘Postęp’, (‘For-
wards’, in Polish).]
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authorities for permission to establish new associations of this kind in L’viv,
Tarnów and Podgórze.

∵
We have set up the Association of YoungWorkers in Galicia for young workers.
This now has more than 1,000 members (400 in Kraków, 60 in Tarnów, 300 in
L’viv and so on). It is developing well and intends to issue a monthly journal
fairly soon.

∵
The internal life of our organisations is particularly well developed. We have
held at least 600 closed and 200 public meetings and, in addition, have organ-
ised celebratory evenings to commemorate Engels, [Ferdinand] Lassalle and
the Jewish revolutionary Hirsch Lekert. The lectures and discussions conduc-
ted at least once a week by our associations (on Friday evenings or Saturday
afternoons) have dealt with the programme of Austrian Social Democracy, the
general strike, historical materialism, the revolution in Russia etc., in addition,
natural scientific themes, literacy courses etc.

3 Economic struggles. In view of the end of the crisis and the rise in economic
activity, this year has been favourable for the struggle to improve working con-
ditions and wages. In Kraków we successfully led strikes by painters, metal-
workers, butchers and washerwomen. In Tarnów there were two boycotts and
two strikes by tailors, one of which brought out almost 300 workers and lasted
for ten days. In L’viv there were strikes by the cabinet makers and the match-
box makers and eight boycotts in the baking trade. During the great strikes by
Polish building workers, led by the Polish Party, the Jewish workers observed
their duty of solidarity, in spite of the infuriating tactics of the Polish socialist
leaders, whose unscrupulous behaviour could well have sparked off conflicts
between Polish and Jewish workers. The organisation of the Jewish proletariat
declared that it would participate in a general strike if this came about and,
in addition, gave material support to the Polish strikers. In Buczacz a strike of
cabinet makers has now entered its fourth week. The small-scale exploiters of
Galicia have proved that in brutality and obstinacy nothing distinguishes them
from their big masters in Berlin or Crimmitschau.5

5 [There was a bitter strike and lockout in Berlin’s electricity industry in September–October
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4 Literature and press. We have published 6,000 copies of What We Want in
Yiddish and 5,000 in Polish,6 2,500 copies of Before the Congress7 in the Jewish
language and 1,500 in Polish, many thousands of copies of revolutionary songs
(Yiddish) and a pamphlet byComradeHenrykGrossman in Polish, entitledThe
Proletariat Faced with the Jewish Question.8 The first five issues of the popular
scientific monthly journal Der Yudisher Sotsial-Demokrat came out in L’viv in
5,000 copies altogether. For the present, we have replaced it with our Party
organ, the weekly Der Sozialdemokrat, which is published in Kraków. Print
run: number 1, 1,400 copies; number 2, 1,600 copies; number 3 and subsequent
issues, 2,000 copies. In reaction to various important events our Executive
Committee and the Local Committees have issued manifestos in Yiddish and
Polish in more than 10,000 copies.
In addition to this, we have made use of the scientific and other literat-

ure issued in Yiddish by the General Union of Jewish Workers in Lithuania,
Poland and Russia (the Bund), which includes themost valuable socialist treat-
ises, such as those of Marx, Engels, [Karl] Kautsky, Lassalle, [Max] Schippel,
[Gustav] Jäckh and [Georgii] Plekhanov. We are distributing these books in
many thousands of copies. There is a most urgent need for a popular scientific
monthly in Yiddish. To fulfil this will be a task for the future.

5 Support for deserters. One important and difficult task for our organisa-
tions has been to provide assistance to Russian deserters, who entered the
province in large numbers because of the well-known events in Russia. They
almost always lacked any financial means and were often forced into sweated
labour. In view of this, it was important to acquire from the political authorities
appropriate labour books, place them in employment and draw them into our
organisation. We often had to intervene with the police to prevent them from
harassing deserters. If one takes into account the miserable situation of the
whole Jewish proletariat in Galicia, the material assistance our organisations
provided to them– from their own resources –wasquite considerable, amount-
ing to almost 1,500 crowns.Deserterswho traveledwestwards received fromour
committees a railway ticket to thenext townand a certain amount of money for

1905. For five months in 1903–4 thousands of textile workers struck in Crimmitschau, in the
German state of Saxony.

6 [Komitet Organizacyjny Żydowskiej Partyi Socyalno-demokraticyczney w Galicyi 1905, see
What DoWeWant?, above, pp. 73–82.]

7 [Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokratyczna Galicyi 1905a, including Żydowska Partya socy-
alno-demokratyczna Galicyi 1905b, see Before the Congress, above, pp. 83–102.]

8 [Grossman 1905a, see The Proletariat Faced with the Jewish Question, above, pp. 34–62.]
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the necessities of life. Kraków found itself in a particularly difficult situation as
it is at the western end of Galicia and thus had to bear the expense of travel to
Vienna, which was much greater. The Jewish community councils (kahals) took
a shockingly brutal attitude to this emigration, refusing to help in anyway at all.

6 The fight against Zionism, against Jewish nationalism, the representative of
the Jewish bourgeoisie, is self-evident. We have conducted this with success
everywhere, in the sense of the resolution of our first Congress, which pro-
claims that ‘the Congress considers it necessary to fight against Zionism in all
its tendencies and forms’.
The existence of (various forms of) Zionism, leaving aside its own internal

differentiations, can be explained by the fact that, whereas inWestern Europe
the bourgeoisie as a rule has long abandoned the hope of winning the pro-
letariat over to its side, these most recent epigones of the bourgeoisie are still
under the illusion that they may succeed in this endeavour. In order to achieve
this, they deck themselves out with variousmore or less radical formulae about
‘democracy’ or ‘socialism’, without abandoning their [ideology’s] reactionary
content.
The organisation of the Jewish proletariat in a specific social democratic

party has contributed not a little to clearing our field of combat against Zion-
ism,which hides behind the veil of nationalism.The struggle increasingly takes
on the character of a pure class struggle of the Jewish proletariat against the
Jewish bourgeoisie, which nothing can disguise.

7 Repression. Three people were prosecuted because of a demonstration in
Tarnów against night-work. One was found not guilty, one was sentenced to
three days and the third, Comrade Sommermann, was sentenced to one month
of incarceration. In L’viv a strike of bakers resulted in the prosecution of some
comrades for public disorder. InTarnopol ComradeGoldsteinwill be facedwith
a trial by jury because he was denounced by a Zionist for a meeting he held
in Podwołoczyska. In Przemyśl, Comrade Wolf has been condemned to four
months’ imprisonment for insulting hismajesty the Emperor and an additional
six weeks for public disorder. In Kraków, comrades Feldstein and [Jonas] Blum
have been prosecuted for various ‘crimes’ committed during a demonstration
for universal suffrage. A brief mention should also bemade of such acts of har-
assment as the dispersal of amassmeeting called by us in Brody, because of the
slogan ‘Down with Gautsch’; the prohibition of a meeting in Tarnów, because
the street number of the meeting place was not accurately provided; and the
utterly ridiculous obstacles put in our way by the chief administrator of the
Wadowice district and other people.
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8 Our relationship with the Polish and Ruthenian Social Democratic Parties
of Galicia.
a)After 1May,we approached the Polish Party by letterwith a proposal for an

agreedandharmonious regulationof ourmutual relations.ThePolishParty pre-
ferred a struggle, however, and dared to spread defamatory allegations about
the Jewish workers movement of a kind even the worst antisemitic scoundrels
writing in the Słowo polskie or the Głos narodu9 would not have ventured to
utter. With these disgraceful slanders it sought to undermine the existence of
our organisation by misleading public opinion. In view of all this, our Con-
gress condemned the tactics of defamation engaged in by the leaders of the
Polish Party. It is the Polish Party alone that bears the responsibility for this
struggle, which we are conducting unwillingly, and it is also responsible for the
consequences.
b) Our relationship to the Ruthenian Party can only be theoretical. We have

expressed thewish to be on friendly terms. In practice there can be no question
of a relationshipwith this Party because it only exists…onpaper.10This didnot,
however, prevent the representative of this Party, who represents nothing, from
boldly proclaiming its official refusal to recognise the existence of thousands of
organised Jewish proletarians!

9 The Party Congress of the General Austrian Social Democratic Party. After
the decision of the General Austrian Executive, which refused to recognise us
officially, we turned to the General Party Congress to achieve our objective, by
proposing motions in these terms. This step was prepared by holding numerous
Partymeetings across thewhole of Galicia, at which our attitude to theGeneral
Austrian Party was discussed. In every meeting, a resolution was unanimously
adopted to the following effect: our activities are based on the programme and
the general tactics of Austrian SocialDemocracy; andour organisation arose on
the same basis and with the samemotives as were expressed by Comrade [Vic-
tor] Adler in his ‘Report on the guiding Principles of the Organisation Newly
Created in Austria [1897]’.11 Our resolution went on to declare:

9 [‘Słowo Polskie’, (‘Polish Word’), was a twice daily newspaper in L’viv, associated with the
antisemitic National Democratic Party, ‘Głos narodu’ (‘Voice of the People’) was a right-wing
and antisemitic daily newspaper in Kraków.]

10 [The Ukrainian Social Democratic Party at this stage functioned as a skeletal section of
the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia.]

11 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 169.
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The organised Jewish workers therefore expect from this year’s General
Austrian Party Congress that it officially acknowledge the Jewish Social
Democratic Party and in this way guarantee to the Jewish proletariat
within SocialDemocracy the same rights, self-determinationand the free-
dom to develop on the basis of equal rights.
If the General Party Congress fails to recognise the application to the

Jewish organisation of the guiding principles expressed in the above-
mentioned report to the Congress and fails to concede equal rights to
it, the organisation of the Jewish proletariat, the Jewish Social Demo-
cratic Party of Galicia, will proceed further along the path to autonomy,
in the name of the class interests of the Jewish proletariat and in the
name of international socialism! Nevertheless, we shall still entirely and
completely fulfil our duty in the proletarian struggle against our common
enemy …
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chapter 7

To the Social Democrats of Austria*
Translated fromGerman by Ben Fowkes

The question of the organisation of the Jewish proletariat inGalicia has already
beenon the agenda formany years and continues to await a successful solution.
In the statement that follows we would like to present the most important

factual information to provide points of orientation for discussions about the
question at this year’s Congress of the General Austrian Party.
The Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia proclaimed its existence on

1 May 1905 and constituted itself at its first Congress on 9 and 10 June 1905
in L’viv. 52 delegates participated in the Congress, among them three women.
Many organisations sent letters of greeting to the Congress but we stress in par-
ticular the letter received from theGeneral JewishWorkers Union in Lithuania,
Poland and Russia (the Bund). They start by expressing their regret that they
were unable to send a guest, for technical reasons. They continue their letter as
follows:

As you know, we as an organisation, which limits its activities to the pro-
motion of the interests of the Jewish proletariat in Russia, have always
regarded it as out of the question to intervene in any way in the organ-
isational questions of Galician Social Democracy. But you will be aware
that our sympathy lies entirely with the cause for which you are stepping
forward as pioneers.We have always upheld the view, and have based the
whole of our activity on it, that only an organisation which has arisen
organically from the struggles of the Jewishworkingmasses and is harmo-
niously entwined with them can become the genuine and real leader of
these masses in their struggle for political and social emancipation. One
cannot fail to note that your activity constitutes the starting point and
basis for a broadmass movement which will finally lead the Jewish pro-
letariat in Galicia out of its oppressed and passive condition and place
it alongside the workers of all other nationalities, who have previously
stepped forth on the road to active struggle andhave already succeeded in
establishing their own social democratic organisations. We send you our

* [Originally published as Jüdishe sozial-demokratishe Partei in Galitsien 1905b.]
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hearty greetings andwish success to your first Congress, which should lay
a firm foundation for the social democratic movement of Jewish workers
in Galicia. We hope that you will successfully overcome all the obstacles
standing in your way and that you will succeed in establishing a strong
fighting organisation, which will form a mighty part of the united and
fraternal family of all the social democratic organisations of Austria and
thus also of the worldwide socialist proletariat.

The most important decisions of principle taken by the first Congress are:

Attitude to the General Austrian Social Democratic Party
Although the Jewish Social Democratic Party has not been recognised by
theGeneral Executive of the Austrian Party, the Jewish Party regards itself
as a part of Austrian Social Democracy and regards acting on the basis of
the general programme and tactics of the Party as its obligation.1

Attitude to the Polish Social Democratic Party
Considering that the Jewish Social Democratic Party is necessary for
the development of the class consciousness of the Jewish proletariat in
Galicia; considering further that joint action by the Jewish and the Pol-
ish parties is in the interests of the proletariat of both nations, the Jewish
nation and the Polish, the Congress resolves as follows:
1. The struggle which is now taking place between ourselves and the

Polish Party was forced on us against our wishes and it is in the
interests of the social democratic movement that a reconciliation
between the two organisations should be brought about as quickly
as possible.

2. Because the Polish Party, through various unworthymeans, has tried
to undermine the significance and the existence of the Jewish Social
Democratic Party, these tactics are hereby condemned.2

The struggle against Zionism
Considering that Zionism, the movement of the Jewish bourgeois class –
dressed in the hypocritical cloak of Poale-Zion (‘socialist Zionism’) – is
trying to lure the Jewish proletariat into its lair and to arouse in it sen-
timents of nationalism and chauvinism; and standing as we do on the

1 [See Yudisher Sotsial-Demokrat 1905, p. 2. Grossman’s emphasis.]
2 [See Yudisher Sotsial-Demokrat 1905, pp. 3–4.]
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ground of the class interests of the Jewish proletariat, we hereby resolve
to combat Zionism in all its tendencies and forms in the strongest way
possible.3

∵
Earlier attempts to bring the numerous Jewish proletarians who live in ex-
tremely oppressed and miserable conditions into the social democratic move-
ment have unfortunately had little success. The reason for this failure, apart
from the difficulty of the overall situation, was that the previous ways of organ-
ising the Jewish proletariat were completely insufficient and excluded the possib-
ility of vigorous and all embracing agitation. The fact that the system whereby
the Yiddish-speaking proletariat was supposed to be organised within the
framework of the Polish organisationwas inadequate is somethingwhich actu-
ally does not even need demonstrating to an Austrian social democrat. All the
social democratic organisations inAustriawere established precisely on a basis
of national autonomy in order to adapt their agitation to proletarianswho spoke
different languages, and it was recognised that each nation must decide for
itself on matters of organisation and agitation.
And for that reason, the same yardstick should be applied to the Jewish pro-

letariat, since the Jewish proletarianmasses have their own language and their
own specific cultural and social milieu, and they have their own special task of
fighting the Jewish bourgeoisie. We are not concerned here, however, merely
with a violation of abstract justice. Our point is rather that practical life itself
and the whole history of the Jewish workers movement in Galicia has led up
to the creation of an autonomous Jewish party, as its logical result. Let us give
examples of this previous history.ThePolish and Jewishworkers initially organ-
ised together in joint associations but separate Jewish ones started as early as
1892. This first ‘sin’ was followed by others but the ‘guilt’ lies with life itself,
because it was life that created this situation. The Polish Party, or, to put itmore
correctly, what was still the Galician Party, is not to be blamed for this. It took
account of the needs of life, and in practice it created special Jewish associ-
ations. This process of ‘spreading out’ lasted until 1897. At a certain stage of
development, however, the fragmented movement in the province had to be
centralised. This was unconditionally necessary for further development. It was
exactly then that a certain degree of consciousness began to arise in the Jewish

3 [See Yudisher Sotsial-Demokrat 1905, p. 3.]
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proletariat, though it was not yet very strong.We could see this at the Congress
of the Galician Party held in Przemyśl in 1897.
At just that time, the Party in the whole of Austria was finally constituted as

a federation of national organisations. Thus the Galician Party was now con-
verted into a Polish Party. Comrade [Jan] Kozakiewicz (who was a deputy in
the Austrian parliament at the time) drew the logical conclusion from this,
calling at the Przemyśl Congress4 for the Jews and the Ruthenians5 to set up
their own autonomous organisations. (TheRuthenians did this two years later.)
Only six delegates voted with Kozakiewicz. The question was not, however,
settled; a failurewith disastrous consequences for themovement,whichunder-
went a serious decline in the years between 1897 and 1899. The Jewish workers
associations lost members during this period and the Yiddish newspaper (the
Folkstsaytung) had to cease publication. It resurfaced and became an organ of
agitation … during elections. After the elections … it disappeared again. Thus
the penalty was paid for the inadequacy of the leaders of that time. The move-
ment, which had a future before it, came to grief thanks to a failure to recognise
the needs created by life itself. This sad situation led in 1899 to the first confer-
ence of Jewishworkers inGalicia, whichwas intended to remedy the deficiency.
It ended without achieving anything, because Dr [Samuel Łazarz] Schorr, who
was supposed to move the motion for an autonomous party at the conference
did not do so, as a result of political manoeuvring behind the scenes. When,
in a word, there was no change in the way the Jewish proletariat was organ-
ised, the disappointed Jewish workers in Galicia understood for the first time
that the only way of bringing about a radical improvement was to constitute
a Jewish Social Democratic Party. Ever wider layers of the proletariat became
aware of the need for such an organisation and this movement finally led to
the second conference,which also had the task of creating an autonomous Jew-
ish organisation. Like the first conference, however, it endedwithout achieving
this.
The significance of these two conferences, it should be said, lies not in their

results but in the very fact that they were held. The results of both conferences
were negative but there weremany positive aspects as well: the fact that all the
Jewish workers associations of the province had a separate discussion of their
own affairs and the unconditional confirmation of the need for centralisation,
the need to combine fragmented forces and the need to create an independent

4 [The Przemyśl Congress of the Social Democratic Party of Galicia in 1897. The Party changed
its name to the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia in 1899, after the establishment of
the Ukrainian Social Democratic Party.]

5 [I.e. Ukrainians.]
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institution which would autonomously direct the Jewish workers movement.
Themere decision to summon these conferenceswas a victory for the principle!
The second conference, indeed, went one step further. Although it provi-

sionally rejected the proposal for an autonomous party, it had to give some
satisfaction to the dissatisfied opposition: it resolved to set up a (central) Jew-
ish Agitation Committee for Galicia. What happened then, however, was that
the Polish social democratic leaders prevented this committee from being estab-
lished, because that, in their view,would be a significant step to an autonomous
Jewish party, which was a ‘danger’ to them. Even so, the establishment of this
Committee (if only on paper) confirmed to a still greater degree the move-
ment’s need for centralisation.
We can therefore see that life itself authoritatively and unconditionally points

in the direction of the organisational autonomy of the Jewish movement, just as
life has created the autonomousworkers organisations of theGermans, Czechs,
Italians and so on. Never, perhaps, has a development ‘emerged fromwithin in
such an organic way’ (Dr [Victor] Adler’s words).
It was disastrous that the Polish Party leaders were not only unaware of

this tendency of development but, on the contrary, endeavoured to enforce
their wishes, which tended in the opposite direction. At that time, when life
itself was pushing towards autonomy, when life required that the particular
cultural and psychological characteristics of the Jewish proletariat be taken
into account, when even the Polish leaders themselves had to make ‘conces-
sions’ (on paper) which were required by the needs of practical activity (like,
for example, calling the conferences and the creation of the aforementioned
‘Committee’), they simultaneously proclaimed an unqualified and brutal the-
ory of Polonisation – a theory of which even the most violent of Germanisers
(the Hakatists)6 would not need to be ashamed …
At the second conference, the Polish leaderDr [Herman]Diamand,whowas

one of the people who called the conference and who drew up the proposal
for the so-called ‘Jewish Agitation Committee for Galicia’, made the following
statement:

There are no distinctive Jewish qualities which need to be preserved [!]
… Any attempt to maintain distinctive Jewish features is harmful … Hard
as it may be for us to get rid of our habits, we have to adopt new forms of
behaviour and we should not allow the difficulties [!] we often encounter

6 [The Hakata was a German chauvinist organisation formed in 1894 to eradicate Polish influ-
ence in the German-occupied provinces of partitioned Poland.]
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in Polish society to deter us from doing that.Wemust bend all our efforts
to achieving the disappearance of all peculiarities.7

According to Diamand’s theory (the theory of the Polish Party’s official spokes-
person!) whether someone belongs to the Jewish, Czech or Polish nation is
merely a question of ‘habit’. A Jewmust thereforeweanhimself from this ‘habit’
or, to put it in a less cowardly fashion, he must be forced to become a Pole
(‘adopt a new form’).

So this is how the Polish (Social Democratic!) Party views the ‘right of each
nationality to national existence and national development’!!8 Let us point out
here that it is characteristic of the Polish Party that in translating the Brno
nationality programme it has simply suppressed the whole of the concluding sec-
tion, which contains the passage we have just quoted! …9
Is it really true that there are no distinctive Jewish peculiarities which have

to be ‘preserved’?
Karl Kautsky can give the best answer to this question:

There is no doubt that, owing to their distinctive moral and intellectual
qualities and unique social position, the Jews play an important part in
the socialist movement.
… It is enough to point out that the Jewish race does possess its own

spiritual physiognomy, which finds its expression in a splendid power of
abstraction and a keen critical intellect.10

It is no wonder that such a brutal and callous presentation of the policy of Pol-
onisation as Dr Diamand’s, at the precise moment when life itself was exerting
pressure in the opposite direction, provoked a reaction from the Jewish prolet-
ariat, which called in ever greater numbers and determination for an autonom-
ous Jewish organisation!
The last Congress of the Polish Party, held in Kraków in October 1904, was

attended by roughly 40 Jewish delegates, and 18 of them declared themselves

7 Naprzód 1903, p. 3. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
8 [Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1899, p. 8.]
9 [The position of the General Austrian Social Democratic Workers Party, itself a federa-

tion of national Social Democratic Parties, on the national question was adopted at its
Congress in Brno, in 1899. It called for Austria to be transformed into a federation of self-
administered national states and foreshadowed the protection of national minorities by
an eventual law, whose content was not specified.]

10 Kautsky 1904.
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in favour of a Jewish party. It is safe to say that the majority of the Jewish pro-
letariat already supported us at that time.
The Polish Party was taken aback by the rapid growth of the movement and

after the Congress wanted to choke it off at any cost. But the Jewish workers
could not be indifferent to these attempts. The class interests of the Jewish pro-
letariat were much more important for them than the Polonising appetites of
the Polish Party leaders.
On May Day 1905 the autonomous Jewish Party of Galicia proclaimed its

existence. It is easy to understand that under such circumstances the over-
whelming majority of the organised Jewish proletariat immediately entered its
ranks.
The present conflict, therefore, is of a purely organisationalnature.We stand

fully on the basis of the Party programme and the overall tactics of Austrian
Social Democracy. Even so, despite the fact that this question has nothing to
do with the programme or the tactics of Social Democracy, they have ventured
to cast doubt on our socialism!
In our manifestoWhat DoWeWant?, issued on 1 May 1905, we point out the

specific circumstances under which the Jewish proletariat lives, and we con-
tinue as follows:

… only an independent organisation can organise the Jewish proletariat.
Only an organisation that takes into account the environmental circum-
stances in which it functions, that is suited to the needs and lives of the
Jewish masses and to their ways of thinking, is able to spread socialist
ideas among them, to produce the press they need, to educate agitators.
Only an organisation which understands the life of the Jewish masses is
able to awaken the currently passive and detached masses, to draw them
into the vortex of struggle, to make them conscious!
Organisation is not something intangible and unchanging. Organisa-

tion is not a goal in itself. Organisation is a means to an end, a tool. One
may have been good yesterday, today perhaps it is already obsolete and
worn out. Organisation has to be subject to change, to adapt to circum-
stances. Yet the circumstances of the Jewish masses are distinct. A single
organisation of the Jewish and Polish proletariats is not sufficient, just as
a single organisation is not enough for the proletariats of all the other
nations in Austria. Just as each of these nations possesses its own organ-
isation, so too the Jewish proletariat should have such an organisation.
The entire past of the social democratic movement among Jewish work-
ers in Galicia points to the need for a Jewish social democratic party. The
class interests not only of the Jewish but of the whole proletariat in Aus-
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tria demand such an organisation. A Jewish social democratic party is not
the idea of this or that individual; the circumstances of life themselves are
pushing the Jewish proletariat in its direction. Under the socio-historical
circumstances in which we live, a Jewish social democratic party is an his-
torical necessity!11

And further, we read in the manifestoWhatWeWant?:

The programme of thewhole proletariat in Austria is our programme too;
its fight will be our fight! Indeed our goals are common, our economic
demands and political slogans are the same!
So a Jewish Party is not a split and separatism but an equal right. Only

it can elevate the Jewish proletariat to a higher economic level and higher
intellectual life.
A Jewish social democratic party is a necessity and a Jewish social

democratic party does not exist!
Jewish proletarians! An historical moment is approaching, a great mo-

ment arrives. The moment is coming when you will be equal to the pro-
letariats of other nations, when you will be accepted on the same terms
into the great family of nations.
The Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia arises! Do not sleep at

this time! Show that you are mature enough to lead yourselves, that you
have understood your historical role and will not retreat from it!
Polish comrades deny you this right. But even theywill have to acknow-

ledge the accomplished fact.Wedonotwant a fratricidal fight and eagerly
hold out our hand in brotherly peace. And it is impossible that they will
not accept it. After all, we fight for common goals and we must fight for
them together!
Jewish proletarians! Throw off your fears and doubts! Join the ranks of

the new organisation and help to build it. It will lead you to proletariat’s
goals. To battle and to victory! To action! To work!
Great events require great souls. So cast off the soul of the ghettowhich

you have born. Leave the ghetto streets where youwere inclosed. Forward
to battle and to victory!
Long live the Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia!
Long live the international workers movement!

11 [Komitet Organizacyjny Żydowskiej Partyi Socyalno-demokraticyczney w Galicyi 1905,
seeWhat DoWeWant?, above, p. 77.]
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Proletarians of all countries unite!
[…] the Organising Committee of the Jewish Social Democratic Party12

The Polish Party Executive, however, did not recognise the logic of the facts,
even after the Jewish Party had proclaimed its existence. In its resolution of
8May 1905, it shortsightedly opened a struggle against the Jewish Social Demo-
cratic Party, although it is unable to adduce any arguments, capable of with-
standing serious criticism, against the existence of the new organisation.13 The
Executive of the Polish Party still wants to save what is for it a lost cause and
this involves it in the most glaring self-contradictions … It has had to admit,
to its embarrassment, that distinctive forms of organisation and agitation are
necessary for the Jewish proletariat and it now promises to recognise Jewish
workers associations (branches), a Jewish provincial committee, Jewish local
committees etc. – but all within the framework of the Polish Party (!!). At this
point one can only ask, in astonishment, why, if it is prepared to recognise ‘a
particular form of organisation’, this should not be autonomous?
What does this mean?Would it be an unfortunate surrender to Jewish cler-

icalism and separatism etc. if the Jewish proletariat ceased to be a subordinate
group and instead formed an autonomous organisation enjoying equal rights?
Would it therefore be a misfortune if this autonomous organisation was in a
federal union with the other social democratic organisations? Would it be a
misfortune if the Jewish proletariat were treated according to the principle of
equal rights, along with the proletariats of other nations?
The Polish Party Executive has not proved this, it will never be able to prove

this and no social democrat will believe this is so.
Nobody will be persuaded by empty accusations, which are not backed up

any argument, about the harmfulness and the reactionary nature of a Jewish
Social Democratic Party. And, while the Polish Party Executive has been unable
to prove that autonomous Jewish organisation is bad and harmful, we, on the
contrary, have always maintained and proved, and will substantiate again that
the Jewish proletariat did not properly develop and could not develop within
the framework of the Polish Social Democratic Party, and that the needs of this
proletariat were only ‘satisfied’ as an afterthought, at the last possiblemoment!
It is the taskof SocialDemocracy to fight for the realisationof its programme.

Its activity, and its struggle, is expressed first and foremost in certain organisa-
tional forms.

12 [Komitet Organizacyjny Żydowskiej Partyi Socyalno-demokraticyczney w Galicyi 1905,
seeWhat DoWeWant?, above, pp. 81–81. Editor’s ellipsis.]

13 [Zarząd Polskiej Partyi Socyalno-Demokratycznej w Austryi 1905.]
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The Polish Party Executive’s resolution of 8May 1905 promises, among other
things, that because the Jewish proletariat in Galicia demands particular con-
ditions for organisation and agitation, the Polish Party is prepared to create a
Jewish agitation committee for the provincewithin the frameworkof the above-
mentioned Party (!).
We shall now place on record, with the greatest possible emphasis, some

aspects of the background to this decision. Until May 1903, the Polish Party
did not wish to know anything about setting up a Jewish agitation commit-
tee for the province. When a proposal was put forward at that time, urging the
creation of a Jewish social democratic party, the Polish Party, acting under this
pressure, conceded a provincial committee for the whole of Galicia, which was
also called for by the Jewish conference of May 1903 in L’viv.14
After the conference, when the ‘danger’ of an autonomous Jewish party

seemed to have passed, this Provincial Committee failed to take practical form.
Its controlling majority, represented by Dr Diamand, allowed it to lead a shad-
ow existence. The most recent Congress of the Polish Party, held in Kraków in
1904, has gone still further, and even abolished the ‘Jewish Provincial Agita-
tion Committee’ in formal terms. This happened because the Party majority,
which has only the barest knowledge of the life and needs of the Jewish work-
ers, bases its actions on the conviction that a provincial committee for Jews is
unnecessary, and attacks and reviles the people who consider that it is actually
needed. It should also be noted in passing that in May 1903 it was the Polish
Party leaders who proposed the ‘expedient’ of a provincial committee. And
now, after 1May 1905, when the existence of the Jewish Social Democratic Party
was proclaimed, the Polish Party Executive has again promised to create a Jew-
ish provincial committee within the Polish framework. It is therefore pressure
fromoutside, the fear of the consequences of doing nothing, which is the decis-
ive factor, and not the needs of the Jewish proletariat! They want to ‘concede’ a
provincial committee in order to be able to take it away again later.
There were Jewish conferences in 1899 and 1903. The Polish Party appeared

at that time to recognise that the Jewish proletariat needed to make its own
decisions and that it was the best judge of its own needs. Forty Jewish par-
ticipants resolved to set up a Jewish provincial committee but the last Polish
Party Congress in Kraków passed over the resolutions of the Jewish conference
andwent straight to its own agenda! (The Provincial Committee was set aside.)
The principle that the Jewish proletariat has to make its own decisions, recog-
nised inMay 1903, was brutally trampled underfoot in October 1904! The Polish

14 [The PPSD convened this conference of its Jewish members.]
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resolutionof 8May 1905 recognises special requirements and local committees.
How long is it, however, since the Galician Trade Union Conference, held in
Przemyśl in March 1905, going beyond its sphere of competence, for political
reasons ‘resolved’ to dissolve the separate Jewish workers educational associ-
ations? Is that the free development of the Jewish proletariat about which the
Polish Party Executive has been declaiming? When the Polish Party Executive
now promises to allow something whose condemnation it arranged a month
earlier, is it not deriding and undermining the dignity of the Przemyśl Trade
Union Conference and its own last Party Congress? And, in addition, the Polish
Party Executive has the temerity to assert that the Polish Party has now satisfied
the needs of the Jewish proletariat – the same Party which changes its mind
almost every month about those needs and previously wanted to destroy the
nucleus of the Jewish workers movement by closing the Jewish workers educa-
tional associations. This was how the ‘particular forms of organisation’ looked
in practice, this was how they treated Jewish associations, Jewish committees
and Jewish conferences!
The Polish Party has not said a word in reply to these serious accusations,

already raised in our publication Before the Congress, in Yiddish and in Polish.15
It has thereby admitted its complete moral defeat!…
It is not, however, just these factorswhich require the adaptation of the form

of organisation to the circumstances of the Jewish proletariat. We are not just
socialists but also democrats: we are social democrats, and we therefore fight
and must fight for equal rights for the Jewish proletariat. ‘Social democrats
who preach war on class rule should not endorse the denial of the right to self-
determination’.16 So, when the Polish resolution of 8 May 1905 waffles about
‘complete equal rights for the Jewish workers’, it should also ‘not approve the
refusal’ of the right of self-determination of the Jewish proletariat within Social
Democracy, in the sense of the organisational principle of Austrian Social
Democracy, which guarantees every nation its autonomy …
We demand equal rights regardless of the howls of the bourgeois newspa-

pers, which the Polish Party has played off against us. When Austrian Social
Democracy was reconstructed on a federal basis according to nationality, the
bourgeois press expressed its delight: ‘As further steps were taken at theVienna
Congress to extend the independence of the national organisations, the bour-
geois parties with great jubilation trumpeted that the Social Democratic Party

15 Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokratyczna Galicyi 1905a, including Żydowska Partya So-
cyalno-Demokratyczna Galicyi 1905b, see Reply to the Polish Social Democratic Party of
Galicia, above, pp. 83–102.

16 Daszyński 1902, p. 735.
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was fraying and specified to the day its imminent end’. But this is howComrade
[Josef] Krapka continued his speech: ‘I am, however, today in the position to
state that the Party has been strengthened and, if anything is more united than
previously thanks to this autonomy’.17
Today the Polish Party appeals in justification to the same bourgeois press.

We could use the samemethod and refer to both antisemitic and Zionist news-
papers which have joined the chorus supporting the Polish Party in its fight
against us (see for example Słowopolskie).18Wedonot, however, fightwith such
methods and we never will. It is not the groans of the bourgeoisie but the class
interests of the Jewish proletariat which are decisive for us!
What then did [Ignacy] Daszyński, the same person who is responsible for

the ‘struggle’ of the Polish socialists against our workers organisation, write in
his article on ‘Nationality and Social Democracy’,19 mentioned above?We have
no wish to interfere in the organisational arrangements in the Polish parts of
Prussia but let us hear what Daszyński wrote when it was a question of Poles
and not of ordinary Jewish workers: ‘This arrangement can only occur on the
basis of formal equality between the two parties. For Social Democrats [!] there
can be no other basis and no comrade who thinks logically can desire formal
dependence …’20
SowherePolishworkers are concerned, he regards even ‘formal’ dependency

as harmful. Butwhere ‘his’ Jews are concerned, he andhis Partywant to hamper
the satisfactionof even their practical needs.Wheredoes this peculiar contradic-
tion come from?…Moreover, wemust point out here in themost emphaticmanner
that we want to be a part of the General Austrian Social Democratic Party, as a
member with equal rights, whereas the Polish Socialist Party (PPS)21 in Prussia
wishes to be independent of the Social Democratic Party of Germany. So we see
that the Polish socialists are the last to have the right and reason to talk about
Jewish ‘separatism’.
In the Polish Party Executive’s resolution of 8 May 1905, already repeatedly

mentioned, the following can be read: ‘The Social Democratic organisation in
Austria is based on the programme which was unanimously adopted in 1899

17 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1899, p. 63. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
18 Słowo Polskie 1905. ‘Słowo Polskie’ means ‘PolishWord’.]
19 [Grossman referred to ‘Nationalität und Socialdemokratie’, the article’s title was ‘Nation-

ality and Socialism’, Daszyński 1902.]
20 [Daszyński 1902, p. 736. Daszyński emphasised ‘formal equality’.]
21 [The Polska Partia Socjalistyczna (Polish Socialist Party) was the name of the national-

ist, socialist organisations in the German and Russian-occupied provinces of Poland with
which the leadership of the PPSD sympathised.]
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at the Brno Party Congress’.22We can categorically state here that the Polish
Social Democratic Party of Galicia does not know when its own organisa-
tional statute was adopted and we are ready at any time to corroborate with
documentary evidence this unprecedented fact in the history of political
parties. It is not true that the Austrian organisation was created in 1899. It was
created in 1897 at the Vienna Party Congress. The Brno programme relates to
the ‘nationalities in the Austrian state of the future’ (Seeliger), the 1897 Party
Congress (two years earlier!) regulated the organisation of the Party. Certain
details, which the Brno Party Congress added to the organisational statute,
were dealt with independently of the nationality debate at a completely dif-
ferent point on the agenda. Deputy Daszyński was well aware of this in 1899!
This is what he said in Brno: ‘Two years ago we found the way to deal with the
national question within the Party. What we must do now is find out whether
we are capable of advancing the same programme for the entire Empire’.23
By 8May 1905, when he appended his signature to the Polish executive’s res-

olution, he had incomprehensibly forgotten about this …
The only authoritative statement on Austrian social democratic organisation

is the official ‘The Report on the Justification for the Newly Founded [1897]
Organisation’, read by Comrade Dr Victor Adler, in which he declares:

The organisation of Austrian Social Democracy in autonomous national
groups, initiated by the Prague Congress and completed by the sixth Con-
gress [1897] has the purpose of providing the best practical conditions for
the work of the organising the multi-lingual Austrian proletariat, in order
to overcome the practical difficulties of linguistic diversity. In affirming the
usefulness of full autonomy for the organisations of each language…we cre-
ate [etc.]…wedeclare that this organisation is exclusively designed to create
themost effective form inwhich… the Social Democrats of all languages can
conduct the struggle against the exploiting classes of their own nations and
against the exploiting classes of all nations.24

It is very characteristic of the Polish Party Executive that it made use of the
Brno programme (leaving aside its ignorance of the material facts, which we
have just demonstrated) to justify its denial of the right to exist of our autonom-
ous organisation of the Jewish proletariat. We already pointed out above how

22 [Zarząd polskiej partyi socyalno-demokratycznej w Austryi 1905.]
23 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1899, p. 836.
24 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 169. [Grossman’s emphasis, apart

from ‘in autonomous national groups’ and ‘usefulness of full autonomy’.]



126 chapter 7

the Brno programme has been used in practice by our (socialist) opponents
and how, in addition, an important section of that programmewas simply sup-
pressed …
Because we have not set out a separate national programme but have a pro-

gramme (a general programmeand aBrnonationality programme) in common
with Austrian Social Democracy, we are simultaneously suspected of separat-
ism and accused of ‘demagogic evasion’. And yet we stand strictly on the basis
of the principles of Austrian Social Democracy, exactly as they are stated in
the 1897 report on organisation. Comrade [Antonín] Němec also said on that
occasion:

I explicitly declare that Iwas defendingmyself against any suggestion that
this [national organisation] is desired for national reasons … I said that it
was a matter here of the practical implementation of our decisions, of
making improved action possible.25

The mode of struggle adopted by the Polish Social Democratic Party and their
theory are in complete correspondencewith each other. It would require a very
long treatise to cover even a fraction of the accomplishments of their leaders
and various ‘organs’ in fitting theory to practice. Their central organ (Naprzód)
has set in motion a systematic campaign of defamation against us. The most
hair-raisingly fabricated reports about knife fights, denunciations, ‘independ-
ents’26 and so on are served up, without mentioning any names, of course. The
Polish socialist leaders also find time to slander Jewish trade unionists to the
central trade union executives,27 so that the latter act against Jewish workers
in their trade union organisations on the basis of this false ‘information’. The
Polish socialists want to compel Jewishworkers in the trade unions to pay party
taxes to the Polish Party, although those workers do not want to belong to that
Party (this is how these socialists view freedom). As a result of these circum-
stances, Jewish workers are then deprived of their right to be in a trade union.
Two strikes, by Jewish painters and metalworkers, were brought to a success-
ful conclusion but the Polish socialists instructed one of their ‘organs’ to write
that we had called the strikes frivolously, for purposes of self-advertisement
(!), despite the fact that the central trade union offices had approved of them.

25 Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1896, 162. [Grossman mistook the year of
the Congress at which Němec made this statement. Grossman’s emphasis.]

26 [Possibly a reference to the liberal Party of Independent Jews, based in Kraków.]
27 [JSDPmembers inGalicia led Jewishworkers in local branches of the central trade unions,

based in Vienna and associated with the Austrian Social DemocraticWorkers Party.]
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We would prefer to spare our readers any further examples of this mode of
struggle. All it does is demonstrate themoral bankruptcy of the slanderers who
are attacking us; it is they alone who are thereby compromised and damaged!
Our activity so far (see our Report to the Congress of the General Austrian

Social Democratic Party in Vienna)28 is the best evidence not only that we have
a right to anorganisation, in linewith ‘TheReport on the Justification’,29 in 1897,
but also that our organisation is viable and worthy of preservation.We will not
let ourselves be prevented by any obstacles whatever from continuing to work
in thewaywehave chosen for the benefit of international socialism.We expect,
however, that all the Austrian comrades who prefer not to give a hearing to the
slanders ‘unworthy of social democracy’ that are thrown at us, will not fail to
give our organisation recognition and equal rights.

∵
The report of the General Executive of Austrian Social Democracy contains
the remark that the Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia has placed itself
outside the General Austrian Party.30 We find that this accusation contradicts
the practice of Austrian Social Democracy. For example, the Ruthenian Social
Democratic Party established itself in 1899 and on this view would also have
stood ‘outside’ the list of national organisations within Austrian Social Demo-
cracy, as set out in the text of the 1897 statute. This did not prevent the [General
Austrian] Party from taking note of its existence without any problem.We too,
therefore, expect that we will not be deprived of our most basic requirements,
contrary to the demands of justice and equity, on the basis of so-called formal
pretexts.

28 [Jüdishe sozial-demokratishe Partei in Galitsien 1905a, see Report to the Congress of the
General Austrian Social Democratic Party in Vienna, 1905, above, pp. 103–112.]

29 [Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, pp. 169–70.]
30 See Gesamtparteivertretung 1905, p. 9.
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chapter 8

The Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia*
Translated from Czech by Ben Fowkes

The Jewish SocialDemocratic Party of Galicia proclaimed its existence on 1May
1905 and immediately instituted a series of festiveMayDaymeetings, as well as
a number of demonstrations held jointly with the Polish comrades, as a token
of its solidaritywith them. InKraków, for example, up to 2,000 Jewish comrades
took part in a demonstration. The Partywas actually founded at a congress held
in L’viv on 9 and 10 June 1905, attended by 52 delegates, three of them women.
The Congress was greeted by a cordial message from the Russian Union of

JewishWorkers (the Bund), and unanimously adopted as its programme the pro-
gramme adopted by Austrian Social Democracy at its Vienna Congress held in
1901, aswell as thenational programmeof theBrnoCongress of 1899.The [L’viv]
Congress undertook to work on the basis of the general tactical line of Aus-
trian Social Democracy, regardless of whether the latter officially recognised
the Jewish Party or not. The Executive Committee wasmandated to call for the
recognition of the Party at the joint Congress of Austrian Social Democracy.
The Congress condemned the manner in which the Polish Party was carrying
on its fight against the new Party but affirmed the wish of the Jewish Party to
co-exist with the Polish Party in an atmosphere of peace and cooperation. The
new Party regards Zionism as a movement of the Jewish bourgeoisie aimed
at stirring up chauvinistic feelings in the working class and obscuring its class
consciousness; and for these reasons it will also fight with the utmost energy
against Zionism in its ‘socialist’ guise.
By proclaiming the programme of the Party in this way the L’viv Congress

also laid the foundations for the new organisation.
Why has the new Party been set up?
It is an undeniable fact that a Jewish nation exists in Austria alongside the

German, Czech, Polish nations and so on. Social Democracy has always been
able to come to termswith reality. Even if it didnot initially take the existenceof
the different nations sufficiently into account, it soonmade a thorough correc-

* As yet we have received only fragmentary news about this new organisation from the press of
our Polish comrades. We are therefore publishing this informative article by the Secretary of
the new Party, so that the Czech organisations do not have to rely on one-sided information –
the Editorial Board. [The article was originally published as Grossman 1906.]
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tion of this mistake. In 1897 Comrade [Victor] Adler used the following words
to describe the way things had changed:

If today you [read] the old pamphlets … from the 1860s and 1870s you
will find that the concepts ‘international’ and ‘anational’ are treated as
the same. The prevailing notion was that people could divest themselves of
their history, their national identity, and that the nation could be absorbed
into a purely abstract concept of humanity … What emerged from that
approach is incidentally nothing other than the old bourgeois humanism
and cosmopolitanism.1

This changedpoint of view foundexpressionboth in socialist theory and social-
ist practice. Its practical effect was the change in the organisation of Social
Democracy inAustriawhichweexperiencedbetween 1889 and 1897 andwhich,
taking account of national identities, culminated in the transition from the cent-
ralised to the federal form of organisation. This allowed the Party to adapt its
agitation to national identities.We too proceeded from this practical viewpoint
but the Polish Party declared that the division into national organisations did
not arise out of practical needs, the interests of the class, but for national reas-
ons, which we were unwilling to place in the forefront.
The change in the [General Austrian] Party’s viewpoint nevertheless

emerges plainly from the new ideology, of which the federation of autonom-
ous national organisations is the exact expression. Its definitive formulation is
contained in the following words spoken by [Engelbert] Pernerstorfer: ‘In this
sense of a real and genuine internationalism the idea will finally come into its
own that one can be a good German, an excellent Slav, an enthusiastic Italian
and, even so, a passionate, international social democrat.’2
Jewish nationality is a reality for us, not arrived at in a metaphysical way

through speculations but was imposed upon us by our lived experience; we
therefore want this identity of ours to be taken into consideration in the same way
as those of other nations and, indeed, for the same practical reasons, which are
required by the class interests of the Austrian proletariat. That is why we do
not want to set up our own organisation in Bohemia or elsewhere in Austria,
where the Jews only form a small percentage of the population or where they
have become denationalised, but we dowant an organisationwhere the Jewish

1 [Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, p. 78. Grossman’s emphasis.]
2 Arbeiter-Zeitung 1897, p. 3.
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proletariat constitutes a compact, unassimilated mass, as in Galicia where Jews
form between 30 and 40 percent of the urban population.
This line of argument is so natural and so entirely consistent with the prin-

ciples of the whole workers movement in Austria, which guarantee the same
rights to all nations – for Social Democrats this is something that goes without
saying – that it is inconceivable that what is regarded as correct for others is
condemned as soon as Jews are involved. Yet that is what happened!
When thequestionof national organisationsbegan tobediscussed, between

1895 and 1897, it was pointed out in various quarters that this form of organisa-
tion was not being created for national reasons but on practical grounds.3

The same grounds have led to the creation of the Jewish Party: we want to
achieve better conditions for agitation by taking into account the Yiddish lan-
guage, we want to fight against the bourgeoisie of our own nation and against
Jewish chauvinism and clericalism, we want to demand the right of self-deter-
mination, the better to be able to conduct our own class struggle.4

3 Adler said: ‘We do not want there to be any doubt about the fact that our purpose in divid-
ing this organisation into national groups is to be able to conduct the class struggle more
vigorously because more internationally.’ Moreover, the detailed justification of the change,
submitted by Adler stated: ‘… the organisation of Austrian Social Democracy in autonom-
ous national groups has the purpose of providing the best practical conditions for the work
of the organising the multi-lingual Austrian proletariat, in order to overcome the practical
difficulties of linguistic diversity. In affirming theusefulness of full autonomy for the organisa-
tions of every each language…wealso declare that this organisation is exclusivelydesigned to
create themost effective form inwhich the internationallyminded and fraternally combined
Social Democrats of all languages can conduct the struggle against the exploiting classes of
their own nations and against the exploiting classes of all nations.’

[Antonín] Nĕmec said: ‘When we submitted the proposal to alter the composition of the
party’s representative bodies so as to bring them into correspondence with existing condi-
tions, I explicitly declared that I protest against the assumption that this was happening for
national reasons. I said that what we were interested in was the practical implementation
of our decisions, that we were aiming to make improved action in the future possible …We
should adopt this form of organisation so that every nation may itself be able to fight against
its own bourgeoisie.’

[František] Soukup: ‘Our main reason for endeavouring to achieve this autonomy is that
every nation must itself know best what is appropriate for it.’

[Cf. the relevant passages in the German minutes of the 1897 Congress, which are not
identical, Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1897, respectively pp. 169, 119, 124–
5, Żydowska Partya Socyalno-DemokratycznaGalicyi 1905b, ‘Reply to the Polish Social Demo-
cratic Party of Galicia’, above, pp. 99, 101, 125. Grossman’s emphasis.]

4 See our pamphlets Komitet Organizacyjny Żydowskiej Partyi Socyalno-demokraticyczney w
Galicyi 1905,What DoWeWant, above, pp. 73–82; and Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokraty-
czna Galicyi 1905a, which includes Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokratyczna Galicyi 1905b
‘Reply to the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia’, above, pp. 83–102.
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But these reasons are not sufficient, as soon as Jews are involved! The Jews
are required to provide in addition a special national program!
The Polish comrades maintain that the organisation of Social Democracy

which was unanimously accepted at the Brno Congress (!) allegedly depends
on a programme according to which every nation must have its own territory!
But, as anyone who has even a rough idea of the history of the workers move-
ment in Austria knows, the issue at stake in Prague in 1896 and in Vienna in
1897 was not the territorial principle but the language principle. We have also
made this point clear to the Polish comrades: in our pamphlet Before the Con-
gress5 we cited a whole series of statements made at these Party Congresses, to
which the representatives of the Polish Party were unable to give an answer.
When Comrade Daszyński wrote, in Sozialistische Monatshefte, about the

conflict between the German and Polish Social Democrats in the Polish
Empire6 he expressed the following opinion: ‘And this arrangement can only
occur on the basis of formal equality between the two parties. For social demo-
crats there can be no other basis and no comradewho thinks logically can desire
formal dependence, e.g. of the Poles on the Germans’.7 At that time, of course,
it was a matter of equality for the Poles. In dealing with the Jews, in contrast,
Daszyński permits not only a formal dependency on the Polish Party but a fac-
tual one as well.
Why then does the Polish Party so stubbornly oppose the Jewish Party, if our

fundamental viewpoint is so clear and so much in line with the point of view
of the other Social Democratic Parties in Austria?
I have already stated above that we regard the Jews as a nation, which, as

such, must have the right to lay claim to independent and free development.
And a social democrat ought not doubt the fact that the decision as to whether
a group is a nation and should be regarded as a nation can only bemade by that
group itself. When, at a conference held in London between 10 and 12 Septem-
ber of this year, the Jewish workers associations which belonged to the Social
Democratic Federation constituted themselves as a ‘union of all Jewish social
democratic groups in England’, establishing as their party newspaper the Lon-
donNeueZeit,8 the Englishworkers placednoobstacles in thewayof the Jewish
workers’ decision.

5 [Żydowska Partya Socyalno-Demokratyczna Galicyi 1905a, which includes ‘Reply to the Pol-
ish Social Democratic Party of Galici’, see above, pp. 83–102.]

6 [Here, ‘the Polish Empire’ means ‘the Polish provinces of the German Empire’.]
7 [Daszyński 1902, p. 736. Grossman’s emphasis. Daszyński emphasised ‘formal equality’.]
8 [‘Neue Zeit’ means ‘New Times’.]
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But the Jewish proletarians in Galicia must have guardians, who think and
speak for them.The Polish Party disputes the right of the Jews to develop them-
selves. The Jews in Galicia have to be Poles! The Polish Party denies that it has
any appetite for domination and asserts that it has always satisfied the needs
of the Jewish masses. That is, in fact, untrue but, even if it were true, would
this be a reason not to allow the Jewish proletariat to determine its own fate?
Whatwould theCzechworkers say if theGerman organisationswanted to busy
themselves with agitation among the Czechs and claiming the Czechs did not
need their own organisations?
The Jewish social democrats greeted the decisions of the Vienna and Prague

Congresses with enthusiasm, because they hoped that themain obstacle to the
development of the socialist movement among the Jewish proletariat would
now be removed. Jewish conferences were held in 1899 and 1903, at which it
was pointed out that organisationally no improvement had taken place in the
Jewish situation, since themovementhadnot received theautonomy it requested.
These efforts did not meet with success. For the Polish comrades character-
ised as ‘Jewish separatism’ what the Party programme called ‘national identity’
in dealing with the Germans, Czechs, Italians and so on. That is their name
for our wish to profess our membership of our own nation. The Jews are not
allowed to retain their nationality; they must abandon it at any cost. ‘The pre-
servation of Jewish peculiarities [!] is harmful’, cried the official spokesperson
Dr [Herman] Diamand. ‘We must adopt new forms. The difficulties we some-
times encounter in Polish society cannot prevent us from doing this. We must
work with all the means at our disposal for the disappearance of all aspects
of strangeness. There are no distinctive Jewish qualities which need to be pre-
served’.9
According to the words of this Polish socialist, therefore, the Jews must give

up their identity. Adler commented: ‘As if a person could get rid of their history
or national identity’. And why should this happen?

There is no doubt that, owing to their distinctive moral and intellectual
qualities and unique social position, the Jews play an important part in
the socialist movement.
… It is enough to point out that the Jewish race does possess its own

spiritual physiognomy, which finds its expression in a splendid power of
abstraction and a keen critical intellect.

9 [Naprzód 1903, p. 3. There are some differences between this Czech and the German version
of this originally Polish text, see To the Social Democrats of Austria, above, p. 117–118.]
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It is owing to this that the Jews, since the time they entered into
European civilisation, in proportion to their numbers, have given the
world more great thinkers than, perhaps any other nation and the names
of [Baruch] Spinoza, [David] Ricardo and Marx constitute epochs in the
history of human thought.10

This is what [Karl] Kautsky wrote to the editorial board of the London Neue
Zeit. And we are being asked tomake an effort to get rid of this identity as soon
as possible!
ThePoles also deny thatwhat they call ‘Jargon’11 is a language, because it con-

tains somany German, Polish andHebrew elements! But is a tongue spoken by
eight to ninemillion people not a language?A language inwhich the lofty ideas
of the revolution are understood; a language into which the classical works of
modern literature have been translated; a language in which it is possible to
read the Communist Manifesto, Marx’s Capital, the Erfurt Program, Kautsky’s
The Social Revolution and so on?12 Isn’t all this enough tomake our idiom a lan-
guage? Is there then any difference at all between this denial and the Germans’
talk of the need to ‘eradicate’ the ‘inferior culture’ of the Poles?
Of course, the Polish comrades maintain that they are doing the Jewish

workers a favour by suppressing their ‘Jargon’ and imposing the Polish lan-
guage on them. If the Germans want to spread the German language among
the Poles of Prussia and Silesia they call it ‘Germanisation’. But such behaviour
towards the Jews is regarded as presenting them with the Polish language as a
gift. Daszyński announced that the Poles do not want to ‘Polonise’ the Jews but
to offer them rights to the Polish language, which intelligent Jewish socialists
already use. What would our Polish comrades say if the German Hakatists13 in
Prussia were to say that they do not want to Germanise thembut simply to give
them the right to speak German, a language intelligent Poles have long been
using?
In Russia, the Bund pointed out that all over Europe reactionaries have

always placed obstacles in the way of the Jews’ cultural development but never
opposed their assimilation; it also quoted a circular issued by the Russian gov-
ernment stating that themovement to prevent the Jews from assimilating with
other nations is harmful to the Russian state idea.

10 [Kautsky 1904. Grossman’s emphasis; editor’s interpolations.]
11 [‘Jargon’ was a pejorative term for Yiddish.]
12 [Marx and Engels 1976; Marx 1976b; Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands 1891; Kaut-

sky 1916.]
13 [The Hakata was a German chauvinist organisation formed in 1894 to eradicate Polish

influence in the German-occupied provinces of partitioned Poland.]



134 chapter 8

InGalicia too the cultural development of the Jewishmasses is seen as harm-
ing the ‘Galician state idea’, as is shown by a series of prohibitions, such as the
ban on speaking Yiddish in meetings and the persecution of the Yiddish press
etc.
Themost important trump card that is played against us isMarx’s 1843 essay

on the Jewish question, which is still supposed to be entirely valid in the cur-
rent situation. The world has undergone half a century of development, pro-
grammes and slogans have changed, conditions and institutions have changed,
industrial Europe has changed and a mighty capitalism has arisen. The organ-
ised proletariat has mounted the world stage and it too has already undergone
significant changes. And the Jews have not changed in the meantime? The
waves of history have passed over without touching them?
At that time, Marx wrote: ‘What is the essence of Judaism? Practical need

and avarice.What is the secular religion of the Jews? Profit. What does the Jew
worship? Money!’14 These are supposed to be the characteristics of the modern
Jewish proletariat?15 Is this the way disputes between socialists should be con-
ducted?
We are concerned that the Jewish proletariat should not be abandoned and

neglected, that it should not fall into slumber and decay, and that it should
become a strong link in proletariat, as Kautsky envisaged. But the Polish Party
was not capable of awakening the Jewish proletariat. It did not even try. It is
not possible to mention all the details here but it will perhaps be sufficient if
we report the story of the Jewish Agitation Committee for Galicia. The Jewish
conference of 1903 resolved that this Committee be set up. This was admittedly
only a half-measure but it marked a certain advance because the movement
would have gained a degree of concentration if this Committee had actually
been established. But after the conference, as soon as the ‘danger’ of a Jewish
Party had passed, the Polish Party left the Committee on paper. And the most
recent Party Congress, held in 1904 in Kraków, even dissolved it! Now, after
1 May 1905 and the proclamation of the Jewish Social Democratic Party, the

14 [Marx 1975, pp. 169–70. In Marx’s German original, the passage is slightly different: ‘What
is the mundane basis of Jewishness? Practical need, self-interest. What is the mundane
worship of the Jew? Haggling. What is his mundane God? Money’, Marx 1982, p. 164.]

15 How even an individual such as Marx can be mistaken is shown by his views about the
Czech question. In 1852 he wrote: ‘the Czech nation is doomed to die out, as is shown by
numerous events of the last four centuries’. [It is now known that Engels rather thanMarx
wrote the article from which these words came, in English: ‘dying Tschechian national-
ity – dying according to every fact known in history for the last four hundred years’, Engels
1979a, p. 46.]
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Executive of the Polish Party has again promised to establish this Committee,
contradicting its own previous decision!
The Polish Party also used another method to ensure that the world did not

come to know of the existence of Jews in Galicia: it drove the Jews away from
its ranks. So now, when a separate party has been set up, it has no right to com-
plain.
Despite all this, we immediately declared, at the very moment when we

came into existence, thatwewanted to remain in fraternal contactwith thePol-
ish Socialist Party,16 and that we would act together with it wherever common
action was necessary. But the Polish Party greeted us with insults and insinu-
ations, to which we could not reply as we had no Party press of our own. Since
they had no other weapons, the Polish socialists were not ashamed to employ
violence and pressurewhere theywere able to, against the defenceless and eco-
nomically dependent Jewish workers’ trade union organisations!
Relevant material on this point will be submitted to the Congress.17 Here we

only state that the central tradeunions,18whichwere supposed to protectworkers,
violently attacked members of our Party because of their political convictions.
The Jews inGaliciamust becomePoles. If they donot, theywill not be accep-

ted into the trade unions and will thereby be compelled, against their wishes,
to engage in strike breaking and the forcing down of wages.
By using this form of struggle, which is in glaring contradictionwith the fun-

damental principles onwhich themodernworkersmovement has beenbuilt, it
is of course possible to damage us. But it also does no less damage to the people
who employ it, as it shatters the previously firm and unshakeable foundations
of justice between nations which have existed among us.

16 [I.e. the PPSD.]
17 [Grossman’s article was presumably written before the Congress of the General Social

DemocraticWorkers Party of Austria in October 1905 but was published after it.]
18 [JSDPmembers inGalicia led Jewishworkers in local branches of the central trade unions,

based in Vienna and associated with the Austrian Social DemocraticWorkers Party.]
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chapter 9

Our Position on Electoral Reform*

Translated fromYiddish by Rick Kuhn

Comrades!Whenwe came together a year ago to discuss and decide on our tac-
tics, we had a very easy task, because it was very difficult, i.e. we could not then
accurately predict the circumstances we would live through and the forces we
would have at hand, to which we would have to adapt our tactics.
We had to start with the general principles which bind together every social

democrat, whether in Berlin or Kraków. And as the chief principle we decided
on was that we regard ourselves as a part of Austrian Social Democracy and its
tactics would also be ours. During the past year we had the chance to evalu-
ate the situation and the Executive had, in these circumstances, to determine
tactics which it regarded as necessary for the well-being of the Jewish working
class. I will present and attempt to justify these tactics and ask you to take note
of them. Before I do that, we have to consider what we have to do now and
in the near future: tactics are not actually ours but those of the General Party.
The Congresses of the individual socialist organisations in Austria, however,
may discuss these tactics to determine whether and to what extent the general
positions reflect the concrete circumstances in which particular organisations
find themselves, in order to correct these general principles.We have to do this
all the more because we have no direct influence on the determination of the
general tactics.

Electoral Reform

Comrades! The past year has been a year of struggle for univeral suffrage. Our
Party has conducted an enormous amount of educational agitation through
meetings, proclamations and the press. You know the course of this move-
ment, you know each of its phases and you know the current situation. So I
won’t repeat what we have said countless times before. All of us are aware that
this necessary franchise must become a reality, just as it is a necessity in our
thoughts.

* [Originally published as Grossman 1906b, report of Grossman’s speech to the second Con-
gress of the JSDP. The ellipses are those of the reporter.]
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I will shortly explain our interest in this matter. When [Paul] Gautsch had
to resign, when it became known that [Konrad] Hohenlohe, ‘the red prince’
would take over his post, many held their breath, thinking: finally, finally. But
those who knew Austria’s political history did not cease to doubt.We recall the
very similar situation in Count [Eduard] Taafe’s time, when electoral reform
was laid on the parliamentary table and then too, it was defended by a red –
indeed not a prince, but a red excellency (Dr [Emil] Steinbach).1 The reform
failed.2 Since that time the workers movement has made collosal progress; its
power and desire to struggle has grown terrifically.What do the idiotic defend-
ers of the current order want? So long as privilege survives, the state can go to
thedevil – that is thepractical side of their ‘loyalty’,which they talk about all the
time. And we see that Hohenlohe resigned, more accurately he, like Gautsch,
had to resign, thanks to the intrigues of the ‘Polish Club’ and related swindlers.
The Hungarian question is given as the reason; the question of an automous
tariff. There is also an element of truth in that. But there is no doubt at all that
Hohenlohe only used the opportunity to resign with honour, given the growing
disturbances over the question electoral reform, that is in relation to the issue for
which he was appointed. Let us not be taken for fools: the reform is threatened.
Now themoment approacheswhen the proletariat will have to intervene. If the
situation does not improve in the nearest future – and the parliament does not
preside over one of life’s surprises – then the proletariat will have to take the
last legal step in its struggle and this step will be

The General Mass Strike

by the peoples of Austria (sustained bravos), which has been discussed by us on
many occasions over the past period. Somy task is easier. I will only emphasise
one circumstance.What is the place of the general strike amongst theweapons
of the working class? An understanding of this circumstance is a warning to
the ruling class – and it will suddenly illuminate the situation in which we find
ourselves like lightning.
We know that, no matter how long it takes, the extent of rights corresponds

exactly to the degree of strength; we know every social class has as many rights
as it has the courage to use its power to conquer. This is also true of the pro-
letariat, power is our right. (Applause) The capitalist order will be made to
recognise that it has to reckon with the demand for abstract justice.

1 [The parliament referred to is the Reichsrat, the lower house of the Austrian legislature.
2 [In 1893.]
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But the rising proletariat must first create this power and in doing so prove,
by means of demonstrations, protests etc., because to exercise power is often
also to create it, because its exercisehas anagitational effect. Finally, at a certain
stage of development,we start touse the accumulatedpower.Thedevelopment
of relations in Europe and most recently in Russia absolutely illustrate this.

Revolution and Legal Struggle

But the use of power takes different forms. There were times when the prolet-
ariat fought with weapons on the barricades. Then weapons gave way to ballot
papers. Nowweare preparing for amass strikewhich is again theprelude to act-
ive revolutionary struggle.That is the dialectic of history: after a period of active
revolution there is a period of legal struggle that again gives way to revolution-
ary struggle.Wecan therefore say that legal struggle prepares for illegal struggle.
That is, a period of accumulating forces prepares theway for themomentwhen
a revolutionary outbreak opens a period when rights are extended.
We are not therefore supporters of revolution for revolution’s sake. Nor are

we supporters of legality for the sake of legality. Barricades and ballot papers
are, for us, equally good. They are only means to our end of gaining rights for
the oppressed working class. The period of revolutionary struggle lasted up to
1848. Parliamentarismwas discredited in the romance countries, Spain, France
and Switzerland. But we should consider what Engels wrote in the preface to
Marx’s Class Struggles in France: 1848–1850.3 In the period since the German
proletariat achieved the right to vote, it has gone from one triumph to the next.
Since then there has been a change in the form of the proletariat’s struggle
across theworld.The period of legal struggle arrived. ‘The ballot paper replaced
the barricade’. But if the bourgeoisie thinks we are obsessed with legality it has
made a great mistake and demonstrated, yet again, its incapacity for dialect-
ical thought. The time is coming when we will again shake things up with the
former revolutionary zeal. The mass strike, the last step on the legal path, is the
first step of the revolution! Themodernmass revolution of the proletariat has to
start with the proletariat leaving the factories and the basements, in which it
is confined, and going out onto the streets. Whatever forces the proletariat to
leave the factories, mines, workshops and basements, whatever forces it onto
the street, that pushes it into revolution. When they force us to say A, they
should not be amazed that we say B. Comrades we do not make empty threats

3 [Engels 1990c.]
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that we cannot carry out. Such threats are stupid. But we should make clear
what the step before which we stand signifies and we warn the bourgeoisie
about its consequences. In initiating a general strike we know what we are
starting but we don’t know how it will end. The person who can start and
end a revolution at will has not been born. And indeed this is because a mass
movement has its own laws of development independent of the desires of
individuals and even of organised parties. Once the wave is set in motion,
we have to ride it and that is our task, but we won’t adopt this course if we
don’t want to be swept along. That is what we tell our enemies today. Learn
while there is time! The proletariat is losing patience. If the electoral reform
is definitely put aside, anyone who recalls the period of Count Taaffe would
have to say: wouldn’t things have been better if this right had been gran-
ted then? Why did this defeat and the outrage of so many forces happen?
Why so many sacrifices in vain? And when the stifling political atmosphere
of that time, which suffocated us, is remembered, a better cry arises like a
storm: enough now! We have run out of patience. We can’t think of waiting
now. The reform or a life and death struggle! In the current situation, with
such a mood amongst the masses and when we Social Democrats, that is the
most conscious section of the proletariat, do not want to lose our influence over
them, we have to take account of this mood. We know that we must gain vot-
ing rights or our influence over the masses will be lost for years to come. We
say that openly. And so have to place everything on this card. And there is
no sacrifice which we are not prepared to take bare. And we will not retreat
until we have won. The mass strike is a necessity. (Bravo) And when many
ask about the possibility of a strike in our agragian province, with hardly any
industry and the limited strength of our trade unions, on the one hand, we
will point to Russia. And we will ask: where are the large industries there?
Where are the important trade unions? And yet Russia is the classic land of
the mass strike! And, on the other hand, we will point to the mood of our
masses and we say that is our power, that is the guarantee for the mass strike.
It will help us to fulfil our duty, as a party and as a working class. (Ceaseless
applause).
In the spirit of these remarks, I move the following resolution:

The Congress resolves
Only the full democratisation of Austria, whose first condition is gen-

eral, equal, direct and secret elections, will give the Austrian proletariat
the possibility of developing its economic and social powers, and success-
fully conducting its proletarian class policies. For this reason and despite
the various inadequacies and flaws in the regime’s electoral reform pro-
posal, we regard this proposal as the first step in eliminating antiquated
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electoral privileges,which aredamaging for theproletariat, andas the first
attempt to democratise the state.
Therefore, in accord with the tactics of the General Austrian Social

Democratic Party, the Jewish proletariat will, on the call of the Execut-
ive of the Jewish Social Democratic Party, engage in energetic struggle for
the people’s rights and will join the general mass strike in Austria.

Our Tactics

And now comrades, I come to the second part of my presentation. From the
current situation I will turn to the past and will defend the tactics we applied
over the last year. Comrades! The entire forces and power of social democracy
as the vanguard of the entire working class relies on clarity about its goals and
the means for achieving them. Our entire task, then, is focussed on bringing
consciousness into heads. Consciousness in heads that is the greatest revolu-
tionary deed we can achieve. So, the moment the electoral proposal appeared,
we had to fulfil two tasks. On the one hand, we had to deal with the whole
complex of questions to which the electoral reform gave rise, with the other
different electoral proposals made by various parties. For example, with plural,
proportional voting; national curia; representation of interests; etc. And we
came out in favour of general, equal, direct and secret elections. (Bravo) On
the other hand, while fighting with all our energy for this electoral reform, we
have indicated its significance for the proletariat, the limits of the advantages it
brings. We have underlined these limits so that confusion, our greatest enemy,
does not arise. Particularly where a radical abolition of national conflicts was
expected, we have demonstrated that general and equal suffrage is not a final
answer to the question but its precondition and that it has to be supplemented
with a series of institutions before peace between the peoples of Austria finally
emerges.
The Executive conducted a special and extensive discussion of this question

at a series of sessions and in the press, which I will try to outline in brief.
I will not mention those suggestions, whose damage to the people has been

absolutely apparent and I will only consider with two prosals with which we
Jewish socialists have had to deal, because they came from two Jewish parties.
I have in mind
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Proportional Elections

in national curia. Before I discuss this, I want to draw attention to one matter.
When Dr [Adolf] Gross of Kraków raised the slogan of proportional represent-
ation, Naprzód’s report of his speech placed a question mark in parentheses
(?) after the word [proportional].4Naprzód identified proportionality as some-
how a kind of creature, of whose existence in the world it had just become
aware for the first time. These ignoramuses only live off the literary section of
the Arbeiter-Zeitung; if proportional representation is explained there, then the
‘learned men’ of Naprzód also want to effuse the light of the holy spirit.5 It is a
fact that Deputy [Ignacy] Daszyński and the gentlemen of Naprzód have to this
day said nothing at all about the question of proportional representation.
Now I will go on to the issue itself. I refer those who read German to the

impressive explanations of the issue by Advocatus in the second volume of
Neue Zeit of 1895.6 Although the recent literature on the franchise has been
enormous, no-one has gone further thanAdvocacatus or written anything new.
Proportionalists are fanatical and enthusiastic about justice. In truth and vir-
tue, they base themselves onMirabeau’s article ‘the parliament is to the nation
what a scale map to its physical extent; whether in part or as a whole, the copy
must always have the same proportions as the original’.7 Justice and truth are
the slogans of the proportionalists. But I ask why do they only want justice in
the franchise for theparliament andnot in the formof voting in theparliament?
Dr Gross says that voting for candidates in elections is somehow different from
voting [in the parliament]. The speaker [i.e. Grossman] polemises against Dr
Gross’s statements and underlines our class standpoint in this question. It is
not worth going into the technical side of this form of representation. It does
not matter who votes first if it is a adopted as a means of solving the national
question in the parliament! Not even the best electoral system will eliminate
national conflict but only the reform of the parliament itself. But more on that
later. Now on to

4 [Naprzód (Forwards) was the daily newspaper of the Polish Social Democratic Party, in
Kraków.]

5 [Arbeiter-Zeitung (Workers’ Newspaper) was the daily organ of the German-Austrian Social
Democratic Party inVienna. The sentence sarcastically portrays uninformedNaprzódwriters’
pathetic efforts to appear profound.]

6 [Advocatus (Paul Vogt) 1895. Neue Zeit (New Times) was the theoretical journal of the Social
Democratic Party of Germany.]

7 [Mirabeau 1834, p. 7.]
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Zionism

There is a party here, the Narodowa Demokracja,8 a party of conjurors who
switch their positions almost every day. The joke of this Party does not end
there. On the contrary, all they understand is taking impertinence to the ex-
treme and scolding: [‘]what, we changed our position? You moved away from
and [then] approached us. That’s how the optical illusion arises. We, however,
have been in the same place forever![’] The Zionists play the same role in Jew-
ish society. A party of true attention seekers and political comedians, patented
saviours of the people. Today Dr Gross proposes proportional representation,
they do too. Tomorrow, [Benno] Straucher proposes national curia, they do too
etc. (Bravo) Initially, when we demanded rights for people, they were hostile.
Both Republican France and despotic Russia oppress the Jews.What then is the
point of political rights in the diaspora? And instead of strengthening the polit-
ical consciousness of the Jewish masses they have weakened it and wrenched
it away in a different direction … For years they have wanted to hear nothing
about a contemporary political program or about universal, equal suffrage.9
[‘]Zionism is above all other parties. All true Jews will find a place in our

ranks, without regard to their political party.[’] They came shamefully late to
people’s rights. They had no interest in the people, because they have been
deprived of rights they are weak, so they had no value at all for them. So they
started by proving that there is no Jewish proletariat … it would be an interest-
ing matter, [which happened] not so long ago, to remind the world about this
and I am in favour of placing the Zionists in Galicia on the agenda of the next
Congress. (Bravo)
And onlywhen this Jewish and non-Jewish proletariat, deprived of all rights,

started to win rights through struggle did it have value for the Zionists. Then
it became worthwhile for them to concern themselves with it. They therefore
suddenly caughtupanddeclared themselves in favour of universal suffrage. But
not for proportional representation. The speaker cites an article inWschód 42,
of 1905,10 where the Zionists came out explicitly against proportional repres-
entation. InWschód of 1 November 1905, they demanded proportional repres-
entation and, in number 51 of 20 December, they already criticised their earlier

8 [Narodowa Demokracja (National Democracy) was a nationalist, antisemitic party.]
9 [Until recently, theAustrian Zionists had argued that involvement inAustrian politicswas

a diversion from the project of constructing a Jewish homeland in Palestine.]
10 [Wschód (East) was a Zionist weekly in Kraków.]
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position, without admitting this change. Having buried their own position of
yesterday, they found a new panacea and proclaimed it anywhere and every-
where in a resounding proclamation: ‘We demand the recognion of our nation.
And, in accordwith the ideaof justice and in support of ournationalminorities,
wedemand that national curia shouldbe established’,11 inWschódnumber 50of
13December 1905.Andagain this comedy:whoever is against curia is a traitor to
the people. But even that was not their last position. And you, comrade Mey-
sels, defend these curia, do not forget that you even outdo the Zionists. Why,
when our Party has energetically protested against a national curia for Jews and
entered into the struggle against the Zionists, these gentlemenhave againwith-
drawn these curia. For a long time ‘the postulate of Jewish existence’ was some-
how less important than to now (number 2 of 1906) demand in the case (!) that
the electoral reform establishes national curia or national electoral districts,
the separate Jewish nation should also be taken into consideration – such a one
for Jewry – by coincidence and finally if we have come out even more strongly
against these curia and we have counterposed the national cultural autonomy
of peoples to them a further phenomenon is apparent. And they already want
autonomy for the Jews, why not? And the curiawould be the start of autonomy!
This is how they have changed their perspective six times in three months … A
perspective every twoweeks! A Jewish curiawill introduce autonomy.Anything
that is Jewish, even if it is dirty and detestable, is good because it is autonomy.
If these gentlemen are given Jewish police and Jewish commissioners, theywill
cry out that it is salvation, because it is Jewish autonomy …
The speaker discussed the harmfulness of national curia. Anyone for whom

our critique of national curia is not sufficient should read over the Zionists’
own commentary on the idea. In Wschód 52 of 13 December 1905, we read
‘that theory condemns professional groups on the gounds that parliament does
not represent interests but is rather the expression of the sovereign power of
the people, which does not depend on individuals’ occupations’. So far: cor-
rect.
‘But groupings of the population and [political] partieswhich defend partic-

ular interests or particular strata can also, for the same reason, not play any role
at all’! And they bring such idiocy into the world. Political parties can play no
role at all in a parliamentary institution!! And now the crowning idiocy: ‘Only
[!] groups which include the fabric of all social interests, which consist of all
strata and efforts should be able to express themselves and they are national
groups.’

11 [The curia proposed were national chambers of parliament.]
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The oil has risen to the surface. This idea of national curia in its naïve frank-
ness cannot be credited. Comrade Meysels, I congratulate you! And you ask,
comrade Meysels, what would happen if the Viennese comrades came out in
favour of national curia? That question is the same as saying ‘what would hap-
pen if they rejected the socialist program?’
National curia are also supposed to be a means to recognise

The Jews as a People!

Don’t laugh! It is sad to find someone in our ranks who allowed himself to be
caught by this turn of phrase. What would happen if we were recognised as a
people?
Until 1857 Jews were statistically recognised as a nation. Was this a period

of happiness for Jewish people? But comrade Meysels I want to state, with
full emphasis, that workers’ time and efforts are too precisious to be used in
academic games about ‘recognition’ even if the gentlemen of the Zionist fra-
ternities dabble in such matters. (Bravo)
The state is not a scientific institution which can issue judgements on such

matters. If we have the courage to recognise that we are a people, no-one will
take that away from us. For us, abstract ‘recognition’ has no point at all. We
struggle for real rights and the recognition of them will come soon! Next, the
speaker discussed the third proposal, for

Nationally Uniform Electorates

and demonstrated that these are also not a means to solve the national ques-
tion. It is not possible to talk about uniform national electorates here. Let us
imagine that such electorates are granted. How is the parliament somehow
changed?Why would national struggles disappear? Howwould majorities dis-
appear? Again this fundamental question and again this fundamental answer.
At best, national frictions can be diminished during the elections [themselves].
But even that won’t happen for long, because how can life be made to comply?
How can the enormous wave of population movement be stopped? Who can
guarantee us that the national electorate of todaywill not be a conglomerate of
peoples tomorrow? History teaches us much. The speaker demonstrated with
statistics how [formerly] nationally homogenous countries are now inhabited
by several nations.
We note that uniform or non-uniform electorates will not eliminate national

struggles.
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But we have only done half of our work if we only criticise. On the contrary,
we point out a positive path to the solution of the national question and the
elimination of national struggles, to the extent possible under the capitalist
order:

Cultural Autonomy

of nations. Parliament itself therefore has to be reformed. Today a majority
also has the right to decide on the sort of (national) matters that should not
be determined by the domination of themajority. So let us remove thesematters
from the central parliament’s authority andhand themover to special institutions
established for each people.
Let us limit the responsibility of the central parliament in favour of the self-

determination of each people in national affairs. Only in this way can fear of
domination by the majority and the potential for domination by the majority
be removed. Only in this way will peace betweeen the nations of Austria be a
possibility. The central parliament will deal with genuinely common economic
and political matters. Economic interests don’t depend on whether I am a Jew,
a Pole or a German. Rather, my relation to themwill be determined by the class
I belong to. However far this idea is from being realised, everyone knows it has
to be realised if Austria is not to fall apart. Freed from national conflicts the
central parliament will become, as it should be, a field of utterly unobscured
class struggle.
The institutions thus established for cultural autonomy will deal with na-

tional needs, with schools and with everthing to do with schools.
And it has been typical, comrades, when I discussed this at a meeting with a

PPSer,12 that he said: ‘What sort of affairs will this institution deal with[?] Only
with educational matters[?]’
Comrades! This institution will deal ‘only’ with educational matters. And

that is said in a province striken by poverty and illiteracy. The primary school is
the basis of existence andhere, in the classical land of ignorance, that is a trivial
matter not worth discussing. It is forgotten that this most important social
institution should be close to the children, better adapted to their psyches and
consciousnesses, not to mention that its languagemust be intelligible to them.

12 [‘PPSer’ here refers to amember of the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia, although
the PPS, Polska Partia Socjalistyczna (Polish Socialist Party) was the name of the national-
ist, socialist organisations in the German- and Russian-occupied provinces of Polandwith
which the leadership of the PPSD sympathised.]
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And I fear that years, long years will pass and we still won’t have such schools.
Only cultural autonomy can fulfil this task. We are happy with the electoral
reform. It takes the people’s cause a step forward. But our duty is to demon-
strate that this reform will not eliminate national struggles but will be the first
step on that path. We have fulfilled this duty over the past year and so I ask
you to bring our tactics to mind and propose the following resolution, which
clarifies our fundamental standpoint in the face of the electoral reform to the
extent that it is concerns national matters.
For reasons of principle, the Congress declares

Any attempt to put an end to damaging national struggles in Austria,
which make any practical parliamentary activity impossible and obscure
the class consciousness of the proletariat, will be a half-measure and
remain without success, to the extent that it seeks to reduce national fric-
tions outside the parliament (during elections) and not in the parliament.
Not only the regime’s proposal for ‘nationally uniform’ electoral districts
but also proposals for proportional representation andnational curia etc.,
from elsewhere, have this goal.
The basis of national struggles in the parliament arises from that fact

that in the parliament there are numerous nationalminorities, which fear
domination by the majority in matters of their real or perceived national
needs. The only way to restore the central parliament to health is to elim-
inate the possibility of domination by themajority on national questions.
And we therefore demand that those functions which serve to satisfy
national-cultural needs be removed from the central parliament and we
require that they be assigned separately to each people.
The central parliament, freed of purely national matters will only deal

with matters which are of common concern for all peoples, economic,
social-political affairs etc. It will become the appropriate field in which to
develop thenowunobscured class struggle. In aword,we requirewhat the
theory of political rights knownunder the name of the cultural autonomy
of nations.

Instead of national dissension, which damages the class struggle, we want
peace among peoples, which will create the possibility for the political class
struggle of the proletariat. (Sustained, continuing applause)
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chapter 10

OnOur Agitation and Propaganda: A New Phase in
Our Movement*
Translated fromYiddish by Rick Kuhn

Hardly three months have passed since the last Congress1 and its positive out-
comes are apparent in every respect. Our organisations have grown signific-
antly and increased in strength.
Our two Congresses have been two steps on our road. The Congress of 19052

was the first free movement of slaves who had freed themselves from their
chains. We had to erect a house right over our heads. We therefore created an
organisation. It was not the best andwas not complete but it waswhatwas pos-
sible under the circumstances. It had very important tasks which it completely
fulfilled.We have to thank this organisation for our survival, during the difficult
period which followed its birth, and for our success in repelling attacks from
all sides.We survived the attacks of the socialist and non-socialist Zionists, the
most violent attacks by the PPSers3 in the press and in the trade unions, the
oppressive and vicious ‘arguments’, public and private slanders.We survived all
this without having any organ at all that could defend us, which could immedi-
ately refute the slanders hurled at us. Not one of the comrades clenched their
fists in a faint and asked ‘when will our monthly newpaper come out?’! And
not only did we do all that, we also did our work, we heldmeetings, we agitated
and led strikes and boycotts not only in Kraków and in L’viv but also across the
province. In a word, we grew, we strode ever forward until the great political
movement for electoral reform came. Our, in Galician circumstances, powerful
agitation showed that we, a young party, had become a force and that in the
political life of Galician Jews, as in the life of the province, we play a significant
role which grows stronger every day.
And those who prophesied in their little newspapers that we would not sur-

vive somuch as twomonths had to observe how their desires were blown away

* The article by Comrade Grossmanwhich will end in the next issue concerns a very important
question in the life of our Party and we are opening a discussion on this matter. [Originally
published as Grossman 1906c.]

1 [The second Congress of the JSDP, on 30–31 May 1906, in L’viv.]
2 [On 9–10 June 1905, in L’viv.]
3 [I.e. members of the Polish Social Democratic Party, PPSD.]
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like feathers in the wind and had to observe our second Congress, in L’viv, at
which there were delegates from almost the entire conscious and organised
Jewish proletariat in Galicia. This Congress, at which there were also delegates
from the Bund and Bukovina, forced the entire bourgeois press to pay attention
to us, which irritated Naprzód4 intensely. We have become a political factor in
the province. If the first Congress built a structure, the second instituted greater
unity, greater coherence in the Party and achieved a degree of confidence: our
belief in our own power grew and hence also our desire for and courage in
struggle. Themost serious political discussions, which also concerned national
problems, deepened and internally united [us in our] perspectives. That also
had great significance, as the Zionist-PPS alliance had long worked (each in its
own and particular interest) to cause chaos in our Party. These perspectives
are relevant, because they sought to divert us onto the path of nationalism.
The discussion at the Congress handled them appropriately and also demon-
strated, beyond what we anticipated, a significant growth in our intellectual
forces among the workers.
Returning home from our Congress, we were in a stonger position, to the

extent that we have not had to consider the tenth Congress of the PPS in L’viv,
where the latest rescue attemptwasmade by giving the Jews a ‘Section’ … From
every corner of the province, the Executive received letters, inwhich enormous
consciousness and the understanding of the PPSers’ shameless twisting in their
changes of front were apparent in our ranks. A number of these letters unan-
imously make an admirable comparison between the Section and the Duma!
Both in relation to the way in which it was granted and its competence, and
also the way in which it can be dissolved just like the latter …5
In a word, it was apparent that the Executive did not need to take any action

over this matter. The PPS has lost the last skerrick of trust that it previously
enjoyed among the Jewishmasses and it has become clear and established that
from this time on we are no longer threatened, our movement has sent down its
roots so deep that we are in general secure from danger in this period. Now we
can deploy more forces in another direction and, in truth, after the Congress
we can see a progessive but steady growth in the breadth [of our movement].

4 [Naprzód (Forwards) was the PPSD’s daily newspaper in Kraków.]
5 [The PPSD attempted to regain influence among Jewish workers by setting up a Jewish sec-

tion subordinate to it. ‘The Executive’ refers to the leadership of the JSDP. The Russian Tsar
had conceded an elected but undemocratic Duma/parliament, with very limited powers and
no control over the government, in 1905, in order to derail the revolutionary movement. The
first Duma, from its inception in April until its dissolution by the Tsar in July 1906, achieved
nothing.]
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A series of new organisations are emerging; from new shtetleykh6 we receive
requests for us to take them up. That is a very pleasing and unusual develop-
ment for those who know Galician passivity and somnolence and is thus proof
of the growing trust in our Party, even among themasses which are still outside
the organisation. Over the one and a half years of our existence we have gained
solid ground under our feet. We have experienced the trust the masses have in
us.We havewon this real authority, which is not harmful, bymeans of continu-
ous and conscientious work. This phase in our movement sets new tasks for
us.
The Jewish workers movement in Galicia is not new and already has a good

few years behind it. It was a major mistake for the Jewish workers movement
that on many occasions when work among the Jews was begun it was only
conducted in a few larger towns. The movement was limited to them and it
did not go further. After a certain time the movement collapsed in these few
towns and, after another few years, the processwas restarted and so onwithout
end. Pitiful economic relations were in part to blame and there is no question
that economic developments amongst the Jews have changed a great deal, to
their advantage, over the past 15 years. Primarily, however, the blame lies with
the PPS alone. It never understood the the Jewish masses’ life circumstances
and treated them like the Polish masses. Invariably they underestimated the
remoter areas: ‘what, these 30 tailors inChrzanówor the 20people inWieliczka
or in Mostyska should be the material we work with?7 Should we waste our
efforts on them?’ They did not, therefore, work in the remoter areas and when
the more conscious individuals in the larger towns emigrated to America and
also to the ‘centres’, the movement collapsed … The movement was never able
to overcome this ‘vunerable point’. The falseness of this path was always appar-
ent to us and today we have organisations in localities where no PPSer’s has
ever set foot. But I want to draw particular attention to this circumstance and
demonstratehowgreat a significance it has for the entire structure of ourmove-
ment.
In our Report to the Congress of the General Austrian Party in 1905,8 we

already demonstrated that the modern workers movement, apart from its nor-
mal consequences, is the factor which has a revolutionary influence on the
economic evolution of Galicia, drives the general development of the province.

6 [‘Shtetleykh’ is the plural of shtetl, Yiddish for a ‘small Jewish town’.]
7 [Chrzanów and Wieliczka were Jewish towns in western Galicia (today southern Poland),

Mostyska in eastern Galicia (today western Ukraine).]
8 [Jüdishe sozial-demokratishe Partei in Galitsien 1905a, see Report to the Congress of the Gen-

eral Austrian Social Democratic Party in Vienna, 1905, above, pp. 103–112.]
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In a province where the agrarian interests of the szlachta9 mean that they use
everymethod to restrict the development of industry, the only counterweight is
the workers movement which revolutionises even the most remote provinces.
Perhaps no other socialist party is as dependent on economic conditions as

the Jewish Party. The poverty of workers is the greatest enemy of themovement
and the Jewish workers live in the greatest poverty. Workers in remoter areas
have earned starvation wages and worked 16–20 hours a day for so long that
they try, as soon as possible, to be free of this employment by becoming mas-
ters and exploiting others in theway they themselves have been exploited or by
moving to a larger town. And if they can do neither and have to remainworkers
where they are, they have no desire to belong to an organisation because they
are tired and exhausted from over-work and, even if they want to, they cannot
because they do not have the time.
Only the improvement of the current situation, reduced working hours and

increased wages, will make the existence of these slaves more bearable. That
also affects the expansion of the extent of the Jewish working class in remoter
areas. It facilitates proletariatisation and creates the very possibility of a work-
ersmovement.The conditions of existenceof the Jewishmasses therefore show
us that, before anything else, we have to deal with the creation of a stronger
union movement.
Given the general situation in the province we [have to] eliminate or at

least limit another aspect of Galician life, which has so far undermined the
Jewish workers movement almost everywhere, and that is emigration. So long
as workers in the remoter areas earn a starvation wage for 16–20 hours of
labour a day they will escape, beginning a series of movements from the smal-
lest to the largest Galician towns. They move to them very willingly, because
they find better conditions there than at home. They also push wages down
there. And, if they are absorbed into an organisation, become conscious and
fight with great effort in a strike for a better situation then others come from
the remoter areas and push wages down again. That unnecessarily increases
the workers’ struggles. It makes the situation insecure. When they really have
already become conscious and have greater cultural needs, which they did not
have in the little shtetl and which they cannot now fulfil due to low earnings,
they emigrate toVienna,Germany, London, Paris andAmerica. Likemanyother
intelligent workers over the last 10 years, they leave Galicia! The way this has
affected the organisations in the larger towns is not difficult to explain.

9 [The szlachta was the Polish gentry.]
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There is another very important aspect of this problem. There, where one
can shout and others must remain silent, only one thing can be heard. Because
we do not even have an organ to spread information in Vienna, nothing has
been heard about us there until recently and now not much. The slanders in
Naprzód are believed. In the trade union organisations we have the possibility
of showing the Viennese our power, in relation to facts which are accessible
to them, and the lies of Naprzód that we do not exist at all etc. cannot be
sustained.10 Butwe cannot show themour power onlywhen trade union organ-
isations take action in which we participate. How often has it happened that,
at a congress in which our delegates take part, the Viennese and other par-
ticipants become convinced that our movement is purely social democratic
and, that, at the same time, the slanders of Naprzód and the PPSers in gen-
eral are exposed. And it is even more common that the same people who both
participate in trade unions and political agitation, like our comrades [David]
Winitz, [Moyshe] Papier, Schoenherz, Gruber andMehlzak etc. are recognised
in Vienna as courageous workers and social democratic trade unionists. It is
to our advantage when Naprzód11 throws dirt, accusing us of being ‘separat-
ists’, parasites because in Vienna they know how much these slanders can be
believed. The best proof of that is the most recent Congress of the Austrian
tailors, where our delegates were present and the PPSers suffered a complete
defeat. This Congress also showed how ‘recognition’ of our Party comes about.
This Congress shows that in Vienna they do not take Naprzód so seriously,
that the Viennese trade unionists will not damage trade union organisations
in accordance with the PPSers’ fantasies and that our real power is beginning
to be taken into account. It is therefore evermore clearly apparent thatwe have
to build trade union organisations everywhere possible. That is the basis of our
movement!
But while our movement expands our difficulties also grow. Our tasks in-

crease, agitation becomes more diverse and expensive and requires greater
efforts, more agitators, literature, travel expenses etc. Where will it all come
from? That is the burning practical question which requires an immediate
answer.

10 [Grossman is contrasting the appreciation and recognition of Jewishworkers’ branches of
the central trade unions by the leaderships of these social democratic unions in Vienna
with the still hostile attitude of the leadership of the General Austrian Social Democratic
Party to the JSDP.]

11 [Naprzódwas the PPSD’s daily newspaper in Kraków.]
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[Part 2]

In order to fulfil all the tasks set out in the first part of this article, prayers12 are
necessary.Wherewill it come from, that is a question. Shouldwe seek thephilo-
spher’s stone? Should we recall those superstitious times, when the greatest
scholars of the epoch, led by some indominable force, with unheard-of endur-
ance sought virgin ground, this miraculous and mysterious means, which in
the hands of a sage can transmute [matter] into glittering gold? The ‘science’
which rejuvenates the body and extends life? The contemporary working class
is a longway from such ideas – only our bourgeoisie follows dreams about gold;
the proletariat knows that its future and its good fortune are not dependent
on money … which cannot … be its goal or a means to the goal.13 Its polit-
ical defence is not the National Fund14 and also not paid up capital in banks
but rather the organised class struggle, the successive clashes between the pro-
letariat and the bourgeoisie, which has been more unified and coordinated,
growingmore andmore into a gigantic power, until a gigantic, extreme struggle
breaks out all along the line. Money is not significant in our movement as a
political means, it is rather a simple technicalmeans. As such it is necessary for
us but it does not fall to us from the sky. It can, rather, only be a result of our
struggle itself, for which it is indeed necessary. There is a series of causes and
consequences which affect each other and are dependent on each other.
If Social Democracy as an organisation of the proletariat first of all defends

its own interests, it does not follow that, at certain times, it cannot also be
the political expression of other layers of the society, e.g. of the intelligent-
sia, petty bourgeoisie etc. The bourgeoisie is not homogenous; it is made up of
different layers and classes, whose interests are in part contradictory, like, for
example, the interests of the petty bourgeoisie and bourgeoisie. Naturally, in
this struggle, thepetty boureoisie is condemned to annihilation. It is a declining
class and canhave no independent political significance in the long term,while
on the other hand the proletariat, also in struggle against the big bourgeoisie, is
an indendent, growing class.Thedeclining petty bourgeoisie is therefore forced
to follow behind the growing power of the proletariat in which it sees its polit-
ical protector. We have to understand this. We cannot only be a party of wage
workers or only a certain number of loosely allied associations and organisa-
tions in different towns. While that was understood at the start of our move-
ment’s organisational life, we should not forget that our task is to be a people’s

12 [‘Prayers’ seems to be slang for ‘money’.]
13 [This sentence satirises Zionism and is not clear in the copy of the newspaper available.]
14 [I.e. the Jewish National Fund, set up in 1901 to finance Jewish colonisation in Palestine.]
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movement in the broad sense of the word. Only then will we be able to have
decisive political influence, only then will we have the extensive material means
about which I have spoken. As a result of the growth of the moral influence of
the Party, not only on the mass of workers but also on the petty bourgeoisie
and bourgeois circles which sympathise with the workers movement, material
means flow into the Party. While the power of German Social Democracy, for
example, does not lie in accumulated money but in the consciousness and the
breadth of its movement, nevertheless its material means are the touch-stone
of its power, of its influence and its technicalmovement.
And precisely in this regard, we have done nothing! If you read the corres-

pondence in the Sotsial-Demokrat15 carefully, you will see that we do not take
an interest in general affairs of the province or particular towns. In the corres-
pondence, all you can read about is the internal affairs of our organisations,
about the general economic or political relations in a particular town. Nothing
or almost nothing iswritten about themunicipal council, the kahal, local Polish
or Ruthenian politicians, their policies in the Sejm or Reichsrat.16 I draw atten-
tion to this defective aspect of our movement. If its bad consequences have not
yet been evident then theymay be deadly for us during the era of universal suf-
frage. A broader outlook is necessary. It can turn us into a people’s movement,
it can generate material means and political influence!17
And now a secondmatter. The hopes for the development of ourmovement,

which we picture, and the influence that we will win through it does not free
us at all from the Party duties, which we already have to fulfil today. I will not
mention the names of any particular individuals but I will emphasise that pre-
cisely those who complained most about the Executive at the last conference,
as is now apparent, had the least right to do so! There is no art in demanding
that the Executive send an agitator, folding your hands and waiting. How can

15 [Sotsial-Demokrat (Social Democrat) was the weekly newspaper of the Jewish Social
Democratic Party of Galicia.]

16 [A kahal was the council regulating a Jewish community’s religious, welfare and other
affairs. Ukrainians were known as Ruthenians. The Sejmwas the Galician parliament, the
Reichsrat the lower house of the Austrian parliament.]

17 Someonemay see in this a contradictionwithwhat I stated in the first article, which draws
attention to the importance of trade union work in the first instance; this is, incidentally,
not so. It is to be understood that our struggle and work cannot always be the same but
is becoming ever more diverse andmany-sided as, for example, a river which is narrow at
its source and grows broad and mighty towards its mouth. If, therefore, in remoter areas
we have to begin our work with trade unions, in the larger towns we have to participate
actively and intensively in the political movement and who knows whether we will have
to stand candidates in future general elections in both capitals. [Kraków in western and
L’viv in eastern Galicia.]
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the Executive fulfil the wishes of eight or twelve towns which all demand an
agitator at the same time? Have those who make such demands considered
what they are talking about? Are they saying to the local committees, which
already exist, that they should sleep and leave the entire organisational work
to the agitator who they await in vain?! Comrades, a greater readiness for sac-
rifice and enthusiasm for work is required of you. Fewer speeches and more
deeds! Reality has demonstrated that towns which speak less do the best work.
Wehave no fear of enemies, we have already overcome somany difficulties that
we can also overcome those we still have. But that is possible only when we do
notmake anymistakes and today it is an inexcusable mistake to shift the whole
burden of work onto the Executive. Instead of working independently, writing
a letter to the Executive: send us money and an agitator. And just that is being
done. When the general elections take place and when the Executive has to
receive material means from across the province in order to be able to publish
a Polish newspaper, whichwe need so urgently, and in order to be able to begin
broad political activity?18 The Executive was not created for one town but for
the entire movement.
But a great deal of complacency and coldness has grown among us about

material support for the Party. Many comrades would prefer to go to prison
or be arrested rather than sacrifice money. In part, the cause is poverty but it
is also a misunderstanding of the current situation. As the general elections
approach, the time when the regime and the bourgeoisie only used repression
is disappearing. At present, the reactionary parties cannot gain mandates as
they want, making do with the police and starosty.19 Want to or not, they have
to go among the people and try to win their sympathy. So they set up vari-
ous associations, publish newspapers, issue leaflets and pamphlets. The form
of the struggle has changed. The prisons are no longer a threat to the workers
movement (a hundred thousand cannot be locked up in gaol) but the net-
works which the bourgeoisie set up everywhere are. We have to counterpose
our broad educational agitation to these bourgeois networks. The new situ-
ation demands a new means of struggle. And I am convinced that when the
broad circles of our comrades understand this situation they will support our
Party materially with the same willingness and preparedness for sacrifice with
which they have sacrificed their personal freedom and gone to prison!

18 [Grossman’s optimistic and ambitious perspective of significantly expanding the influ-
ence of the JSDP beyond the working class and publishing a newspaper in Polish was not
realised.]

19 [‘Starosty’ means ‘heads of local administrations’.]



© Rick Kuhn, 2021 | doi:10.1163/9789004432116_013

chapter 11

Polish Club, Jewish Club and Zionist Charlatanry*
Translated fromYiddish by Rick Kuhn

The Polish Club is hated in this province.1 Mr [Adolf] Stand is a candidate for
parliament and makes assurances that he will not join the Polish Club.2 And
the loud trumpets of Zion announce to the whole world: ‘Candidate Stand’s
proclamation that he will not join the Polish Club, that he will, however, try to
establish a Jewish Club in the parliament is greeted with stormy applause’!
In this small and, at first glance, innocent report, the full extent of themoral

and political misery of our Zionists is apparent. At the same time, it shows
that the Jewish petty bourgeoisie stands absolutely on the very lowest step
of political maturity because it has permitted Mr Stand in broad daylight to
commit such a political swindle, in the same way. Mr Stand is a great per-
son, a new prophet who has been sent to redeem the oppressed. If the entire
province3 hates the Polish Club, why should he, Stand, not do the same? The
whole provincewants to throwoff the yoke of the bandits of the PolishClub.Mr
Stand wants the same, only it is necessary that he makes the effort to assemble
new bandits for a Jewish Club.
And he, the great prophet of 10 million Jews, wants them to shout bravo to

him. This charlatan pursues his handiworkwith such audacity that he cries out
entirely openly to the bandits of the Polish Club: go away because I want to lie
there!
Is economic and political distress caused by a name, in that the Club calls

itself the Polish Club? Howwill our terrible distress disappear if we have a Jew-
ish Club instead of a Polish Club? Even the biggest idiot will not argue that the
plight of the entire province, that the sea of sorrows and millions of victims
have their source in a name. A name is only an expression. Whether a Club
was called Polish or Jewish or Turkish, does not change anything, so long as an

* [Originally published as Grossman 1906d.]
1 [I.e. Galicia.]
2 [Stand ran unsuccessfully in a by-election for the Reichsrat electorate of Brody-Złoczów, in

eastern Galicia, after its representative Emil Byk, a Jewish member of the Polish Club, had
died. The Polish Club was the conservative Polish caucus in the lower house of the Reichsrat
(Austrian parliament) in Vienna.]

3 [I.e. Galicia.]
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institution set up like the Polish Club rules the province. So long as such an
institution exists, nothing will change for the better in the province. Mr Stand
assures that he will create a Jewish Club and openly commits himself to it, thus
to one calamityhewants to addyet another!WhenPoles cry ‘downwith thePol-
ish Club’, Mr Stand shouts bravo and concedes that rubbish which Poles throw
out is still good for the Jews. But in this way too, by selecting themost out-dated
and stinking ‘antiques’ for the Jews, he is a patented defender of Jewry.
What, then, is the Polish Club? It arose thirty years ago. Before that the

Galician diet4 only sent a parliamentary ‘delegation’ to Vienna. When direct
elections for the parliament were introduced in Austria, the population dir-
ectly, rather than the provincial parliament, elected members of the parlia-
ment in Vienna.5 That was when the Polish Club was established. But thirty
years ago Polish society was not so class divided. The bitter class struggles of
today had not emerged. At that time all layers of the people could unite in
one national Polish Club. Once differentiation into classes and class struggles
started to make greater progress in Polish society, class differences exploded
the national framework of the Club and the leaders of the oppositional Polish
classes started to group outside the Club. And, as a result, the Club which was
once the representatives of several classes became the representative of one
class and other classes started to establish their own representation.
Thus the anomoly that we saw and still, sadly, see among Poles is disappear-

ing.Whilewe see groupings according to classes and class interests in the entire
Austrian parliament – so that liberals unite with liberals, conservatives with
conservatives and the socialists of different nationswith the socialists – thePol-
ish Club wants to unite within it the entire Polish people and wants to include
all classes.
That reeks of reaction, that is a futile effort to halt themodernmovement in

the direction of the intensification of class contradictions and class struggles,
which is apparent to our readers and requires no further explanation.
Without ‘solidarity’, the Polish Club would not have been the Polish Club.

That is, the Polish Club only exists thanks to the existence of solidarity among
different classes. The significance of this solidarity, understood by the whole
province, is that the representatives of oppositional classes, for example of the
peasantry, petty trades etc., have not been able to vote for the interests of their
classes but rather had to vote together with the majority of the Club, i.e. in the
interests of the large landowners or … they had to leave the Club!!

4 [I.e. the Sejm.]
5 [I.e. the Austrian Reichsrat.]
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AndMr Stand and companywant to establish this hated institution amongst
the Jews! And, in fact, they rely on the stupidity of the broadmasses.When they
cry out that they combat the Polish Club and at the same time want to create a
Jewish Club, Zionist charlatanry celebrates its triumph.
That Naprzód6 and the Polish Socialist Party7 have adopted an unclear pos-

ition on the matter and one that is unworthy of real socialists is no mystery to
us. Not for the first and not for the last time, they have demonstrated complete
ignorance. That is a relevant matter for the Jewish proletariat, which we will
mention at the appropriate time. The Jewish proletariat will disdain the Zion-
ists with their political swindles. If the Polish Club was set up thirty years ago
in the context of the then weak development of class contradictions and class
struggles in Polish society then today, when class struggles seethe all along the
line in Jewish society, it is no more than a fantasy. Awakened, not only does
the Jewish proletariat struggle for the restriction of the economic domination
of the Jewish bourgeoisie but it is also conscous enough to prevent itself from
being politically chained. Shoulder to shoulder with the Polish proletariat, it
will shout: down with the Polish Club, down with the Jewish Club, down with
Zionist charlatanry.
H. G.

6 [Naprzód (Forwards).]
7 [I.e. the PPSD, whose Kraków daily newspaper was Naprzód.]
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chapter 12

Who Should the Kazimierz Electorate Vote For?*
Translated fromYiddish by Rick Kuhn

We called today’s meeting to familiarise the broad public with the life of the
Jewish proletariat, which, for significant parts of society, is still a book locked
with seven seals. Those who accuse us of separating ourselves from Polish and
Ruthenian society,1 the so-called Jewish bourgeoisie, are themselves more dis-
tant from Jewish society. The speaker discussed the relationships and circum-
stances in which the Jewish proletariat lives and demonstrated with factual
evidence that those who first stated, just four weeks before the election, that
there is a Jewish people and the people live in misery, are to blame. The kahal2
has always supported the ruling clique and who, if not them, are to blame
for Jewish misery. Now, just before the election, Messrs [Józef] Sare and com-
pany have become mouthy Jews. They call the kahal the only basis for Jewish
autonomy. But if they are happywith this sole Jewish autonomy, why don’t they
grant universal suffrage for the election of the kahal? You understand: they do
not want any autonomy for the people. They like the autonomy of the kahal’s
current favourites. Going on to criticism of the Galician Sejm,3 the speaker
explained that the politics of the ruling clique has always been antisemitic.
Ritual murder has been talked about in the Galician Sejm and not a single
Polish deputy raised his voice against it. These politics still exist. Mr Sare may
personally be a decent human being. But he has reached out his hand to the
kahal clique for a seat in the Reichsrat.4 He declares that he is not running but
hehas already signed themanifesto of theRadanarodowa,5 inwhich the social-
ists are attacked, with Father [Leon] Pastor. (Cries of ‘shame’) Today’s meeting
requires a decision of him: he should not accept a seat from the clique.
Comrade Grossman subjected the Zionists’ tactics to a serious critique. He

demonstrated howdemagogic they are. For fifteen years they have talked about

* [Report of a speech by Grossman, originally published as Grossman 1907b.]
1 [Ukrainians were known as Ruthenians.]
2 [The kahal was the council regulating a Jewish community’s religious, welfare and other

affairs.]
3 [The Sejm was the Galician parliament.]
4 [The Reichsrat was the Austrian parliament.]
5 [The Rada narodowa (National Council) was the electoral organisation of the conservative

Polish Club, i.e. caucus, in the Reichsrat.]
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Palestine and now they don’t say a word and their entire programme consists
of the demand formore Jewish seats. But the Polish Jews of the Rada narodowa
also make this demand. They don’t actually have a political programme at all
and, in practice, conduct clerical agitation. Whoever promotes Jewish cleric-
alism promotes Polish clericalism at the same time. For us socialists, religion
is a private matter; in the parliament meat is not salted and questions are not
resolved. (Bravo) The Zionists at one time said they were democrats. Another
time they declared that theywere loyal to the regime. The speaker reads a letter
on the characteristics of the Zionists from a comrade in Kolomya, according to
which the Zionist candidate Dr [Ozjasz] Thon of Kraków once stated that he
is a progressive person and on another that he is a great tsadik.6 (Hilarity) In
the best case criticise them, but criticising is not enough: demands have to be
made.
The speaker then discussed the minimum demands in the socialist pro-

gramme and in particular the demands of the Jewish proletariat, for example
primary schools with Yiddish as the language of instruction. A certain preju-
dice against Yiddish has taken root among the Jewish intelligentsia but that
is of little concern to us. In this language, we have taken culture into the Jew-
ish masses. In this language, revolutionary ideas have permeated the Jewish
masses in Russia! We demand what is necessary, unconcerned whether the
editor of Naprzód,7 Mr [Max] Hecker is happy about it or not. With convic-
tion and clear arguments the speaker rebutted the accusation that such schools
would be religious or the opposite and proved that the demand is not in the
least against the interests of the Poles or Ruthenians. In Jewish schools wewant
to raise friends of the Poles. If they are our friends, we will be their friends.
(Applause) Discussing the questions of Saturday as the day of rest, consider-
ing the use of Yiddish in public administration etc., Comrade Grossman dealt
particularly with the national question, arguing that, as legal reforms are not
carried out every year,we alreadyhave to clearly state our viewabout theway to
resolve national question and thus the Jewish question in Austria today. Today,
the speaker concluded, wemake basic demands because, if we are to ruthlessly
tear down everything that stands in the path of our cultural and political devel-
opment, we will also have to bring down those who rule the province. (Stormy
applause)

6 [‘Meat is not salted’ is a references to the process of making meat kosher (compliant with
Jewish dietary law). ‘Tsadik’ means ‘righteous person/Hasidic spiritual leader’.]

7 [Naprzód (Forwards), was the daily newspaper of the PPSD, which had an assimilationist atti-
tude to Jews.]
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[After a short speech by Adolf Gross, the candidate supported by Grossman
and the Jewish Social Democratic Party] Comrade Grossman again spoke and
moved the following motion:
1. The assembled voters of the Kazimierz electorate at the meeting of the

Jewish Social Democratic Party resolve to decisively combat the candid-
ate of the kahal clique and to support the candidature of Dr Adolf Gross
with all our might.

2. They demand that the deputy from this electorate not enter the Polish
Club or the Jewish Club.8

3. On labour questions he should vote with the socialist caucus.
4. Recognising that only national cultural autonomy, not only for Jews but

for all the peoples in Austria, will fundamentally resolve the national
question and end national struggles, in accord with this principle, we
demand that the real demands, for the specific identity of the broad Jew-
ish masses in cultural-linguistic respects, e.g. the acceptance of the Yid-
dish language (jargon) in the trades tribunals, trades inspectorate and
evening and primary schools, with the conviction that the realisation of
these demands, to the extent that they are necessary, does not in any way
contradict the interests of Polish and Ruthenian society, and also in the
belief that full and practical equality of Jews as citizens of the province
can bring about friendly co-existence with Polish and Ruthenian society.

… [After the discussion,] The motion was overwhelmingly adopted. The meet-
ing dispersed while singing the Internationale.

8 [The Jewish Club was the Zionist proposal, realised after the election, for a Jewish national
caucus in the Reichsrat.]
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chapter 13

Bundism in Galicia: A Contribution to the History of
the JewishWorkersMovement in Galicia*
Translated fromYiddish by Floris Kalman and Rick Kuhn

[1]

Several years ago, during the period of the Jewish proletariat’s campaign for
an independent political organisation in Galicia, accusations could be heard
from both the Polish Socialist Party1 and the Zionists, that the ‘national’ aspira-
tions of the Jewishproletariat inGalicia resulted from the intellectual influence
of Zionism on a section of the Jewish workers, on their ‘misguided’ younger
generation. According to them, this influence had no relationship at all with
proletarian class struggle. During the decade and a half since those aspirations,
this ‘younger’ generation has incidentally had time tomature. In these circum-
stances, consequentally, the Zionists as well as the Polish socialists have also
explained these ‘nationalist’ influences in a different way. That is, in terms of
the influence in Galicia of the Jewish Bund’s struggles and impact in Lithuania,
Poland and Russia. They have not, however, wanted to deny the Zionist origins
of the ‘nationalist’ aspirations of Jewish socialists in Galicia. On the contrary,
they have sought to prove a deeper intellectual connection between Bundism
and Zionism, a connection that deserved more attention, and to consider the
extent to which it stamped the Jewish workers movement. During the period
of upheaval in political relations in the province and parties over the past year,
Zionism, already having ‘historically’mountedAustria’s parliamentary tribune,
from there declared to a perplexed world that, as far as it was concerned,
there was no ‘Jewish question’, nor a national and language question, [to be
debated] in the parliament.2 It reduced the extent of its demands to meagre
‘equal economic rights’ for Jews. So Jewish Social Democracy alone remained
in the struggle for Jewish national emancipation, which some people see as a
futile attempt to revive the dying ideas of ‘bourgeois’ Zionism on the terrain of
the workers movement, in other words, a belated attempt at life after death.

* [Originally published as Grossman 1907a.]
1 [I.e the Polish Social Democratic Party.]
2 Ebner 1907, p. 9.
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It is now high time to examine these claims; not because we, for a moment,
feel the need to settle accounts with those who claim to be the intellectual
fathers of the Jewish workers movement in Galicia, for the purpose of narrow
party advertising or even to refute this naive conception,which seeks to explain
social phenomena in terms of more or less accidental, superficial ‘influences’.
For we know very well that at the root of every social movement there lies a
particular social need which, with the help of this movement, strives to break
the bonds that bind it.
This analysis becomes necessary, however, if we want to know the Jewish

proletariat’s tasks, in the face of the coming constitutional struggles over the
reconstruction of Austria, which will put an end to ruinous national struggles
and create the conditions for the free cultural development of peoples. To
understand the nature of these tasks it is necessary to explain the Bund’s influ-
ence on the development of the Jewish proletariat in Galicia. The limit of its
influence is apparent in the fact that it only accelerated the necessary internal
evolution of this proletariat. Similarly – in Marx’s words – the German revolu-
tion of 1848 would certainly have occurred even if the February Revolution in
France had not accelerated it.3 Although it is important, from an historical
point of view, to consider how the struggle and ideology of the Jewish pro-
letariat in Russia influenced the development of the Jewish working class in
Galicia, it is irrelevant whether this or that pamphlet, this person or another
were the means through which Bundist influence penetrated the territory of
Galicia. All such detailed researches areworthless and donot in the least clarify
the issue. An American who observes these movements from a great distance,
for example, would not notice these details. Accidental circumstances can be
of no interest to us, as opposed to the general conditions of the Jewish prolet-
ariat in Galicia, thanks to which the ideology of the Bund found a strong basis
in Galicia when it came here andwhich brought about a decisive change in the
intellectual development of the Jewish proletariat.

∵
To gain an understanding of these circumstances and also of the whole naive
perceptionwhich theZionists haveof historical processes, itmust remembered
that when the Jews stepped into Austria’s national arena it was not an isolated
occurrence. On the contrary, the history of Austria in the second half of the
nineteenth century consists of a sequence of more and more national groups

3 [While published under Marx’s name, the article was written by Engels, 1979b, p. 21.]
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or rather of their bourgeois components reaching maturity and becoming act-
ive on Austria’s historical scene, protesting against the centralisation of the
state. In 1867, through the settlement with Hungary, Austria was ruthlessly
delivered up to the German[-Austrian] bourgeoisie.

The Polish bourgeoisie already emerged as a parliamentary equal in 1869.
In 1871 and 1872 [Eduard] Taaffe tried to give the Czechs equality with the
Germans. By the time [Kasimir Felix] Badeni appeared, the emergence of
nations was complete.4

The appearance of the Jews was merely the latest stage in this process.
The struggle against German centralism took two forms. During the period

of constitutional struggle, 1860–74, an effort wasmade to replaceGerman cent-
ralism with territorial autonomy. As a result of specific Austrian conditions
and considerable national mixing, however, territorial autonomy did not, even
then, serve the interests of manynational groups. InGalicia, for instance,where
the Ruthenians5 lived beside Poles, territorial autonomy could only mean the
replacement of German centralism with Polish centralism. So the Rutheni-
ans already proposed the idea of national autonomy, as opposed to territorial
autonomy, at that time. When the Jewish proletariat, which was not concen-
trated within the boundaries of any territory, in turn made its appearance in
the nineties, it quite naturally adopted the slogan of national autonomy too.
I have indicated elsewhere the economic situation underlying the awaken-

ing of the Jewish working class’s national consciousness over the past decade.6
It is even easier to do this with regard to the Jewish petty bourgeoisie and
the intelligentsia which was recruited from it. The emergence of the nations,
described above, with the facts which I introduce below, prove that the Jew-
ish nation’s process of development is the consequence of preconditions deeply
embedded in Austrian relations. The Polish bourgeoisie dreaded this conse-
quence but was forced to acknowledge it. In 1866, during the Sejm debate
over the address to the Kaiser, the Ruthenians fought provincial autonomy and
Deputy [Stepan] Kaczala said, with the most wonderful clarity:7

4 Rudolf Springer [i.e. Karl Renner. Editor’s interpolations].
5 [I.e. Ukrainians.]
6 [Grossman 1906a, see ‘The Jewish Social Democratic Party of Galicia’, above, pp. 128–135;

also see Komitet Organizacyjny Żydowskiej Partyi Socyalno-demokraticyczney w Galicyi
1905/Organizatsions Komite fun der Yudisher Sotsial-Demokratisher Partey in Galitsien 1905,
What Do We Want?, above, pp. 73–82; and Jüdishe sozial-demokratishe Partei in Galitsien
1905b, To the Social Democrats of Austria, above, 113–127.]

7 [The Sejm was the Galician parliament.]
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The issue here is not peoples but only Crown Lands and the autonomy of
provinces, which is nothing but centralism in disguise.
Gentlemen! There is a big difference between equal rights for peoples,

and for provinces. Wherever there is only one nation in a province, pro-
vincial autonomy is a good thing. But where there are more it will always
mean the rule of one over the others. This will be a kind of centralism
worse than that of the [imperial] state.8

At that time, words with profound implications came from the Polish side
(Deputy [Julian] Szemelowski):

The province alone is represented in the Reichsrat … There is no party of
the Ruthenian people here …We do not have different nations; for what
would happen if Mr [Maximilian] Landsberger suddenly spoke in favour
of a separate nation for the half-million Jews who live in the province.9

This consequence was realised a quarter of a century later, at the beginning of
the 1890s.

∵
The Jewishmasses still slept deeply, in thedepths of the sea of Austriannations.
Itwas onlywhena stronger urban life awoke that a very small ripple of so-called
cultural reconciliation between the Jews and the Poles, in anotherwords assim-
ilation, was superficially apparent, for a time.
The bourgeois publicists are fond of explaining this phenomenon by saying

that Polish culture is superior and thus attracts the more sensitive individu-
als among the Jews. But how can they explain the rather late rise and short
duration of this current, which did not yet exist in the 1870s and after 1892
had vanished completely? In truth, this was mainly a movement of the tiny
Jewish intelligentsia. This explains not only its assimilation during the 1880s
but also its nationalisation during the 1890s and its German character in the
1870s.
The speed with which these national phases followed one another recalls

similar national changes which affected the intelligentsias of other Austrian
nationalities. In Austria this was a typical phenomenon.

8 [Sejm Krajowy Królestwa Galicyi 1866, p. 155. Editor’s interpolation.]
9 Sejm Krajowy Królestwa Galicyi 1866, pp. 149–50. [Editor’s interpolation.]
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After Galicia had achieved territorial autonomy and the [provincial] govern-
ment10 had passed from the hands of the German to those of a Polish bureau-
cracy, Galicia had to set up its own schools, its own court system with a legal
profession, its own administration and bureaucracy, in aword it had to appoint
its own people to all the posts in various areas of public life. Thousands could
find employment andPolishness represented a force of attraction. A significant
portion of the Ruthenian and Jewish intelligentsia were assimilated in this pro-
cess, although rather late, which explains the weakness and the short duration
of assimilation here.
By the end of the 1880s, the ranks of the provincial admistration were over-

full and sated. The province produced an intellectual reserve army and, since
all of them could not find employment, there had to be a selection process. Nat-
ive born Poles were preferred, Jewish Poles or assimilated Ruthenians had to
wait. From a force of attraction, Polishness became one of repulsion. The rejec-
ted Jewish intelligentsia, having lost the ground fromunder its feet, returned to
Jewishness and became nationalist.
Under these circumstances, the assimilationistmovement achievedno great

results, in spite of the great efforts of its supporters. ‘A future researcher’ into
social movements in Galicia, wrote one of the experienced activists in this
group,

will be astonished at the picture of a handful of young peoplewho, around
1880, stood out from the half-Germanised … Jewish masses – holding the
flag of thewhite eagle.11 This little band threw itself into theworkwith the
full idealism of youth and inspired older people to follow it. They set up
a newspaper (Ojczyzna) and an association based on their ideals. In their
struggle, they used the living word, oral propaganda, lectures, schools; for
several years they spread their ideas through a Hebrew publication. They
published several pamphlets in Polish and Yiddish. They set up scientific
courses and public reading rooms.12

10 [Grossman’s text was presumably written in Polish and then translated into Yiddish for
publication. The word ‘government’ seems to have been mistranslated as ‘economy’ here,
as it was in a quotation from Feldman’s published Polish text on p. 166, below.]

11 [I.e. the Polish coat of arms.]
12 Feldman 1893, pp. 12–13. [Grossman’s emphasis. Ojczyzna (Fatherland) was published

between 1881 and 1892, until 1887 in Hebrew and Polish, then only in Polish.]
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And the result? An unbiased and disinterested author described it this way
in Neue Zeit:13 ‘The assimilationist associations in Galicia collapsed, in spite of
great sacrifices; andwe see that agitationwhich runs counter to real social rela-
tions is unable to achieve anything.’

In Galicia, where the Poles form the dominant element, the assimilated
Jews, for whom a special category exists of ‘Poles of the Mosaic faith’,
number barely 0.37 percent of the total Jewish population. If we assume
that this figure is incorrect and multiply it by ten, it remains evident how
incapable the Poles are of assimilating the Jews.14

The assimilationists gave up.

We are tired and exhausted, we give up, we read in ‘Ostatnie słowo’. We
believed and still believe that the Jews can only become citizens with the
cooperation of indigenous Polish society[!] It seemed that Polish society
would reach out to us, to work together for the common good. We were
deluded.What has theprovincedone for themoral and economicuplift of
the Jewish masses over the 25 year period of autonomous government?15

Ojczyzna became silent.
The historical ground was cleared for new currents. And these became

apparent as Jewish society differentiated, slowly pushing beyond the Polish
nationalist ideology of assimilation. And the modern Jewish ‘question’ and
‘questions’ swam to the surface demanding an answer.
The answer came from two directions and in two forms, and expressed, as

we have seen, the different social and economic content of the two camps into
which Jewish society has split: in the long term, the petty bourgeoisie and, pre-
ceding it for a while, the Jewish intelligentsia on one side; on the other, the
proletariat.

13 [Neue Zeit (NewTimes) was the theoretical journal of the Social Democratic Party of Ger-
many.]

14 Rezawa 1894, p. 332. [In placesGrossman’sYiddish text paraphrased rather than translated
the original.]

15 [Feldman 1893, pp. 15–16. ‘Ostatnie słowo’, the title of an article, means ‘the last word’. The
final word in this quotation was mistranslated from Polish into Yiddish as ‘economy’.]
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2

Indeed, to properly understand and assess the current national movement
among the Jews, it is necessary to avoiding thinking that somehow the ‘nation-
alisation’ of Jewish camps is embodied in a single programme.This nationalisa-
tion is, rather, the result of economic and social circumstances of two distinct
classes and has only this much in common: it appears in both camps at the
same time. The notion that events which occur at the same time have the same
cause is an a priori16 deduction, not based on empirical analysis of the actual
relations of social phenomena that are not so simple and uncomplicated.
But it is not just a matter of distinct causes.
This significant fact stamped the character, the aims and the future devel-

opment of both camps to some extent. When it first appeared, Jewish nation-
alism – a full brother of Polish nationalism and, in in this respect, having the
same rights – immediately took a stance opposed in principle to the Jewish
proletariat and the answer it had already given to the Jewish ‘question’, in other
words, to an independent Jewish workers party in Galicia. The Jewish working
class could not, as Zionism did, live in a world of misty dreams nor be satis-
fied with rending its garments in mourning for the oppression of the people,
without drawing the appropriate conclusions. On the contrary, oppressed and
poverty stricken, it wants ‘theworld to echowith the sound of themisery of the
Jewish proletariat’;17 consequently the Jewish working class proceeded imme-
diately to the plane of practical political struggle.
Jewish nationalism had to take a different attitude. In 1892, when a pamph-

let,What Should the Program of Jewish Youth Be? which marked the beginning
of the contemporary Zionist movement here, appeared in L’viv,18 Feldman
accused it of emphasising, even in its title, the Zionist goal of influencing the
young, first and foremost. ‘This aim is proof of weakness and of a refusal to par-
ticipate in political life. Youth has not been – nor can it be – a political party’.19
The incorrectness of this perspective lay in the fact that he assumed that the
fundamental content of the programme resulted from its early weakness. In
time the young grewup and found an echo in the petty bourgeoisie and, in spite
of this, themovement has to the present not become political. Political indiffer-
ence became its programme for a long time and this has been the fundamental

16 [‘A priori’ means ‘deduced from given presuppositions’.]
17 Arbeytershtime 1892.
18 [Anonymous 1892.]
19 [Feldman 1892, pp. 16, 19.]
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content of Jewish nationalism. It has repeatedly proved its full agreement with
Polish nationalism, in whose form and likeness it was created.
From the standpoint of the Jewish proletariat, as for those of other Aus-

trian nations, themost important and immediate issue is the relationship with
a particular government, a particular dominant system of government policy.
The nationalist viewpoint regards the issue of the relationship with a particu-
lar territorial state organisation as most important: Jewish nationalism aims to
achieve an independent state; Polish or pan-Polish nationalism also included
such independence in its programme.
But this has welcome consequences for both categories of supporters of

independence, in that public attention is easily drawn away from the issue of
a given party’s relationship with existing, real domestic politics, which is the only
test of reactionary or progressive politics. It is absolutely clear that even the
greatest reactionary can demand a people’s or even a ‘socialist’ republic in
Palestine and, as a result, fail to take advantage of the existing constitution or to
struggle for the democratisation of an existing state, thus indirectly bolstering
the absolutism of the clerical-szlachta bureaucracy in Austrian.20 That reac-
tionary point of view found its best expression in the formula that Zionism,
as a general nationalmovement, cannot limit itself to any particular group or
class. It must rather include people from all social strata and from the most
diverse political camps, uniting east, west, north and south.
To dress up this reactionary stance, it only had to be ‘nationalised’, i.e. to

bind together, with a bond of inner ‘logical’ necessity, political abdication and
thenational, anti-assimilationist viewpoint. Political abdicationwas thusmade
acceptable to those who might have had doubts about its reactionary content.
For, while it is not the best, it is still the logical outcome of the nationalist view-
point.
That nationalist standpoint was above doubt, for it allowed the Zionists to

refute the fantasies of the assimilationists easily, with the truth, from a purely
mechanical standpoint and without reference to social evolution and capit-
alist trends. But, in practice, daily life, with awful ridicule, itself confirmed
the impotence and barrenness of those assimilationist aspirations at virtually
every step.
A second answer [to the Jewish question] came from the proletariat.
From the Jewish working class point of view, nothing was easier than to

question that ‘logical bond’ and remove the mask of the nationalist phrase-
mongers, who had turned the problem on its head. Having put it back onto

20 [‘Szlachta’ means the Polish ‘nobility’.]



bundism in galicia 169

its feet, Zionism’s damaging effect on the nation could be demonstrated, not
because Zionism opposed assimilation but because it did not stand up to the
regime’s szlachta bureaucracy.
And while Zionism was still finding its way among very young people, in

declarations at patrioticMaccabean evenings21 and other nationalist festivals –
without abandonning itswailing and rendingof garmentswhichhadno impact
on relations in the province – the Jewish proletariat organised itself in July 1892
into a political party, a ‘Jewish workers party’ with its own political organ: Di
arbeytershtime.22
At a time when Austrian Social Democracy was rigidly centralist in organ-

isation and when the gathering of Germans and Czechs, Poles and Ruthenians
into the same rankswas regarded as its greatestmerit, the formation of such an
organisation, itself proved that the first Jewish workers organisation arose on a
‘national’ basis.
Such a general description, however, does not explain anything at all. The

important question is, what kind of theoretical expression did this organisa-
tion give to the relationship between socialism and the national question.
Due to lack of appropriate material, I am not in a position to answer this

question in detail. But an article in the third issue of Arbeytershtime can shed
important light on the issue:

… It is wrong to believe that all the nations and languages in Galicia, i.e.
the Polish, Ruthenian and Jewish/Yiddish, can be united under the Pol-
ish flag. Only a small section of the workers here would participate in
such unity. The broader masses of the working class could not be drawn
into such unity. If one wants to enlighten the broad masses of Jewish,
RuthenianandPolishworkers, it is necessary for each languageandpeople
tobe separatelydrawn together andenlightened.And it is necessary for the
Polish associations with their newspapers in Galicia to educate their own
workers, the Ruthenian their own and the Jewish their own; they should
manage themselves separately. But there should also be a chief committee
which should be composed of representatives of all these parties.
This chief committee shouldmake decisions when all these independ-

ent workers parties have to act together … This kind of unity is called
federal unity.

21 [Commemorating the Jewish revolt against the Seleucid Empire, from 167 to 160BCE.]
22 [‘Di arbeytershtime’ means ‘TheWorkers’ Voice’.]
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It is noteworthy, that the fundamental assumption here is that Jews are a
nation with their own language. The circumstance is that no attempt is made
to prove this assumption, over which there is no discussion, as over a matter
that is self-evident.
At that time, this was not extraordinary.
Just how widespread this standpoint was in the socialist camp is best illus-

trated by the circumstance that the PPSD,23 which a few years later officially
enthused over assimilationism and fought against the ‘reactionary Zionist in-
vention of a Jewish nation’, at that time the same PPSD, on its own judgment
and represented by none other than [Ignacy] Daszyński himself, ridiculed
‘assimilationist humbug’, ‘which had finally gone bankrupt a year earlier [he
may have been referring toOjczyzna in 1892] andwas an offspring of the Polish
szlachta. Its ideal was Yankel in Pan Tadeusz. That good natured Yankel who
could be put to any service’.24 Or, when the same Daszyński called the first
Socialist Congress in Galicia, he said that ‘the theory of assimilating the Jews to
the Poles must be a matter of indifference for socialists, since it is a theory that
has almost nothing in commonwith the Jewishmasses’.25 This showed that the
theory, a contrario,26 could only be of concern to the bourgeoisie.
‘Let us regard the Jews’, he continued ‘like any other nation, i.e. let us give

them the same rights’.27
More important than the academic fact of ‘recognising’ the Jews as a nation

is the question of the kind of practical conclusions Jewish socialists draw from
it.
From the socialist viewpoint, the minimum programme presented by the

Jewish socialists (like the socialists of Austria as a whole) starts from the stand-
point of daily struggle with capitalism. So it cannot have ‘national revival’ as
a goal. Socialism, which in the practice of life is class struggle, has as a goal
extending the proletariat’s political rights and making mass organisations pos-
sible and also raising the masses’ intellectual and economic condition, for the
struggle against the szlachta and the bourgeoisie as political and social classes.
Or, in other words, just as every class struggle is naturally a political struggle,28
so the obvious collary is that Social Democracy had to struggle first of all for
the democratisation of Austria.

23 [The PPSD, was the Polish Social Democratic Party of Galicia and Silesia.]
24 Naprzód 1893c, p. 3. [AdamMickiewicz’s PanTadeuszwas a classic Polish nationalist, epic

poem, Mickiewicz 1917.]
25 [Naprzód 1892a, p. 2.]
26 [‘A contrario’ means ‘on the contrary’.]
27 Naprzód 1892a, p. 2.
28 [A reference to Marx 1976a, p. 211.]
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At that time, no account of the scope of this struggle and how extensive it
would be had been produced. It had not been considered that, in a country
such as Austria which is a conglomeration of different peoples with centrifu-
gal national tendencies, democratisation cannot be restricted to general political
reforms, on the pattern of other western nations; and that ‘the tasks of Social
Democracy in Austria are significantly different from those in other European
countries’. Despite the centrifugal tendencies of the nations living in Austria
and despite the totally unbearable situation, Austria ‘exists and constitutes the
terrain on which Social Democracy must conduct its activity’. So Social Demo-
cracy’s struggle against the state29 is at the same time a struggle tomaintain this
state. This is only possible in Austria if those centrifugal tendencies are elimin-
ated though an ‘upheaval in the whole state structure’ and a ‘radical, ruthless
abolition of the institution of the feudal Crown Lands. Only when they have
ceased to exist can the autonomy of nations develop’.30 These words, taken from
the 1903 report of the Austrian Social Democratic Party, are the latest lesson
about the important and difficult task in Austria, of formulating the minimum
programme or, more precisely, of formulating socialists’political activity, which
is complicated by the national question.
The adoption and application of these principles in Austria, however, re-

quired many years and much experience, which the Jewish socialists did not
have in 1892. They did not, therefore, arrive at political conclusions about the
restructuring the state but, as can be seen from the quotation above, they lim-
ited their conclusions to organisational questions, to calling for the restructur-
ing of the Party.
They did understand theneed for nationally organisedparties in general and

for a Jewish one in particular, in order to make agitation and organisation on
a large scale possible and to conquer the broad masses. It is, however, worth
noting the one-sided, superficial and formalistic assessment of such parties as
exclusively technicalmeans of assisting socialist activity to win over theworking
masses.
The objective, historical aspect of this form of organisation in the Austrian

national conglomeration, as a necessary stage in the development of the pro-
letariat itself which also struggles for equal national rights, was not considered
at all.
Such a narrow formulation of the perspective, which then became the gen-

eral property of Austrian Social Democracy, its first formulation on Galician

29 I.e. the struggle to democratise the Austrian state.
30 [Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs 1903, pp. 11–12. Grossman’s emphasis.]
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terrain, is without doubt one of the sources of the organisational frictions dur-
ing the first years of the Austrian Party’s existence, in general, and of the Jewish
organisation, in particular.
The logical conclusion had not been reached because national organisation

was regarded as only an external tool for more easily winning over the masses,
a given form of organisation, in the historical and political circumstances here,
as no more than a necessary and unavoidable starting point for the working
class in the proletariat’s struggle, that in these conditions, was only an unpleas-
ant concession which complicates the situation. These national centres were
regarded as an obstacle to unified action by the Austrian working class and the
formation of separate national organisations suited to specific circumstances
was considered amalumnecessarium (a bad thing that is, however, necessary),
as a concession which, however, could not be entirely rejected but had to be
avoided as much as possible.
Thus the transition from a centralised to a federal party organisation in Aus-

tria was not a unified and simultaneous outcome of a change of opinion in Party
ranks about organisational forms. Instead, each national component of the
Austrian working class formed its own national organisation, one by one over
a few years, according to the degree of its maturity. In this way they manifestly
demonstrated, in each particular case, how necessary this concession was for
them. And the theoretical concession, ‘recognition’, came quietly after it had
been accomplished in fact, again separately in each single case. The adoption
of the federal form of organisation in 1897, was merely a formal confirmation
of the restructuring of the Party, which had already been implemented in prac-
tice.
This explains aphenomenon that initially seemed inexplicable.Thenational

components of the Austrian proletariat, which had not organised themselves
along national lines for long, did not show sufficient understanding of the need
for this kind of organisation for other components, which they even opposed.
The formation of national organisations within Austrian Social Democracy
was, therefore, not regarded as a principle, to be applied, for the sake of ‘justice’,
to all national components of the Austrian proletariat. On the contrary, each
of them was obliged to prove its need for such an organisational concession
separately. The Jewish proletariat also had to undertake this task.

∵
At that time, however, the first Jewishworkers organisation collapsed, although
the slogan it raised undoubtedly expressed the needs of the whole Austrian
proletariat and thus it finally achieved victory a few years later.
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It collapsed not only because of the opposition it encountered from the
then still centralised, general Austrian social democratic organisation, not only
because of the unfortunate personal composition of the movement’s leadership.
But, more importantly, it collapsed because of the immaturity of the Jewish
proletariat itself.
Generally speaking, the social circumstances of the Jews in Galicia at the

beginning of the 1890s were not an entirely appropriate basis for a mass move-
ment, in the European sense of the word. There was, in general, no large-scale
industry in Galicia and even less among the Jews. In the towns, with the excep-
tion of a few larger ones, obvious, modern class differences were not apparent.
The tiny industrial proletariat was little differentiated from the petty bour-
geoisie, which fills our towns and shtetleykh.31 So its social significance, which
is now apparent to all and will be greater in the future, was only apparent to a
few.

3

We find very small traces of the struggle which the first Jewish organisation
conducted with the Galician Party of that time and later with the PPSD.32 They
are sufficient, however, to convincingly demonstrate that in this struggle the
PPSD proceded from theoretical premises very different from those it employed
fifteen years later. Daszyński then poured pitch and sulfur onto ‘assimilationist
humbug’33 and Naprzód called on Jewish workers ‘not to let themselves be led
astray by nationalist deceit, which drains the strength of the proletariat under
the guise of Polish [or Jewish-Palestinian] patriotism …’34
The PPSD not only had a negative attitude to assimilationist humbug and

‘Polish patriotism’, it also had positive position, which complemented its atti-
tude to assimilation. The Jews are a nationwhich, it is true, has been oppressed
and persecuted up to the present, in the interests of ruling classes. But its pro-
letarian component is fraternally bound together with the Polish proletariat.
The proletariats of the two nations have no cause to fight one another. On the
contrary: ‘The ice has been broken, the very ancient hatred of the two nations

31 [‘Shtetleykh’ is the plural of ‘shtetl’, ‘small Jewish town’.]
32 [The Social Democratic Party of Galicia became the PPSD in 1897, when the weak shell of

a Ukrainian Party, which was dependent on the Polish organisation, was set up.]
33 [Naprzód 1893c, p. 3.]
34 Naprzód 1893b.
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begins to weaken from below, i.e. within the proletariat which, united by the
strong bond of common interests, will be victorious.’35
The Jewish Socialist Party36 was not, in fact, attacked in the name of assim-

ilation because Jews were not a nation, but on the basis of the perspectives
on organisational affairs of that time, in the name of one centralised, general
party, which should encompass the proletariats of every nation.While the sep-
arate Jewish organisation was combatted, Jewish nationality was not. On the
contrary, it was recognised, not only theoretically but also in practice in the
confines, it was understood, of the centralised organisational form, i.e. separ-
ate associations for Jews were set up and, in the first instance, the organisation
of the Jewish proletariat was left to Jewish workers themselves. ‘For some time
now’, we were told,

Jewish workers have been busy organising the Jargon37 speaking prolet-
ariat of Galicia. This began in L’viv and, after the inadvisable attempt to
set up their own party, took the correct path. And so Jewish workers asso-
ciations came into being in L’viv, Ivano-Frankivsk, and Kolomyia.38 These
did not form a separate party; they were subordinated to the general pro-
vincial Social Democratic Party. This separate organisation of associations
… had no connection whatsoever with a separate party. It was simply a
requirement of pragmatic politics.Therewas a conviction that, on the road
to a collective society, the social democratic movement had not spread itself
sufficiently among the Jewish workers. Age-old antagonism, mutual preju-
dice and, to some extent, difficult conditions of existence [!] – these were
the factors which brought about separate Jewish workers organisation in
Galicia, without at all setting up a separate party.During their short period
of existence they have been under the wing of the experienced guardians of
the general Social Democratic Party of Galicia.39

Very soon, however, the situation changed completely. The Austrian Social
Democratic Party and with it the Galician Party changed their form of organ-
isation and in 1897 finally organised themselves along national lines, already
formulated by the Jewish socialists back in 1892.

35 [Naprzód 1893b. Grossman’s emphasis.]
36 [I.e. the ‘Jewish workers party’ set up in 1892.]
37 [‘Jargon’ was a pejorative term for ‘Yiddish’.]
38 [Ivano-Frankivsk, now in Ukraine, is known as Stanisławów in Polish and Stanisloy in Yid-

dish. Kolomiya in Ukraine is known as Kolomea in Polish and Yiddish.]
39 Naprzód 1893b. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
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Note: in order to extend this picture, the following two examples serve to illus-
trate theorganisational techniques of the PPSD, at that time, and the ideological
aspect of its agitation. In the context of the PPSD’s theoretical standpoint, dis-
cussed above, they throw light on its relationship with Jews at that time and
explain why the Jewish workers movement grew over the next five years and
also the character of the movement. It grew, therefore, in breadth. The PPSD
was not capable of giving it depth and turning the mass of Jewish workers,
scattered across the towns, into an enlightened working class. By adapting to
the masses’ clericalism, more than anything it clouded their class conscious-
ness.This unworthy opportunism soon reaped its revenge. After 1897 the Jewish
workers movement fell apart.

First example: correspondence from Ivano-Frankivsk.

Quite important changes have recently taken place in the party system
here.Until now theonly associationhas beenPraca…Nowmembers have
decided to establish two new workers associations to replace Praca. This
is mainly in the interests of those who only speak Jewish Jargon and do
not understand Polish and have thus been unable to benefit from talks
and lectures in Polish. One will be called Siła, for Christian workers and
the other Yad Khazaka, for Jewish workers. The two associations have the
same constitution. After the formation of the two associations, Praca will
be disbanded, and its property will be divided equally between between
Siła and Yad Khazaka.40

Second example: ‘From Kolomyia. A strike of 400 Jewish weavers, tallit…mak-
ers, has broken out. Unity is general, the poverty terrible.’41

The Jewish weavers’ strike. The unavoidable class war has broken out
amongst the Jews…Whowould have thought that these destitute people,
debilitated by scrofula and consumption would rise to up strike. The
strictly orthodox Jews were forced to strike by their no less observant
exploiters. The poverty of the Silesian weavers42 was a trifle compared

40 Naprzód 1892c. [‘Praca’, Polish,means ‘Labour’. ‘Siła’, Polish,means ‘Stength’. ‘YadKhazaka’,
Hebrew, means ‘Strong Hand’. Grossman’s emphasis.]

41 Naprzód 1892b. [In the Polish original ‘strike’, ‘400’ and ‘weavers’ were emphasised. A tallit
is a Jewish prayer shawl.]

42 [Weavers in Silesia rose up against appalling wages and conditions in 1844. Engels and
Marx both wrote about the uprising and Engels later translated and quoted Heinrich
Heine’s famous poem ‘The song of the Silesian weavers’, Engels 1975b, p. 323.]
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with the poverty here. They earn one to three guilders per week for a six-
teen hour day.
On 24 July about 200 of them assembled with the rabbi. In an hour-

long speech, Comrade [Max] Zetterbaum described the pitiful situation
of those assembled…Trembling and emaciated oldmen agreedwith him,
declaring that they too would beat the strike breakers, even if this meant
months in prison.
… To ensure that workers employed in smaller factories did not go to

work before all their demandsweremet, the gathering asked them to take
an oath on the Holy Torah. Then a committee was formed to carry out the
meeting’s resolutions …43

The…weavers’ strike…The favourable course [of the strike] is duemainly
to the local rabbinate, whichmade all theworkers take an oath that, under
threat of a curse, they would not return to work until notice was taken of
their demands.44

Kolomyia. The strike has been broken. Ten Hasidim, mainly family men
with 5 or 6 children, broke their oaths on the Holy Torah with the excuse
that at 2 guilders and 50 kreutzer, they are doomed to starvation and that
during the holidays they had to go into debt and that they went back to
work, thanks to Heller’s urgings. The pleas, struggles and threats of the
other workers were in vain. Police guarded the factory by day. They stayed
there overnight. The rabbi’s demandmade no impression whatsoever on
the pious hypocrits [!!] … Threemonths of struggle and hunger exhausted
the workers … In this whole affair, Heller proved that he tramples on the
laws of the Jewish religion [!!] when he is concerned about the interests
of his capital.45

And finally the epilogue. At the secondCongress of the Social Democratic Party
of Galicia, in March 1893, Luwisz discussed the defeated strike and said ‘The
strike collapsed because [!] several older family men broke their oaths.’46

43 Naprzód 1892d. [Grossman’s emphasis, apart from ‘week’. Editor’s interpolation. TheTorah
is the five books of the Hebrew Bible.]

44 Naprzód 1892e. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
45 Naprzód 1892f. [Grossman emphasised ‘demand’. Hasidim, plural of Hasid, are members

of Jewish sects.]
46 Naprzód 1893a, p. 3. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
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Thiswas the consciousness that the PPSD carried into the ranks of the Jewish
workers. Nor was this an unusual accident or an exception. That is confirmed
by a further incident, which proves the stubbornness with which the PPSD has
clung to its clerical opportunism. In Naprzód of 5 May 1907, we read:

Sanok. Despite the rabid agitation of Plinkiewicz and his supporters, the
workers gathered in groups in the early morning in front of their organ-
isation’s premises. From there they followed their unfurled banner with
placards and music, across the town into the Orthodox church to mass.
Herewemustnote that, althoughamajority of workers in the factorywere
Poles, they were nevertheless prevented from worshipping in the Polish
[i.e. Catholic] church by the canon, father Staszicki. Thus, in order to pray
in a church, the workers went to the Orthodox church. After the prayers,
theworkers went to the gardens inOlchowcewhere therewas a very large
gathering, addressed by Comrade Kaczanowska, from Kraków.47

The struggle against attempts to create a Jewish workers party, however, con-
tinued and actually started up again, after a few years. The justification for the
struggle, however, changed.
The PPSD, having now set itself up on a national basis, could no longer use

the same weapons in this struggle, the argument for a general and centralised
party had been voided by historical development.
But in accord with the general patriotic and nationalist course which finally

triumphed in the PPSD and, after 1897, increasingly shaped the character of
the Party, the PPSD changed the theoretical foundations of its relationship
with Jews. From the Polish-Jewish intelligentsia, it inherited the assimilationist
viewpoint and transplanted it into the workers’ domain. The struggle against a
Jewish workers organisation, which had earlier been fought in the name of a
unified centralised organisation, turned into a struggle in the name of ‘non-
recognition’ of the Jewish nation and Polonisation.
We would be straying too far if we examined the literary and ‘scientific’

aspects of PPS48 assimilationism inGalicia. It is enough to know that the thread
which connected the PPSD’s assimilationism with the earlier assimilationism
was very weak; and the similarities between them was only apparent and not
real. All these phenomenawere actually an expression of petty bourgeois influ-

47 Naprzód 1907. [Editor’s interpolation.]
48 [The PPS, Polska Partia Socjalistyczna (Polish Socialist Party) was the name of the nation-

alist, socialist organisations in the German- and Russian-occupied provinces of Poland
withwhich the leadership of the PPSD sympathised but here the reference is to the PPSD’s
assimilationism.]
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ences on the Polish workers movement, just as assimilationism until 1892 was
expressed by the petty bourgeoisie itself. But the PPSD’s assimilationism dif-
fers from the earlier version which was a natural current, in tune with Jewish
society, that was not yet deeply differentiated. And there was, besides, a cer-
tain idealistic fire in the strong faith of the movement’s leaders. This should be
especially noted with regard to the Ojczyzna group but does not apply at all to
the assimilationism of the PPSD, which opposed the Jewish masses and was an
artificial burden placed on the them and against their will, by the leaders of the
PPSD. ‘Any attempt to maintain distinctive Jewish features’, declared Dr [Her-
man] Diamand in 1903 ‘is harmful … Hard as it may be for us to rid ourselves
of our habits, we have to adopt new forms of behaviour and we should not
allow the difficulties we often encounter in Polish society to deter us from doing
that …’49
These are,moreover, very significant ideological characteristics of our assim-

ilationism, which demonstrate its complete artificiality and at the same time
illustrate the transformation of Ojczyzna’s idealism into the cynical sobriety of
the new assimilationists, who are devoid of self-respect.
We are not concerned, however, with matters apart from the issues that

interest us. We are not concerned with the evolution of the PPSD, only with
Daszyński’s ‘assimilationist humbug’ of 1893 into Diamand’s assimilationist
‘panacea’ of 1903 but also the evolution of the Ojczyzna’s assimilationism, sup-
ported by Polish society, into the imposition of Diamand’s, which was against
the will of the Polish environment. But what is important to us is that ‘cultural’
reconciliation, in its old and new forms, began with literature and education,
and ended with political abdication. In 1901, for instance, Polish socialism in
Galicia, already faced with the Jewish question, could only say that the daily
struggle of the Jewish proletariat against capitalism brings the Jews closer, cul-
turally and politically, to the non-Jews. Apart from this brilliant discovery, it
took no further steps forward. On the contrary, it confined itself to a series of
observations and ‘freely admitted’ that the culturally distinctive features of the
Jews irritate non-Jews and leave much to be desired, not only the long coats,
sidelocks and the filth of shtetl Jewsbut even those of the ‘Europeanised’ Jews: a
certainmawkish nervousness, exaggeration, one-sided touchiness, which even
characterise Jewish ‘intellectuals’. It took comfort, however, in the hope that
‘these defects will disappear over the years’50 and that

49 Naprzód 1903. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
50 Młot 1901, p. 533.
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the solution to the Jewish question lies in the cultural development of Jew-
ish society. Only then, after the khederim,51 the ghettos, long coats and
the fanatical Hasidic masses have disappeared will the differences in cus-
toms and civilisation decrease to a minimum. Then the class struggle of
Jewish society will emerge [!] clearly and the result [!] of this struggle will
be differentiation between capitalists and proletarians.
The social struggle and the victory of socialist ideas will then solve the

Jewish question.52

Although its own awareness of the character, circumstances and tasks of the
proletarian class struggle was not distinguished – as we saw in the quotation
above – by its high level of development and Polish socialism in Galicia did not
satisfy the most elementary requirements of scientific socialism, we see that it
began to make Jewish workers class conscious.
In applying general criticisms of capitalism to Jewish relations, Polish social-

ism also regarded the appearance of the Jewish question as belonging to the set
of problems associated with the social question. It did not regard the Jewish
question as somehow an exception to capitalism’s general laws of motion (as
the Zionists did). On the contrary, it also applied the laws of capitalist develop-
ment to the Jewish question.
To this extent that Polish socialists’ perspectives transpanted the most ele-

mentary and general principles of the Communist Manifesto53 onto Jewish ter-
rain.This led to an important consequence, compared to theZionists. Rejecting
the idea of mass migration to Palestine, they acknowledged existing historical
circumstances and living conditions as facts and tied the ultimate goal and
future of the Jewish proletariat to those of the proletariats of different extrac-
tions in the whole [Austrian] state.54 In so far as their arguments were against
the reactionary emergence of Zionism, they had progressive significance.

51 [A kheder, plural khederim was an elementary Jewish school which taught Hebrew and
religion.]

52 Młot 1901, p. 533.
53 [Marx and Engels 1976.]
54 Although such a view can be inferred from the practice of the PPSD and, to a lesser extent,

from the reflection of its activity in its literaure, it must nevertheless be remembered that
it never had a complete and unified perspective on the Jewish question which explained
developments. Theoretical chaos has been and still is its preferred characteristic.We find,
moreover, next to the above interpretation, perspectives which seriously break with it.
This is what Dr Zetterbaum, the ‘theoretician’ of the PPSD in Galicia, wrote in January
1901: ‘in principle, socialists have no objection [!] to the ultimate goal of Zionism – the estab-
lishment of a Jewish state in Palestine’. It was only that he ‘has strong and justified doubts
as to whether this idea can be realised in the near or distant future.’ (Zetterbaum 1901, 1,
p. 8; also Zetterbaum 1900 p. 326).
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But this general critique of capitalism does not, in itself, provide an imme-
diate answer to the Jewish question nor the appropriate political programme
and tactics in relation to it. There is a vast abyss between the recognition of the
general principles of socialism to be applied to the Jewish question and draw-
ing satisfactory conclusions from these for party activities and tasks. In other
words, the difference between general socialist theory and Social Democracy’s
immediate programme and practice. Polish socialism has never bridged this
abyss nor has it ever even realised that it exists!
Consequently the [PPSD’s] programme for immediate action amongst Jews

is extremely nebulous. Apart from general economic and political agitation,
which couldbeused inMoravia,Tyrol andBohemia, it has retained aquitemys-
terious desire for ‘cultural reconciliation’, which will result from the ‘cultural
development of Jewish society’, consisting of the disappearance of khederim,
of ghettos andHasidic fanaticism. How the Party should act, however, in regard
to this expected development, whether and how to perhaps assist or passively
await it, is nowhere stated. The Jewish question will be resolved after cultural
reconciliation, when the socialist idea triumphs, i.e. at the moment when the
maximum socialist programme is realised. There is no clarification, however, of
why this reconciliation and the triumph of socialism will necessarily coincide
in time.
But we find there absolutely no political demands, calls for any immediate,

contemporary action or any struggle for equal social and national rights for
the Jews. In fact, up to the moment of the triumph of socialism, the only role
assigned to the Jewishmasses in relation to the Jewish question is totally passiv-
ity.
The Jewish workers are called upon to struggle, moreover, for the same uni-

versal political freedoms and economic gains for which the Polish proletariat,
into whose ranks the Jewish workers are supposed to dissolve, has fought. But
the need for a specific and day to day struggle, first and foremost of the Jewish
workers themselves, for their own emancipation has not been understood. An
illusion has arisen that equal rights for the Jewswill be a gift, whichwill fall into
their laps like ripe fruit from a tree, at the moment of socialism’s final victory,
instead of being the result of a struggle for equal rights and the final link in that
struggle.
This stance does not accordingly distinguish, in a programatic sense, the

Jewish question in Galicia, Lithuania or the Kingdom of Poland. The slogan
of ‘cultural reconciliation’ is a universal prescription for the Jewish question,
whether in Galicia, England or Holland.55 Since, in relation to the Jewish ques-

55 The slogan is enough for the PPSD to publicly oppose the independent organisation of the
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tion, Polish socialists do not propose any programme of immediate action
appropriate to the specific circumstances of its terrain of struggle, for them
there are no differences between socio-political conditions in Holland and
Galicia. And the article from the Calendar,56 cited above, was just as applicable
to Kraków asWarsaw.
And this is proof of Polish and Jewish nationalism’s extensive and profound

community of ideas. In both their principles and conclusions, the viewpoints
of Polish socialism and Zionism express political abstention with regard to the
Jewish question, thereby cutting themselves off from the real circumstances
in which a solution is required. As a consequence, they arrive at a universal
standpoint, which is independent of place and time. Their solutions have a fur-
ther and logical consequence. On the one hand Palestine, on the other ‘cultural
reconciliation’: equally universal and worldwide measures, making a mockery
of historical circumstances of time and place.
By cutting themselves off from the real movements which constitute the

basis of the Jewish question, both tendencies have unequivocally shown that
the organic connection between the Jewish question (like any other social issue)
and the given socio-political system of the Empire, is a mystery to them. So too is
the corollary that the Jewish question which has arisen on a particular socio-
political basis, cannot be solved in isolation from that basis and its circum-
stances. This can only occur through the conduct of struggle on the basis of these
circumstances and against them.
And the results of this position did not take long to appear. The PPSD, pos-

iting equal rights for the Jews as an outcome of socialist victory without day to
day struggle for these equal rights and assigning to the Jewish working class, up
to that moment, a totally passive role in this regard, quite naturally could not
take advantage of the specific features of the Jewishmasses’ daily life. That, nat-
urally had consequences for the Party’s practical activity. It almost never came
into contact with the Jewish masses. This outcome, reached deductively from
the PPSD’s theoretical viewpoint on the Jewish question, was fully confirmed
by the facts. And in truth, the period from 1897 to 1899, saw the complete dis-
appearance of the emergent mass movement of the Jewish proletariat.
This is how the PPSD, thanks to its negative, destructive activity or rather

practical inactivity, prepared the soil for the seeds of Jewish nationalism and
allowed Zionism to fight for the souls of Jewish workers.

Jewish workers of Galicia, ‘In no constitutional country in the world [!], where the Jewish
workingmasses are included in the socialist classmovement (America, England, Holland,
Austria) is the Jewish proletariat organised into a separate political party.’ (Naprzód 1905).
[Grossman’s emphasis.]

56 [Młot 1901.]
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The pessimismwith which Zionism has distanced itself from the possibility
of achieving equal civil and national rights for Jews here, the lack of faith in
the struggle for equal rights and the consequent poison of despair with which
it has contaminated the political atmosphere are only the subjective side of an
objective fact: the Jewishmasses have not constituted an independent factor in
the province’s politics at all. Both these phenomena are a logical consequence
of the universalist viewpoint which stands outside the struggle taking place
within the framework of real, concrete socio-political conditions. As for the
PPSD, it failed to fight Zionist ideology; on the contrary, aswehave seen, itmade
strenuous efforts to accustom the Jewish masses to understanding the Jew-
ish question from its own mystical viewpoint of cultural reconciliation, which
stands ‘above’ considerations of time and place.
This formula, which has long since eliminated the struggle with capitalist

society on its own political ground, is the principal expression of the content of
the PPSD’s political assimilationism. Its double political effect was finally the
material bankrupcyof the Jewishworkersmovement and its intellectual degen-
eration. In other words, through its material neglect of the Jewish workers
movement, the PPSD helped to deliver the Jewish working class to the swindle
of Zionist ideology.57

57 Soon after the first [Zionist] Congress in Basel, this ideology was popularised in Galicia
thus:

‘The Jews are not only an economic, but also a racial proletariat.What should theywait
for? For the universal deliverance of mankind by Social Democracy, in whose ranks the
workers of Skhidnytsia and Khodoriv fight? Andwhen the great bust up comes, andwhen
thedreamof nationalisation of themeans of production is realised,will this by itself cause
racial hatred towards the Jews to disappear? “The racial proletariat”, according to Ludwig
Stein… “ismuchworseoff than the economicone. Economicbarriers canbebreached,but
not racial ones.” ’ (Landau 1897, p. 294 [quoting Stein 1897, p. 390]). [Grossman’s emphasis.
Skhidnytsia and Khodoriv, now in Ukraine, were known as Schodnica and Chodorów in
Polish.]

The theory that it is impossible to break through racial barriers and consequently that
the struggle for equal rights here and for a better lot for the Jews in this place is futile, was
merely a fragment of a greater theoretical whole, namely the ‘historiosophical analysis’ of
the development of contemporary capitalist states. This analysis was made at the Basel
Congress by Max Nordau. Its significance can only be compared to the achievements of
Copernicus and Newton. Nordau posed the question of why European nations emancip-
ated us. And his answer was ‘that, just as France gave us the metric system of weights and
measures, so it created intellectual parameters, of a kind, which other countries took up,
either willingly or reluctantly, as a standard of behaviour. Every country which wanted to
be considered civilised, had to possess certain institutions, which were set up, developed or
reformed by the revolution: a parliament, freedom of the press, jury trials etc. The eman-
cipation of the Jewswas a necessary part of the institutions of a civilised state, like a piano
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This does not, in the least, mean that the PPSD did not fight Zionism. On
the contrary. But this fight, and the Party’s negative attitude to Zionism had
their origin in [the idea of] socialism as the final goal and not in the min-
imum programme, i.e. social democratic political activity (which the PPSD did
not conduct over the Jewish question). Secondly, the PPSD’s starting point was
Polish society, i.e. it fought Zionism in the name of interests whose basis was
Polish relations. So the struggle against Zionism hung in mid-air and, due to
the untenability of its theories and its false starting point, arbitrarily concealed
from the Jewish proletariat the real horizons of the world in which it lived, that
is, Jewish capitalist society. It caused this struggle to be for the Jewish prolet-
ariat, what it was for the PPSD itself: an external struggle between Polish and
Jewish nationalism; a struggle which had no organic connection at all with the
daily struggle of the Jewish proletariat against the Jewish bourgeoisie. When
this struggle turned against Zionism as something external and alien, it natur-
ally lost its Jewish capitalist ground from under its feet and was placed onto
Polish nationalist ground. In a word, the PPSD turned the class struggle of the
Jewish proletariat into a chauvinist fight between two nationalisms.

whichmust stand in the living room, although not a singlemember of the family can play the
instrument. This was, in fact, how the Jews of western Europewere emancipated, not from
any feeling of necessity, only to imitate the political fashion. Not because nations decided
to extend a fraternal hand to the Jews, only because the leading intellects accepted a cer-
tain ideal of European civilisation, which required that there should be a paragraph on
the emancipation of the Jews, in the legal code.’ [quoted in Landau 1897, p. 298. Grossman’s
emphasis.]

It is superfluous to add that this ‘psychological’ theory of political fashion does not
have the least scientific value; not to say that it is poorly supported sophistry. But it is a
method of great moral and political value for the Zionist petty bourgeoisie. By means of
this ‘method’, Zionism is easily able to secure its own ideology and the predominance of
its interests in Jewish society. As the CommunistManifesto already showed, Kant’s German
philosophy of the eighteenth century was unable to understand France of that time. In
the demands of the French Revolution, it only saw demands for ‘practical undertanding’
[presumably, Kant’s ‘practical reason’]; and, in the phenomenon of the revolutionary will
of the French bourgeoisie, it sought the law of pure will [Kant’s ‘pure reason’] as such. In
a word, Kantian philosophy understood the revolution according to its own image. It now
becomes somuch easier to understand that Nordau’s explanation of French revolutionary
will and the original ‘need to imitate’ is in reality his need to imitate originality. And the
difference between the error of German philosophy and that of Zionist historiosophy is
only the difference between Kant and – Nordau.
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4

The role which the PPSD assigned to the Jewishmasses could not, however, sat-
isfy their practical and intellectual needs. It did not satisfy their practical needs
because, as they were now feeling social and national pressure at every step of
their daily struggle, they could not agree to a passive and awaiting role. At best,
only Jewish intellectuals, who carry on fantastic politics and could boldly wait
for national and social liberation until we have Palestine, could agree with this.
The Polish socialists could agreewith this. For theywere so cut off from the Jew-
ish masses that they could not feel its needs and postponed their satisfaction
until the Jewish question is solved with the triumph of socialism in the future.
But the Jewish working class, for whom waiting and passivity meant pro-

longing the social and economic pressures from which it suffered, that Jewish
working class, for whom a passive stance was equivalent to political suicide,
could not wait.
It is clear that, in so far as the Jewish proletariat had freed itself from the

bond which tied it to petty bourgeois elements, historically doomed to extinc-
tion, it had attached itself to the most diverse trends and political camps,
because of its own feelings of powerlessness. This newborn Jewish proletariat
now showed tendencies to break away from the politics of seeking its salvation
in any movement that it could fasten onto, whether assimilation, independ-
ent Poland or the Polish workers movement. [But] it was not yet confident of
its own strength and was neither able nor willing to create the conditions for
modern development.
These tendencies found a wonderful example and an extremely powerful

psychological image in the Bund’s activity in Lithuania, Poland andRussia. This
example was rich both in moral encouragement and in the political education
for its own struggle.
Nor did this [passive] role satisfy intellectualneeds. Socialism,which for Jews

meant the PPSD, was therefore deprived of any real basis in Jewish society.
Consequently, as it did not possess any theoretical arguments to justify itself,
the PPSD appropriated socialist phraseology as an historical justification for its
existence. The only content of this phraseology was impracticality developed
to an extraordinary degree, a howl, a hollow bluff, which turned socialism on
Jewish terrain into a caricature.
Marxism inGaliciawas never blessedwith superflous depth. Howevermuch

can be said in general about this, given the intellectual chaos in the Pol-
ish workers movement in Galicia, Marxism had to remain a poor abstraction
amongst Jews, a dry doctrine brought into the Jewish workers movement from
outside, from the Polish environment, without organic connection to the life
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in the Jewish world. The socialist theory which the Poles introduced to Jews
was appropriate only for Polish relations. Polish socialism used it to explain
thedevelopment of Polish society andonly demonstrated its correctness on the
basis of the economicdevelopment of Polish society. In aword, Polish socialism
introduced Jews to nothing but general and abstract socialist slogans. It could,
at the same time, have researched and become familiar with the relations in
and development of Jewish society, on the basis of socialist theory. But it did
not do this. In the sphere of Jewish relations, the PPSD generated intellectual
deadness, passivity and inertia, as a consequence of political passivity. These
are the reasons for our somewhat distorted socialist mode of thinking and the
dramatic spread of Zionist ideology. The struggle against this ideology from the
standpoint of the Jewish working class was entirely neglected but should have
been the most important task of the Jewish proletariat.
Just as Social Democracy had to raise the proletariat’s class conscious and

organise it in every other province and among every other people, as well as
settle accounts with given social ideologies, so Jewish socialism had to struggle
to free the spirit of the Jewish proletariat from the shackles of the traditional
ghetto world view of the past. This was especially so when Zionism held fast
to the ghetto world view, as we have seen above, and when Zionist ideology,
as summed up earlier, deserted the struggle for rights and created intellectual
slaves to the society against which it had supposedly declared war. The ques-
tion of establishing the Jewishworkersmovement on the basis of Marxismwas,
at the same time, a question of the intellectual and moral revival of the broad
Jewish masses.
But the soul of the proletariat as a class cannot be formed over night. For

such a historical change to occur it is necessary to domore than revile Zionism
and the bourgeoisie. The PPSD, however, was incapable of doing more.
Socialism acquires strength in a given country or people only when it applies

its theory to the specific development and problems of that country or people. It
cannot remain an abstract doctrine, which raises itself above life. It cannot
confine itself to demonstrating the economic exploitation of the proletariat
by the possessing classes or the need for and necessity of economic and polit-
ical struggle. Socialism, taken as a world view which has penetrated the flesh
and blood of the workers movement, must slowly widen the class perspective
of the proletariat in all aspects of social life. It must subject every important
phenomenon of this social life to critical analysis from the perspective of the
interests of the proletariat. In brief, at every step and at every opportunity it has
to conduct a struggle forminds andmodes of thought against hostile ideologies.
So the task of Jewish socialism should not only have consisted of propagat-

ing general principles of socialism but also in clarifying all the Jewish work-
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ers movement’s practical interests and all the important phenomena of Jewish
social life, on the basis of these principles, revealing causal relations and their
place in our general economic, political and cultural process.
It has long been apparent that the fulfilment of these tasks depended on

capacities which the PPSD did not and could not have. It was thus incapable of
carrying them out.
It had been clear, for a long time, that an individual’s way of thinking is not a

matter of choice or chance. On the one hand, individuals depend on the envir-
onment in which they live and which constitutes the object of their thought.
On the other hand, the form of our individual thought depends on our phys-
ical organisation, i.e. our adjustment to the environment, which enables us to
interpret it. That physical organisation bears a direct relationship to our psy-
chological functions.
If we transfer the concept of thought from the world of individual specula-

tion onto the field of social life, we can, in some respects, say the same about
forms of collective thought, in the case of the Jewishworking class’s theoretical
views and the theoretical tasks (just mentioned) which it has to fulfil.
Recognition, based on scientific socialism, that all forms of social conscious-

ness are to be explained in termsof class and group interests is of great practical
significance in the assessment of a proletarian party, i.e. Social Democracy. It is
also significant to the extent that it remains true in reverse. The class interests
of the proletariat find their expression in the consciousness of the party (in
a programme) or when this party consciousness is the multifaceted expres-
sion of the proletariat’s class interests and the most far-reaching conception
of the implications drawn from the objective trends of previous social devel-
opment. Workers parties do not always fulfil this requirement (as evidenced
by the PPSD). Both the character and the content of collective party thought
remain directly dependent on the particular party’s adjustment to the very work-
ing classwhose expression it should be.
The establishment of the Jewishworkersmovement on the basis of Marxism

(i.e. fulfilling the abovementioned tasks of making abstract socialist theory into
the flesh and blood of the workers movement; in other words of adjusting it to
the development of Jewish society and its specific problems) could therefore
only, we repeat, be a result of the closest possible adjustment of party organ-
isation to the historical forms of the Jewish proletatiat’s circumstances. It could
only result from themutual organic growth of party organisation and thework-
ers movement itself, just as the latter has grown out of capitalist society.
Such an adjustment of organisational form and the historical way of life of

the proletariat, in the context of Austrian capitalist society, meant the adop-
tion and implementation of nationality as an organisational principle within
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the framework of the Austrian state. This meant, in other words, constituting
the workers movement not in separation from existing historical, national and
state circumstances but, on the contrary, on the basis of these circumstances.
Putting the question this way was simultaneously an historical and logical

consequence of the policy towards Zionist and PPSD conceptions of the Jewish
question, which the Jewish working class had made into a principle.
We have seen that both sides broke with the real circumstances which, for

us, constitute the foundation of the Jewish question. This is why the ‘solution’
they arrived at remained up in the air, losing the ground from under its feet, it
turned into unplanned experiments and worthless utopias.
Placing itself on the ground of these circumstances in Galicia, not Palestine,

as the basis for its day to day struggles, the Jewish workers movement had to be
consistent by going further in the direction it had chosen. That is, it could not
limit itself to considering the circumstances of its activity constituted by the
state and ignore other, national circumstances. It could not define the limits of
its activity at will. On the contrary, its taskwas to consciously adjust itself to the
historical, national and state conditions which it confronted. And the result of
that adjustment is the principle of national organisation.
To the extent that the objective conditions of the common Empire and the

centralising tendency of bourgeois society found expression in the general
organisation of Social Democracy on the level of the whole state, the histor-
ical national circumstances found expression in the national form of organisa-
tion, within that framework of the general organisation. At the same time, this
response to the proletariat’s conditions of existence, the conditions of exist-
ence of nations and the common state, is not a mechanical admixture of two
opposing tendencies in capitalist society. On the contrary, it results from the
harmonisation of the historical and very complex forms of existence of the pro-
letariat and its social thought.
The creation of a national organisation of the Jewish proletariat in Galicia

introduced the organisational apparatus objectively necessary for the realisa-
tion of the objectives we discussed above. The task consisted of adjusting the
isolated, cosmopolitan theory of socialism to the specific circumstances of cap-
italist development among the Jews and the cultivation of a corresponding
consciousness in the Jewish proletariat.
But the adjustment of theory could only result from adjustment to circum-

stances and of organisation. Similarly, in physiology the form and structure of
an organ is intimately related to its function and performance.
The separate organisation of the Jewish proletariat is nothing other than an

objective, necessary, material element which constitutes the objective condi-
tion for the Jewish proletariat’s consciousness.
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In this way the Jewish proletariat infuses a deeper content and significance
into the national organisational form. It goes beyond the formalistic and nar-
row assessment of such an organisation as a set of exclusively technical condi-
tions to facilitate mass organisation. It reveals the objective, historical signific-
ance of this form of organisation as an indispensable stage in the intellectual
development of the proletariat.
If the Jewish proletariat in Austria imposed precisely this deep historical

content on the national form of organisation, this was entirely thanks to the
Bund and its literature. Today, on the tenth anniversary of its creation, we can
say that without the Bund we would not be what we are. And we are grateful
because the Jewish working class found in the Bund’s literature not only what
theworking class needed in general but alsowhat the Jewishworking class here
specifically required intellectually. The Bund, with its literature and practice,
taught [the Galician, Jewish working class] how to adjust general socialist the-
ory to the specific circumstances of the Jewish society. And, thanks to this, the
‘solution’ to the Jewish question here was transferred from the sphere of the
maximum socialist program’s misty past,58 to which it had been consigned, to
the terrain of practical action and political struggle for the social and national
liberation of the Jewish working class.
Ideologically speaking, the PPSD did not really withdraw from the struggle

for Jewish masses’ equal rights; in practice, it did nothing. It did not shape the
Jewish proletariat into a separate political force. Ideological struggle combined
with its actual abstention from action, amounted to an empty form without
content.
So, as far as the Jews are concerned, the words of the Communist Manifesto

‘the emancipation of the working class must be the act of the working class
itself …’59mean that their liberation can only be the product of their own polit-
ical struggle.
And really, equal national rights for the Jewish proletariat are not at all

an exotic blossom, ripening somewhere outside the sphere of the day to day
struggle, thatwill somehowbring the Jews good fortune on the victory of social-
ism. This result, equal rights, can only be the realisation of the consequences of
an inner development of both the subjective factor, i.e. the Jewishworking class

58 [This sentence makes more sense if ‘past’ is regarded as having been mistakenly substi-
tuted for ‘future’.]

59 [The words are not from the Communist Manifesto itself. Engels quoted them in his 1888
preface to the first authorisedEnglish edition, Engels 1990a, p. 517, paraphrasing the ‘Provi-
sional rules’ of the InternationalWorking Men’s Association, drafted by Marx, Marx 1985,
p. 14.]
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which puts this development into practice, and the objective factor, i.e. the rest
of the capitalist society.
The Jewishworking class, as a component of the generalworkersmovement,

strives to free itself from the yoke of capitalism.To realise this task, it also needs
a corresponding consciousness.
But it cannot become consciousness in the broad mass without its own

democratic, cultural institutions and without equal national rights. On the
other hand, to win such state cultural institutions itself requires that the mass
of Jewish workers achieve equal national rights, which is impossible at this his-
torical point without an active struggle by a class conscious Jewish proletariat.
The resolution of this apparent contradiction will be achieved through the

very class struggle of the Jewish proletariat, which achieves its national and
cultural requirements in the state through its political struggle and, at the
same time, through the struggle itself becomes both class and nationally con-
scious. To the extent that it becomes nationally conscious and develops itself,
by achieving class consciousness through political struggle, the Jewish prolet-
ariat requires its opponent to make concessions and thus both transforms its
environment, capitalist society, and makes that environment ready to take its
national cultural needs into account.
The subjective and objective implications of the conditions for achieving

equal national rights for Jews, mentioned above, are bound together and influ-
ence each other. Themeans of implementing this struggle and thewhole evolu-
tionary process is precisely the autonomous organisation of the Jewishworking
class. That is why the struggle for the ‘recognition’ of this autonomy extends far
beyond the boundaries of ordinary organisational disputes and becomes an
issue of the greatest importance for the Jewish proletariat. Its aims are indeed
more far-reaching and extensive: the struggle for equal rights in the Party is
only a small aspect of the great struggle for equal rights in society. But the first
struggle is a precondition for the second.

∵
If we want to express what the Bund has achieved for the contemporary Jewish
workers movement here in a few words, we could say that it discovered, so to
speak, the Jewishworking class as an independent factor in the generalworkers
movement; a factor with specific historical circumstances and with character-
istic forms of development.
Before the rise of the Bundist movement in Galicia, the reality was amass of

Jewish wage slaves, who searched blindly for the solution to the so-called Jew-
ish question. In this regard, the PPSD, by pinning their hopes on themoment of



190 chapter 13

socialism’s victory, artificially partitioned off equal rights for the Jewishmasses
from their other activities and socialist struggle. The basic precondition for
this position was the utopian relationship between the PPSD and the Jewish
workermasses, in that it did not accurately assess the political significance of the
independence of thesemasses. On the one hand, there were the Jewish worker
masses who had to be treated like children and should not, for their own good,
be given full freedom.On theother hand, therewere the experiencedPPSpoliti-
cians who, as far-sighted statespeople and according to their own grand plans,
were creating the temple of the future out of the unenlightened and unfortu-
nate Jewish masses. That was the PPS’s way of thinking.
The development of life in Galicia improved on this view. The Jewishmasses

began to search for other solutions. Into this situation, the practical and theor-
etical activity of the Bund cast a ray of light. It brought a consciousness and
understanding into these elementary efforts and raised the Jewish working
class to the status of a conscious political factor. This awareness and its fifteen
years of development enabled the Jewish workers movement to ideologically
eliminate the assimilationist tendencies of the PPSD.
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chapter 14

Letters about the Radek Affair*
Translated fromGerman by Rick Kuhn

11 May 1911 to Karl Radek

Kraków

Valued Comrade!
Comrade Joseph (Domański)1 turned to me as one of the arbitrators in your

matter with the request that I make a statement, in possible recollection of the
content of the determination at that time. I am happy to do this and affirmed,
insofar as memory does not fail me, that the decision concerning the negat-
ive determination of the accusation that your behaved dishonourably (the
sale of books which belonged to Comrade Zembaty)2 was acquittal. The court
also stated that Comrade Zembaty, when he raised the allegation, did so in
good faith. At the same time, the court made you aware that, in future, you
must avoid situations that can provide third persons gounds to raise accusa-
tions against you. I do not remember exactlywhen the Zembaty affair occurred.
I believe it was either in the winter of 1902 or 1903.
With greetings
Dr Heinrich Großmann
Currently in Kraków

17 September 1912 to Józef Dománski

Vienna

As I learnt from Vorwärts of 14 September that in Bremen a nine-person Com-
mission of Inquiry has been selected to consider the Radek matter and as I, on

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1913.]
1 [Possibly Radek’s interpolation. Joseph/Józef Dománski was a pseudonym of Feliks Dzierżin-

ski.]
2 [Possibly Radek’s interpolation.]
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the other hand, know that one of the members of the Party Executive of the
SDKPiL3 has raised accusations against Radek, including Zembaty’s accusation
of 1904 concerning the theft of books, I regard it asmy duty to send the Bremen
Commission of Inquiry the following

Declaration
I dealt with Zembaty’s accusation that Radek had stolen several books from
him, as a member of the executive of the socialist university students’ associ-
ation Ruch in Kraków and then as a member of the court of arbitration on this
matter.
1. Two members of this court, the late Rudolf Moszoro and I, were given

the task of examining the facts and, on the basis of our report, the court
unanimously pronounced the accused Radek not guilty on all counts.

2. Now, in order to protect the accuser, Zembaty, from the charge of slander,
the second part of the judgement, whose exact wording, however, I no
longer remember, stated that the accuser had acted bona fide4 and sim-
ilar but that this can and could not have any implications for the deeds
and person of Radek.

3. For a long time after this affair, in Ruch, we had friendly relations with
Radek as with a citizen and colleague with full rights. Radek played an act-
ive role in the life of Kraków’s associations and also wrote for the Kraków
Party organNaprzód, althoughpeoplewerewell aware of the case of Zem-
baty contra5 Radek. All this, on these grounds: because the affair was
regarded as having been resolved and Radek was viewed as innocent.

4. If, in viewof these facts, the accusation of the theft of books in 1904 is con-
tinuously raised against Radek, it can only be construed as an unheard of
and malicious violation of all moral and legal concepts.

The only forum called upon to examine this affair was the collegial court of arbit-
ration of 1904. This fulfilled its duty without encountering contradiction from
any side. Res judicata6 must be fully recognised and, as a member of the court
of 1904, as a citizen and as a human being I must raise my decisive protest
against the challenge to the judgement of 1904, which was not contested at the
time.

3 [The SDKPiL was the Socjaldemokracja Królestwa Polskiego i Litwy, Social Democracy of the
Kingdom of Poland and Lithuania.]

4 [‘Bona fide’ means ‘in good faith’.]
5 [‘Contra’ means ‘against’.]
6 [‘Res judicata’ means ‘a matter already judged’.]
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The affair of the theft of books in 1904 has been dead for 8 years and it should
finally disappear from the world.
Dr jur. Henryk Grossman, writer in Vienna
Member of the arbitration court of 1904
Vienna 17/IX 1912, XIII NeueWeltgasse 19.
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chapter 15

Notes on the History of Socialism in Poland Forty
Years Ago*
Translated from Polish by Dominika Balwin

The appearance in Polish of previously unpublished, shorter works by Marx
does not require any special justification. A detailed discussion of their signific-
ance for economic theory and socialism is not so much pointless as premature
today, beforeMarx’s basic andmonumentalwork,Capital,1 is better understood
in the Polish literature. For the time being, these works can speak for them-
selves!
The publication of these shorter works, at a time when the worlds of labour

and science are preparing to celebrate the fortieth anniversary of the death
of this scholar of genius and immortal warrior in the cause of working class
liberation, encourages us to cast a glance back to the origins of the socialist
movement here and its impact on contemporary economic science.
The fact that for almost half a century the workers movement in Poland

was unable to publish a single serious, independent work on socialist theory or
the workers movement in general illustrates most eloquently the intellectual
immaturity of the Polish working class. This, in turn, is merely an indication of
the broader situation: of the extremely low level, the infancy of economic the-
ory in general in Poland.There are deeper historical reasons for this.WhatMarx
wrote about Germany in 1873 was also true of contemporary Poland, ‘Polit-
ical economy remains a foreign science … up to this very moment’.2 In Poland
the delay in the process of giving land to the peasants and removing the rem-
nants of feudalism held back the development of capitalist production, so that
the real basis for political economy was lacking. It was therefore a commodity
imported from England, France and Germany and the theoretical reflection of
a foreign reality. Under these circumstances there was no place for the workers
movement and it could only be a foreign, exotic plant. If one can speak at all

* [Originally published as Grossman 1923, the introduction to a volume of letters from Karl
Marx to Ludwig Kugelmann; and Marx 1989.]

1 [Marx 1976b. At this time, Grossmanwas also involved in the preparation of a new translation
of Capital, into Polish, for Ksiąka, the same Communist-controlled publishing house which
issued the book in which this introductory essay appeared.]

2 [Marx 1976b, p. 95.]
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of Polish socialism at that time, it was an émigré socialism which hardly found
an echo in the country. This is apparent whenwe look at Polish opinions about
the character of these [socialist] movements.
In 1850, [Kazimierz Jaksa] Komornicki wrote with reference to the views of

foreign economists, in [Józef Ignace] Kraszewski’s Athenaeum,

I think that the French utopians find little sympathy among us … [Char-
les] Fourier’s dreams whose realisation [Louis Auguste] Blanqui does not
dare to doubt, [Robert] Owen’s experiments, in which neither he nor his
imitators succeeded, [Pierre-Joseph] Proudhon’s crazy hypotheses, which
we listen to like ancient tales about giants storming the heavens or fant-
astic fairy tales …3

Only after the emancipation of the peasantry in the 1870s did capitalist produc-
tion develop rapidly in Poland, during the period of ‘organic work’,4 the period
of the pioneer’s idealisation of the new system5 and removal of the representat-
ives of the old order. The blades of emerging capitalism were not turned down
against the proletariat emerging from the swaddling clothes of craft production
but up against the representatives of feudal relations, the church and nobil-
ity. The emerging bourgeoisie dreamt (although quietly and carefully) about
transforming the country and its relations in accordance with its needs, along
foreign lines. Hence the weakness of Polish liberalism, progressive criticism of
the church and religion …
At that time,when the Polish bourgeoisiewas in statu nascendi,6 Polish soci-

ety, which was still predominantly anti-liberal and clerical, must have listened
sympathetically to the echoes from abroad of the proletariat’s battle against
the liberal bourgeoisie. In this situation, the priest, Stefan Pawlicki, a mem-
ber of the Congregation of the Resurrection of our Lord and a professor at the
Jagiellonian University, undertook the first study of socialism, Lassalle and the
Future of Socialism, which is unusual, at least here, and serious in formand con-
tent.7 Because of general hostility to the liberal bourgeoisie, Father Pawlicki
was not an uncritical admirer of the golden calf of capitalism and its theor-

3 Komornicki 1850, p. 110. [Editor’s interpolations.]
4 [The strategy of promoting education and economic development advocated by Polish posit-

ivist intellectuals as themeans to strengthen Poland, as opposed to the revolutionary strategy
embodied in the uprisings against the occupying powers, Russia, Germany and Poland.]

5 [I.e. capitalism.]
6 [‘In statu nascendi’ means ‘in the process of being born’.]
7 [As a student at the Jagiellonian University in Kraków, Grossman took six courses offered by

Pawlicki.]
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etical reflex, free competition, so he was able to examine it with open eyes
and to see not only the fat dividends for stockholders but also the other side
of the coin, ‘the negative side of the social structure’ based on the free mar-
ket.8 That is why he unreservedly admired the scientific achievements of the
new socialists, particularlyMarx’s profound analysis of the working class’s eco-
nomic situation.9 Socialism was the consequence of the economic situation of
theworking class and thewhole contemporary social system. ‘Unfortunately,…
most European countries today contendwith the social question, that is, social
disorder, though hardly anyone sees this and even they can do nothing about it,
since even these few are deprived of the ability to reason soberly, by themadness
of civilization.’10 With bitter irony he wrote of the ‘obverse side’ of this civilisa-
tion, which ‘is as important as or even more important than its reverse. If it
leads to immense poverty and upheavals in property relations, what then will
this bright new culture be worth?’11

Our golden civilisation is celebrating on top of a sleepingVesuvius. Yet the
indications of an eruption are so visible, so numerous!12

‘The pressure of poverty and the affluent classes’ selfish displays, arouse ever
greater bitterness and hatred in the masses towards the authorities which
neither know how nor want to redress social distress.’ At the same time we see

the wealth of whole provinces accumulated in the hands of a few capit-
alists. This glaring antithesis between the idleness of the rich and bloody
work for daily bread, great wealth and naked poverty, awakens hatred of
all kinds of property, without which socialism cannot exist.13

These facts gave rise to socialism and the social question. They were not the
work of subversive individuals but the inevitable consequence of existing con-
ditions.

Does this stubborn persistence, this constant growth and increased bold-
ness not demonstrate some profound truth or partial truth, demanding life
and real expression evermore loudly? Let us not close our eyes to the sight

8 Pawlicki 1874, pp. 91–101.
9 Pawlicki 1874, p. 92.
10 Pawlicki 1874, p. 5. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
11 Pawlicki 1874, p. 7.
12 Pawlicki 1874, pp. 5–6.
13 Pawlicki 1874, p. 8. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
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… let us examine it well and become fully acquainted with it, because an
encounter with it is inevitable and much is to be gained from knowing
one’s enemy before meeting him.14

‘Before meeting’ the modern working class movement which did not exist at
that time in Poland.

The real socialist movement in Poland begins in 1877 … before 1877 prac-
tical socialism did not strike deep roots in the country. For some time,
circles of émigré socialists organised and repeatedly attempted to agitate
in Poznań, Galicia and the Kingdom from the outside, without achieving
any success.15

In circumstances where there was no immediate threat from a workers move-
ment and the issue of socialism arose not from the society’s local, economic
experience but came from the outside world, as a reflection of distant social
conflicts, it is possible to speak of the golden age of scientific discussion of
socialism in Poland. Undisturbed by practical anxiety about its own material
future, there was still had and could be the desire to study phenomena and
uncover the truth. It was at this point that an independent book on the work-
ers movement and socialism appeared, advancing an objective view, typical of
those scholars who, while they stood on the opposite side to the [socialist]
movement socially and regarded it as a threat to the material well-being their
[own] class, could nevertheless see that the movement embodied ‘a profound
truth or partial truth’. Instead of condemning it with blind hatred, they wanted
above all to ‘understand it well and completely’. Pawlicki analysed the eco-
nomic situation andpoverty of theworking class, and argued against thosewho
asserted that it is impossible to eliminate this poverty. Alongside the system
of capitalist production, he regarded themodern state andmilitarism, entailing
ever greater financial burdens, as an additional cause of poverty.16
He understood its leaders no differently from the workers movement itself.

‘Praising all the positive aspects [of Marx’s and Lassalle’s] spirit, I speak of them
sometimes with evident sympathy’. For him, Lassalle is not a run of the mill
demagogue.

14 Pawlicki 1874, p. 10. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
15 Estreicher 1896, p. 5. [Poznańwas a Polish province occupied by Germany, Galicia the Pol-

ish province occupied by the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the Congress Kingdom of Poland
occupied by Russia.]

16 Pawlicki 1874, pp. 113, 115.
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He conceptualises the idea which, while false in its totality, because it
is one-sided, nonetheless contains a kernel of truth and will sooner or
later germinate and grow. This is Lassalle’s historical significance and the
power of his name.
Venerating hismission, he devoted himself entirely to it…On this rests

his fame and his deserved recognition.17

Three years after the collapse of the Paris Commune and one year after the
International’s Hague Congress, Father Pawlicki wrote of Karl Marx, who as
founder and leader of the International18 was hated by the bourgeoisie of the
entire world, with the same objectivity and defended him from unjust slander.
‘Thanks to liberal newspapers there is a completely false image of Marx and the
International; they are accused of themost monstrous crimes.’ Pawlicki sees in
these accusations only slanders. Marx, for him, was a ‘profoundly and compre-
hensively educated philosopher, always ready to sacrifice his personal interests
to his theoretical convictions.’ Marx’s most important literary achievement,
Capital, is ‘a brilliant work’. Marx and Engels are ‘men whose great knowledge
cannot be disputed’, because they helped demonstrate the negative side of
the present social system. ‘The new socialists, especially Marx, rendered many
services, by raising [the issue of] this poverty and placing its shocking image
before the eyes of the affluent classes.’19
At that time, from his conservative position, Pawlicki already saw and noted

the bankruptcy of official liberal economics in comparison to scientific social-
ism. ‘In the daily press of different political tendencies and from university
lecterns alike, a formal crusade against the emerging enemywas announced.’20
Liberalism

nevertheless gained no laurels and even lost some credibility. If govern-
ments allied with it gained some material advantages over the social
movement, at least temporarily, theoretical liberalism recorded only de-
feats over the last few decades…Within its ranks, it could not find a single
exceptional figure who could seriously take up the fight against the lead-
ers of the social movement. To me, the liberal opponents of Lassalle and
Marx seem to be Lilliputians throwing themselves upon giants. This indic-
ates their great weakness and great lack of spirit…These dwarves do not

17 Pawlicki 1874, p. 10. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
18 [The InternationalWorking Men’s Association existed between 1864 and 1876.]
19 Pawlicki 1874, pp. 48, 50, 58, 92. [Editor’s interpolation.]
20 Pawlicki 1874, pp. 142–3. [Grossman’s emphasis.]



notes on the history of socialism in poland forty years ago 199

even have suitable weapons to substitute for their lack of talent, they do
not have a system in which to believe…political economy entirely slipped
from their hands and fell into those of their opponents, once Lassalle
demonstrated that political economymust fall from the heights to which
Ricardo had raised it into the abyss of socialism.21

‘Against an idea, one should fight with a different idea and not physical force’,
he concluded idealistically. He was right, from a scientific point of view, when
he argued that ‘to effectively combat a theory one needs to confront it with a
better one. Liberalism could not do this for the simple reason that it does not
have an alternative’.22 Bankrupt as a science, it put all its hope in the authorities.
Hence the call for police and legal repression.
Father Pawlicki, however, warned against this method of countering the

movement, which had a serious base in economic conditions and a superior
scientific theory to that of its opponents. Socialismwould not exist if its causes
in ‘social unrest’ were removed. However, a decaying plutocracy, controlling
stock exchanges, banks and parliaments, whose only aim was to accumulate
wealth at all costs, was incapable of this [removal]. So Pawlicki warned that
‘physical persecution of socialists is useless’. ‘Governments have been involved
in combating socialism for thirty years and cannot boast about a single serious
success, despite legal proceedings, shackles and exile being used against the
representatives of the newmovement. Not only has this movement not disap-
peared, it grows stronger every year’. ‘An idea cannot be bayoneted or jailed’.23
The above presentation is not intended to analyse and criticise Father Paw-

licki’s ideas but to underline his attitude to the working class movement and
its theoretical representatives. It was a unique picture. He based his argument
entirely on foreign sources dealing with economic and social issues. The very
fact that there was no workers movement in the country and that it could not
yet pose a threat facilitated his objectivity. Marx was right about our writers on
the social question:

At the time when they were able to deal with political economy in an
unprejudiced way, modern economic conditions were absent from the
reality of [Poland]. And as soon as these conditions did come into exist-
ence, it was under circumstances that no longer permitted their impartial

21 Pawlicki 1874, p. 143. [Grossman’s emphasis. Lilliput, in Swift 1894, was inhabited by tiny
people.]

22 Pawlicki 1874, p. 143. [Grossman’s emphasis.]
23 Pawlicki 1874, pp. 115, 142.
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investigation within the bounds of the bourgeois horizon. In so far as
political economy is bourgeois, i.e. in so far as it views the capitalist order
as the absolute and ultimate form of social production, instead of as a
historically transient stage of development, it can only remain a science
while the class struggle remains latent or manifests itself only in isolated
and sporadic phenomena.24

The idyll reflected inPawlicki’s bookwas soondisruptedby the emergenceof the
Polish socialist movement, from 1878 and 1879: the activities of Ludwik Waryń-
ski and his comrades in the Kingdom, the great jury trial of 1880 in Kraków,
the foundation of the First Proletariat, the Poznań trial of 1882 and two trials
in Warsaw.25 Suddenly, the idyll of bourgeois economics in Poland burst like
a soap bubble. The birth of the new class movement finished off the weak
plant of so-called independent economic science. Voices like Pawlicki’s dis-
appeared for ever, as if by magic. His work was isolated, forgotten and not
subsequently consulted. After 1877, studies of socialism like Pawlicki’s were
no longer possible. As soon as the first nuclei of the workers movement in
Poland emerged, the middle class camp moved into battle against the pro-
letariat. Since then, no serious work has appeared analysing the practice or
theory of the workers movement. The desire to conduct scientific research and
study died once and for all and gave way to the trivial defence of interests:
apologetics.
TheWarsawprogressives declare themselves against socialism in an 1878 art-

icle in Nowiny, by [Aleksander] Świętochowski,26 aided by liberal university
economics, in the person of the rector of the University of Lwów, Professor
Leon Biliński. Impressed by ‘thememorable socialist agitation of 1878–9’, Biliń-
ski decided to offer a picture of the ‘terrible effects of socialist efforts on the
fatherland, church, family and social order’, of course ‘on the basis of sober
and just science’, from the university rector’s lectern in an inaugural address to
students in October 1882.27 In fact, this particular lecture by the distinguished

24 Marx 1976b, p. 96. [Grossman replaced ‘Germany’ with ‘Poland’.]
25 [Waryńskiwas arrested inKraków, inGalicia, in 1879.Hewas acquitted of allmajor charges

by the jury the following year. In 1882 Polish and German socialist agitators were tried in
Poznań. In 1882,Waryński and others founded the Proletariat organisation inWarsaw, the
capital of the Congress Kingdomof Poland, known as the First Proletariat to distinguish it
from later groups with the same name. In 1885 its leading members, includingWaryński,
were put on trial.]

26 [‘Nowiny’ means ‘News’. Świętochowski 1878, Grossman mistook the year for 1879.]
27 Biliński 1883.
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‘Member of the Academy’28 was indeed ‘sober’: for the first time in the his-
tory of Poland and other western countries a mass class of free wage labour-
ers emerged as a phenomenon. They organised themselves in national and
international associations and aim to fundamentally change the social system.
‘Sober’ science regarded neither this broad social movement nor its socialist
theory as problems worthy of research. ‘Above all’, Biliński naively confided, ‘I
wanted to caution university students loudly against disastrous socialist cur-
rents’. At the university, which should be a source of the light of science and
learning, he called for a murderous crusade against socialists and, at the same
time, as is normal for ‘sober and just science’, he clearly demonstrated that,
while combating socialists and socialism, he had read not a single work by a
distinguished literary representative of socialism of the past or present. In the
sixty pages of his speech, overloaded with erudite quotations and the titles
of scholarly works, there is not a single reference to any work by the social-
ists against whom he polemicised. With the skill of an ignoramus and com-
piler, he drew his wisdom and information about socialism second and even
third hand, from questionable sources such as [Landelin]Winterer, [Heinrich]
Semler, [Émile] Laveley, [Rudolf] Meyer and Bernhard Becker, as befits ‘sober’
science.29 Thus, according to the worthy Member of the Academy, in his bio-
graphy of [Gracchus] Babeuf, [Philippe] Buonarroti30 ‘in 1837 already explicitly
decreed that regicide, assassination and murder were means to achieve com-
munism’.31
At this time, when western economic theory was forced to pay attention

to scientific socialism, its most famous representative [Eugen] Böhm-Bawerk
admited (1884) that Marx is ‘the greatest theoretician of socialism, indisput-
ably original andconsistent’ anddevoteda long chapter to thepresentationand
critique of Marx’s scientific theory.32 In the same way, a number of other well-
known economists in the bourgeois camp regarded Marx as ‘the most signific-
ant event in contemporary socialist literature’.33 Yet the honourable Professor

28 [I.e. the Polska Akademia Umiejętności (Polish Academy of Arts and Sciences) based in
Kraków.]

29 [The references are presumably to Winterer 1891; Semler 1880; Laveley 1881; Meyer 1873;
and Becker 1875.]

30 [Buonarroti 1836.]
31 Biliński 1883, p. 18.
32 [Böhm-Bawerk,whose seminarsGrossmanhad attended inVienna,was not quite as effus-

ive about Marx as Grossman’s (mis)quotation suggests:
‘… Karl Marx is pre-eminently a theorist, and indeed, after Rodbertus, the most distin-

guished theorist of socialism. Although his doctrine coincides in many respects with the
pioneering research of Rodbertus, he displayed undeniable originality and a high degree
of keen logic in developing his doctrine …’ (Böhm-Bawerk 1959a, p. 248).]

33 Knies 1883, p. 301. Thirty years later, evenAleksander Świętochowski, although his critique
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and Member of the Academy, the pride of our economic science, had nothing
more to say about Marx to young people than that ‘murder, robbery and arson
with the ultimate aim of confiscating all property and transferring it to the cos-
mopolitanworkers republicwas alreadyMarx’s programme in 1850’. He blamed
Marx for the ‘terrible growth of socialism in France’, as well as the ‘black gang’,
which ‘desecrates churches, tears down crosses and steals gold and silver from
churches’, prowling there at the time; finally recalling that ‘assassinations using
dynamite were probably [!] decided on at a congress in Roanne’. Admittedly, he
said, there is doubt about the link between assassination attempts and social-
ism. ‘These facts, however, are incontestable for anyone familiarwith the social-
ists’ programme since 1848 and especially the international programme since
1863’. Matters were similar in Germany and Hungary. In Germany there were
calls for violent explosions with the aim of destroying ‘everything that stands
in the way of socialism’. ‘Let all the castles, buildings andmonuments perish in
flames … let fire be our watchword.’ He diligently repeated the police press in
saying that ‘the antisemitic unrest in Hungary is the result of the careful plan-
ning of the socialists who burn down Jewish factories under the cover of anti-
semitism. They want, by thismeans, to deprive the workers of bread in order to
win them over to their cause.’ He accused socialists of ‘drugging the owners of
factories and stealing their money’ because they needed funds for agitational
purposes. Finally, he asked ‘how is it possible to ward off the spectre of social-
ism which is a danger to the whole civilised world?’ As a cure for socialism he
recommended, depending on the circumstances of particular countries, nor-
mal criminal laws or special, more severe laws. We have seen Father Pawlicki’s
argument that ‘to effectively combat a theory one needs to confront it with a
better one’. It could be assumed that this was especially the duty of a professor
who addressed university students with words of science and explanation. Bil-
iński understood sciencedifferently; he regarded idealistic fantasies of this type
as unnecessary: he referred not to theory but to prisons and gallows! He looked
approvingly in the direction of Russia, where the government ‘responds with a
state of siege and the gallows’. Similarly in France and Germany, ‘where social-
ism is almost in power, normal laws are considered inadequate’. He listed the
provisions of special criminal laws: in France in 1872 and inGermany in 1878. In
other countries no special laws exist, since in Austria, for example, ‘our penal
system is severe enough … even without special laws’.34

of Marxismwas not profound, admitted ‘it would be impudent and ineffective to diminish
the significance and power of this mighty current, which emerges fromMarx’s theory. His
Capitalwas a monumental work.’ (Świętochowski 1910, p. 220).

34 Biliński 1883, pp. 28, 34, 35, 37, 39, 41–42.
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The above examples fromBiliński’s work illustrate the nature of official, eco-
nomic science at universities in Poland and its relationship with socialism, in
theory and practice, at the end of the 1880s and start of the 1890s. It appeared
that economics in our country in the late nineteenth century was still literally
at the level of Germany at the beginning of the eighteenth century, as indicated
by what the early German cameralists called it: ‘eine Polizeywissenschaft’.35
How did this science and its relationship to socialism develop over the next

forty years?
I will devote a separate study to the characteristics of this development. It

is, however, very significant that when the police, in their blind crudeness, now
confiscate such a monumental work as Marx’s Communist Manifesto, the rep-
resentatives of science and the press are silent.

∵
The letters to Dr [Ludwig] Kugelmann are related toMarx’s Critique of theDraft
Programof the SocialDemocratic Party, dated 5May 1875 andwritten during the
same period, that is, before the unity Congress of 22 to 27 May 1875, in Gotha.
They concerned the draft programme, drawn up in the middle of February of
that year, as a compromise by delegates from the two factions of the German
workers movement, the so-called Lassallians and Eisenachers.36
The so-called Eisenach Programme of August 1869, of the recently estab-

lished German Social Democratic Workers Party to which [Wilhelm] Lieb-
knecht and [August] Bebel belonged, was not strictly socialist but a mixture
of Marxist, Lassallian and bourgeois democratic demands and positions.
In addition to Marx’s demands for ‘the abolition of class rule’ and ‘abolition

of the current mode of production (the wages system)’ and, furthermore, the
[assertion that] class struggle for liberation on an international scale is neces-
sary, it contained Lassallian demands, ‘workers to receive the undiminished
proceeds of labour’ and ‘state loans for free producers’ cooperatives’ and finally,
the legacy of bourgeois democratic ideology, phrases about a ‘free people’s
state’, ‘free administration of justice’ etc.37

35 [Cameralism, Kameralwissenschaft, was the eighteenth-century German university dis-
cipline of public policy within which ‘eine Polizeywissenschaft’, literally ‘a police science’,
dealt with economic policy.]

36 [The Lassallians were the members of the German General Workers Association, which
Ferdinand Lassalle had founded in 1863, a year before his death.]

37 [Social DemocraticWorkers Party 1869.]
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The draft repeated these positions and demands, embellishing them with
other Lassallian phrases about the iron law of wages and the political formula
that in relation to the working class all the other social classes form ‘one reac-
tionary mass’.38
Marx’s criticised these views and was intended for a small group of influ-

ential people. It was written with absolute sincerity in an attempt to expose
the truth, without taking extraneous personal or tactical considerations into
account.
Marx criticised the Gotha Program ruthlessly, arguing that it was regress-

ive compared with the level of theoretical development previously achieved.
The settlement of the fundamental disputes dividing the two factions in the
workers movement through a compromise and the unification of the prolet-
arian movement on that basis would be a short-term success that demoralised
the Party, achieved at too high a cost. Two years later, in a letter to Engels of
23 July 1877, Marx wrote ‘that fusion has degraded the Party, both in theory and
in practice’.39 That was obvious. Historically conditioned contradictionswithin
theworking class cannot be overcome bymeans of deals and compromises but
must be fought through to the end, as long as they are not removed by the very
dialectic of the real historical process.
Marx’s criticism undoubtedly influenced the ideas of other prominent con-

temporary activists about socialism, as we see in Liebknecht’s pamphlet on the
agrarian question, where he interpreted particular points of the Eisenach pro-
gramme entirely in the spirit of Marx’s criticism.40 His criticism, however, had
almost no influence on the character of the Party’s decisions in general, as was
apparentwhen the original draft, in the letter published here, is comparedwith
the final version, as amendedat theunityCongress inGotha. Inpart, thiswas an
expression of the immaturity of the contemporary workers movement in Ger-
many, which was still entirely incapable of raising itself to the level of Marx’s
theory, as recently expressed in Capital (1867) and refined in practice by the
titanic struggles of the first ‘International’ (1864–2). It was also a consequence
of the systematic persecution that started after 1874 and the impending Excep-
tional Law.41 That early period of repression by the Prussian prosecutor and
the police, the so-called ‘Tessendorf era’,42 forced the workers movement to

38 [Marx 1989, pp. 88, 91.]
39 [Marx 1991, p. 246.]
40 [Liebknecht 1876, pp. 181–2.]
41 [Marx 1976b. From 1878 until 1890, the ‘Exceptional Law’, also known as the ‘Socialist Law’

or ‘Anti-socialist Law’, banned socialist organisations in Germany.]
42 [HermannErnst ChristianTessendorf was aGerman public prosecutor and eventually the

chief public prosecutor.]
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concentrate all its efforts on the practical struggle against repression and on
keeping its repressed organisation alive. What the internal development of
the workers movement did not achieve, brutal outside pressure brought about
in the form of the organisational need to merge the two factions of the work-
ers movement despite their programmatic differences, whose significance was
marginalised for the time being by circumstances, and despite the increasingly
widespread conviction in the Party that the newly formulated Gotha Program
was inadequate. In this context, Marx’s ‘Gotha letter’ fell into oblivion.
Only after the Exceptional Law ended and the creation of a newparty organ-

isation at the Halle Congress (1890) could the workers movement in Germany
begin to think about formulating a new programme, which would express the
theoretical views prevalent in the Party.
The forgotten ‘Gotha letter’ was brought to light between theHalle Congress

and the Erfurt Congress [1891], during discussions about the new programme
with the aim of deepening them. But this was not done by those to whom the
letter was addressed but by Friedrich Engels who drew it from Marx’s literary
estate and published it in Neue Zeit.43
I am publishing this letter in Polish now because its extraordinary content

and skilful critical analysis make it an important milestone in the develop-
mentof the theoryof scientific socialism.When theworkersmovement is going
through a critically significant period, it can deepen understanding of crucial
problems of the proletarian class struggle, which were so glaringly apparent in
the tactics of 4 August 1914 and whose origins go back to the end of previous
century.44
The critique of the Gotha Program is unknown not only here but also more

widely. It is no mere coincidence that after its publication by Engels in 1891, to
the horror of certain circles in the German Party, this exceptionally important
historical document was not republished for a period of thirty years, prevent-
ing themasses from reading it. Meanwhile, the Party’s publishing houses spent
tens of thousands on worthless local screeds of unknown extent!
Everyonewill understand the reasons for this extraordinary course of events

when they read the ‘Gotha letter’, especially part four, on ‘the democratic sec-
tion’ [of the program]. During the period when Marx’s work was condemned
to oblivion and in the confusion brought about by the Party’s Executive, a ‘new
spirit’ arose and, influenced by Kautsky’s popularisation [of Marxism], over-

43 Marx 1989. [‘Neue Zeit’ means ‘New Times’.]
44 [I.e. the capitulation of socialist organisations inmost countries to the politics of their rul-

ing classes, on the outbreak of WorldWar I, and the revisionist controversy inside German
Social Democracy in 1896–1900.]
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whelmed theGerman Party after 1891. This was the first link in a systematic and
unbroken chain of attempts to adaptMarxism to the opportunistic practices of
everyday life.
Is it any surprise that Marx’s analysis is not only forgotten and concealed by

his own camp but that his opponents all failed to understand it? Indeed, not
only professional persecutors of Marxists, like our own Erazm Majewski, but
even the best ‘experts’ on Marxism among the representatives of official wis-
dom, demonstrate astonishing and disarming ignorance. In 1891, the same year
that the devastating critique of the Gotha Program appeared, Georg Adler, a
professor at the University of Freiburg, wrote: ‘the new Gotha program bears
almost exclusively Marx’s communist imprint and only a few and insignific-
ant concessions have been made to the Lasallians’. ‘In general, the Gotha pro-
gram is imbuedwith the spirit of Marxist theory.’45 Emil Hammacher, author of
another voluminous critique of Marx and aprofessor inBonn, exhibited similar
remarkable ignorance of the ‘Gotha letter’.
Marx distinguished two stages in the distribution of goods in his analysis of

the communist system. At the point of its emergence from capitalist society,
it will bear the birthmarks of the old, maternal society and so, for the present,
distribution would be according the principal of equal right, the principal of
equivalence. But this formal equality, inherited from capitalist society, will in
fact be unequal given that individuals and their needs are unequal. Only in
the more advanced stage of communist society, when labour productivity has
increased dramatically and notions of law and morality taken over from bour-
geois society have disappeared, when people work not only in order to survive
but because they feel a need to work, only then could the distribution of goods
be based on the principle: to each according to their needs. This is Marx’s pos-
ition. What did Hammacher make of this? He explained ‘that what is meant is
the following’:

Originally, the effect of an equal law operates unjustly, because individu-
als are still (!) different … Only once all the dross of the bourgeois state
has fallen away is absolute equality, because it is absolute perfection real-
ised. It apportions needs and capacities equally to all. Not only social but
alsomental inequality between people is, in Marx’s clear (!) formulation,
a ‘bourgeois limitation’.46

45 Adler 1891, pp. 219, 223.
46 Hammacher, 1909, p. 377.
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So, with the short word ‘still’, the learned Professor attempted to ‘explain’
that, according to Marx’s critique of the Gotha Program, individuals ‘still’ un-
equal in capitalist society will in time be liberated from this human, psycholo-
gical inequality andbrought into thedomainof equal abilities. According to the
assurances of the learned Professor, Marx himself supposedly made this ‘clear’.
This is the very same Hammacher who, elsewhere in his book, stated that ‘per-
haps the most beautiful [words] that Marx wrote’ was precisely this passage,
whereMarxmentioned that true freedom and the all-round development of the
individualwill only be possible under the systemof the future, when themater-
ial existence of every individual is assured and they have enough time at their
disposal.47 But a certain kind of ‘knowledge’, which long ago ceased to strive to
obtain the truth and to explain phenomena, is only apologetics for the existing
formof ownership. ‘Donot understand’ is itsmotto but, asDuPont deNemours
wrote to Jean-Baptiste Say over a hundred years ago, accusing him of obfusca-
tion: ‘Dupez votre peuple, afin de lui prendre plus aisement son argent!’48

47 Hammacher 1909, p. 385. [The italicised words are fromMarx 1989, p. 87: the passage that
Hammacher quotes is fromMarx 1981b, pp. 958–9.]

48 [‘Fool your people in order to take their money more easily’, Nemours 1833, p. 34.]
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chapter 16

Adler, Victor*
Translated fromGerman by KenTodd

Born 24 June 1852 in Prague, completed medical studies in Vienna. Origin-
ally German nationalist in political orientation, he began to draw closer to
the workers movement in 1881. From 1886 his life story cannot be separated
from the history of Austrian Social Democracy. Adler exerted himself to unite
the workers movement, which was suffering from fierce struggles and internal
divisions, founded the weekly publication Gleichheit, later called the Wiener
Arbeiter-Zeitung1 (from 1895, a daily). At the Party Congress in Hainfeld (1889),
he succeeded in uniting the Party and giving it a programme and solid organ-
isation.The nationalities programmeadopted in Brno (1899), however, brought
the national struggles raging in the bourgeois camp into the workers move-
ment. Nor did the conquest of universal [male] suffrage (1907) succeed, as
Bismarck’s electoral law in Germany had, in creating unity or preventing the
ultimate break up of Austria. As the creator of the tactics of Austrian Social
Democracy and also at the Congresses of the Second International, Adler was
less concerned with clarifying contradictions than he was with conciliating
them through compromises, in reality, that is, with obscuring them. After the
outbreakof theWorldWar, he espoused the theory that itwas theduty of social-
ists in all countries – in order to prevent the defeat of their own country –
to fight on the side of their governments, with ‘the will to victory’ in defence
of the fatherland, and to stay the course. After the breakup of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire he became Foreign Affairs Minister of German-Austria. He
died in Vienna on 11 November 1918.

Writings

See Victor Adler’s collected works, 1922–29, Aufsätze, Reden und Briefe, 11 volumes,
Wien: Verlag derWiener Volksbuchhandlung.

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1931a.]
1 [‘Gleichheit’ means ‘Equality’. ‘Wiener Arbeiter-Zeitung’ means ‘VienneseWorkers’ Newspaper’.]
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chapter 17

Anarchism*

Translated fromGerman by Joseph Fracchia

1 The Essence of Anarchism and Its Currents

Anarchism (theword ‘an-archie’, without domination, first used in the year 1840
by [Pierre-Joseph] Proudhon) is both a theory and also a movement. In theory,
anarchism strives for the abolition of contemporary social ills that, from the
anarchist viewpoint, consist of all round (political, economic, legal, religious
etc.) dependence and coercion – in absolutist or democratic form – exercised
on people. It studies the circumstances under which human groups can pos-
sibly live together without any authoritarian coercion, thus with the greatest
freedom of all individuals. Anarchism draws the most extreme conclusions
from the individualist perspective of bourgeois – political and economic – lib-
eralismon innate human rights: the theory that regards the full development of
the individuals’ powers as the highest goal of society, which can only be realised
through complete freedomof individuals fromany external social interference.
This notion found its most acute expression in the Physiocratic formula: ‘Lais-
sez faire, laissez aller, le monde va de lui-même’.1
Bourgeois liberalism – the Manchester doctrine2 – is in theory anti-statist

but on the contrary, because of the class contradictions and conflicts that arise
from private ownership, in practice needs the state to protect property from
the propertyless. It does not draw the ultimate conclusions from its own the-
ory, namely the abolition of the state, but rather concedes its influence, even
if the least possible, on economic life. Anarchism, on the contrary, demands
the complete abolition of the state and, what is more, the elimination of all
coercion in every sphere of social life. In this respect, anarchism is in funda-

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1931b. Grossman included some passages fromGrünberg
1911a.]

1 [‘Laissez faire, laissez aller, le monde va de lui-même’ means ‘leave it to itself, let it go, the
world goes on by itself ’, a free trade injunction against government intervention. The similar
slogan, ‘Laissez faire et laissez passer, lemonde va de luimême’, ‘leave it to itself and let it pass,
the world goes on by itself ’ has been attributed to Vincent de Gournay, a French Physiocrat.]

2 [There was a reference here to a non-existent entry in in Elster’s Dictionary on ‘Manchester-
lehre’ (‘Manchester theory’). The issue of Adam Smith’s and more broadly classical political
economy’s attitude to the state was, however, discussed in Elster 1933, p. 216.]
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mental and unbridgeable contradictionwith socialism,which does not have an
atomistic conception of individuals but an organic conception of classes as its
starting point and accepts firm obligations on individuals and also the limita-
tion of their sphere of freedom aswell. Anarchism’s anti-statist attitude results,
further, in its anti-parliamentarism. Anarchism combats all state apparatuses
and all coercion, even if they have a democratic form, because here a minority
also remains dependent on the decisions of a majority.
In the realisation of its goal, anarchism renounces all legal coercion. It does

not seek a situation of disorder. It wants to maintain organisation in human
society and only to change the kind of organisation: it wants to replace today’s
coerced organisation with purely contractual organisation. All the require-
ments of social life: production, commerce and consumption, buying and
selling, tenancy and rent, marriage and family should be fulfilled through vol-
untary and cancellable contracts of affectedmembers or uncoerced, associated
groups and not by legal means. For every law implies rights and duties and
consequently an authoritarian organisation to control the fulfilment of these
duties and to guarantee the exercise of these rights. The current order can-
not, therefore, be combatted by means of laws, because that would only mean
affirming the current condition of all round dependence. The view that the
anarchists want to attain their goals through violence is, in this general con-
ception, erroneous.
The core of anarchism is the theory of the state common to all its currents,

while two currents can be distinguished in the sphere of economics. The most
consistent current is the individualist anarchists ([Max] Stirner, Proudhon)
who – in contrast to socialists – are determined supporters of private property.
This perspective is grounded in the essence of anarchism. A theory that wants
to confer on individual people spheres of freedom to the greatest extent must
give them the possibility of exerting this freedom by means of private prop-
erty. Private property only needs to be liberated from certain injustices which
now afflict it. But then it will constitute the basis of the order of economic
rights to a still greater degree than under the capitalist social order. Communist
anarchism ([Mikhail] Bakunin, [Pyotr] Kropotkin), which demands a certain
community of goods, wanting to abolish not only the state but also private
property, is less consistent. As, however, majority rule is a practical necessity
in large, centralised societies while anarchism rejects any kind of dependence
of the minority on the majority, communist anarchism is opposed to all forms
of centralisation and is for the greatest decentralisation of economic life, into
small autonomous groups based on the voluntary decisions of the participants.
In understanding anarchism, it is useful to distinguish its essence sharply

from different, only apparently related tendencies. Earlier and recent philo-
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sophies of rights and the state are often, erroneously counted as anarchist;
these exhibit a certain relation to anarchist ideas, to the extent that they too
proceed on an individualist basis. For example, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, who
in his Contrat social was a champion of political liberalism but never advoc-
ated anarchism.3 Hewanted rights to issue fromeveryone’s individual wills, the
volonté générale,4 and then for the order of rights that emerged in this way to
be binding on all members of the national community. In individual matters,
for example of child rearing and religion, Rousseau actually conceded the state
a very extensive coercive power.
Just as little can Wilhelm von Humboldt, Herbert Spencer, and Friedrich

Nietzsche be counted as anarchists. They all did combat the state inmany areas
of its activity, from the viewpoint of their liberal individualism, without negat-
ing the right of coercion as such. They just demanded very narrow limits on that
right.
Still less can a religious or Christian anarchism be spoken of. It was pre-

cisely against religion that the anarchists developed their greatest activity.
For, according to the anarchist conception, religion demands the strongest
moral subordination of people to dogmas, resignation to divine will. Further,
all authority has faith as its precondition and resignation creates the most
favourable atmosphere for tyranny. Anarchism’s opposition to all authority and
dependence also includes the struggle against dependence on dogmas and
church organisations. The doctrine of Lev Nikolayevich Tolstoy (1828–1910) is,
indeed, called ‘Christian anarchism’. It has, however, nothing to do with the
Christian religion and is much more a theory of love that refuses all authority:
law, state, property and church dogma.

2 Early Individualist Anarchism: Godwin, Stirner, Proudhon

As individual flashes of ideas, anarchist thoughts are, like those of ethical
socialism, as old as the philosophy of rights itself and are consequences of
particular principles of natural law: consideration of whether and how the
coercive power of law, that is law itself, is justified. In this sense one can speak
of anarchist ideas in antiquity (in the doctrines of Zeno and Carpocrates) and
in the Middle Ages (the doctrines of Christian sects and heretics as protests
against the accumulation of church injunctions and decrees, against making
Christianity mechanical, through the church’s apparatus of domination) and

3 [Rousseau 1923.]
4 [‘Volontê gênêrale’ means ‘general will’.]
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one can glimpse precursors of anarchism in natural law and individualist cur-
rents of the sixteenth to the eighteenth century. Wherever it was a matter of
overthrowing outmoded authorities, antiquated laws and regulations, atom-
ising old social conditions or dissolving sclerotic ideologies. Especially during
the struggle of the advancingbourgeoisie against feudal domination at the start
of the bourgeois revolution in England (1642–8) and the French Revolution
of 1789, natural law slogans about innate human rights arose. Anarchism was
first presented as a political theorywith immediate application to practical life
byWilliam Godwin, in his Enquiry Concerning Political Justice (1793).5 Starting
from the natural lawperspective that people aremore admirable themore they
can express themselves in their individuality, Godwin drew the ultimate con-
clusions, namely that all governments and laws are evil and the cause of all
vices.Nevertheless, anarchismwill not be a state of disorder but rather a state of
mutual forbearance. For Godwin, the ideal is a state of society without govern-
ment, with neither coercive nor state power, but in which property, liberated
from the defects with which it is afflicted, will be retained in principle. The dif-
ferences between rich and poor, however, will abolished, goods will be equally
distributed amongmembers, and eachwill voluntarily renounce their property
in favour of the pressing need of the other. Property will only be abolished if it
arises from the labour others. Small communities (parishes), that reach agree-
ments with each other about the extradition of criminals, will suffice for the
regulation of property disputes. No written laws will be required for small par-
ishes; justice can be determined case by case.
The idea of denying the need for any order of rights, as embodied in the

historically developed state, first became really significant and widespread
with the development of the capitalist mode of production and the decline
of the smaller producers that accompanied it. They felt oppressed by the
state that imposed taxes on them, did not sufficiently protect their property
against the competition of superior, large industrialists, passed laws strength-
ening loan and finance capital, and delivered the petty bourgeoisie to the
former. They were therefore anti-statist in orientation. Anarchism is thus a
phenomenon accompanying the incipient workersmovement, likewise in eco-
nomically backward states if the working class is still strongly permeated with
petty bourgeois elements, robbed of their earlier economic autonomy. In this
regard, anarchism goes back to Max Stirner (the pseudonym of Johann Kaspar
Schmidt 1806–56) and especially to Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809–65), whose
direct influence on the workers movement, during its youthful phase both in
and outside France, was very significant.

5 See Grünberg 1932a. [Godwin 1842.]
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In his The Ego and His Own, which appeared in 1845, Stirner,6 developing
Ludwig Feuerbach’s theory further, rejected all institutions and ideas – God,
humankind, society, people and state, truth, freedom, humanity, justice – as
unreal, abstract, fictional assumptions, created by human imagination.7 Only
individualswith their needs and theirwills are real. Therefore, only the ‘ego’, the
individual, is to be taken as the starting point and everything that constitutes
a constraint on living absolutely freely is to be combated and eliminated. Reli-
gion, conscience, morality, rights, law, family, state are just yokes and oppress-
ors, imposed on individuals in the name of an abstraction and which individu-
als must combat. There is no other right than actual might. ‘He who has power
has right’.8 … Consequently every state is a despotism, whether of one or of
manydespots. Therefore every state, even ademocratic one, is to be combatted.
Stirner rejected every sort of subsumption of an ‘ego’ by others, out of which
any obligations (that are social or concerning rights) could grow. Entirely con-
sistently, he mocked bourgeois radicalism and liberalism, as well as socialism,
‘free competition’, as well as the ‘the principle of ragamuffin society – parti-
tion’.9 However, it is clear that no ‘ego’ can exist alone. If the collective disinteg-
rates intomere ‘egos’, for each of whomothers only have significance as objects
and who simply use them but is not willing to sacrifice anything for them, will
not then every human connection cease? Stirner denied this. Individuals will
seek one another because and if they need one another. Stirner preached his
‘unions of egoists’,10 i.e. free associations into which each ‘ego’ enters and in
which it remains when and so long as it serves its interests. In short, it is not
the union which possesses and makes use of the ‘individual’, as is the case for
the state and society, but rather the ‘individual’ possesses andmakes use of the
union. The absolute exercise of self will and self interest replaces attachment.
Stirner is the first theoretician of absolute egoism. If rich and poor exist then
it is only because the poor patiently bear their oppressed condition. In order
to change it, they only need to rebel against the rich; as soon as they seriously
want to, they will be stronger and the domination of wealth will come to an
end. Salvation lies in struggle, not in fruitless appeals to themagnanimity of the
oppressors. ‘Take hold, and takewhat you require’.11 In fact, however, Stirner did
not demand the abolition of private property. Hewas only against state or com-

6 See Grünberg 1933a.
7 [Stirner 1907.]
8 [Stirner 1907, p. 132.]
9 [Stirner 1907, p. 350. Stirner emphasised ‘partition’.]
10 [Stirner 1907, p. 234.]
11 [Stirner 1907, p. 18.]
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munal property, against legally guaranteed property in any form whatsoever;
but for the ego, he demanded ownership of ‘everything’ which the ‘ego’ requires
and can obtain. ‘[T]he egoist behaves as proprietor’.12 Stirner’s ‘union of egoists’
is therefore nothing but an association of real petty bourgeois proprietors.
Proudhon13 was above all a moralist and his theory can only be understood

from theperspective of ethics; for Proudhonmorality dominates all other prob-
lems. The social question, according to Proudhon, is a question of justice. The
existing capitalist order is unethical and, therefore, also unfree and leads to
the poverty for the majority of society. Consequently, it should be replaced
by another social order in which justice prevails. Poverty is the result of the
immoralmechanismof exchange that currently exists and inwhich individuals
receive less value for the products of their labour than they have an economic
right to. The value of a product is nothing other than the amount of labour time
required for its production. If exchange relations among people were regulated
by justice then everyone would give and receive equal values in exchange. At
present, however, exchange is unjust, because the value of products does not
express the labour expended in making them. Under just exchange, there will
be no income without labour. It actually exists because of the institution of
private property. For it alone enables the owners of capital and land to take
advantage of circulation, because commodities, in exchange, are sold at prices
above their values. Property thus enables owners to tax the proceeds of social
production, i.e. to seize a part of the proceeds for themselves, without payment
of a counter value. As the propertyless are not free, because they cannot pro-
duce without means of production, they have to accept these deductions. A
lack of balance in social distribution results. On the one hand, there are those
who do not work, the ruling bourgeois class, whose income flows to it solely
from property: the new industrial feudalism that lives on interest from its cap-
ital, rents and sharecropping leases on landholdings, on rents from houses,
share dividends, profits fromentrepreneurial activities, stipends, sinecures and
pensions etc. It lives, in short, from the labour of others. In this sense, accord-
ing to Proudhon, property = theft (La propriété c’est le vol). On the other hand,
there is an entire class of people who possess no property other than their
labour, are disadvantaged in exchange and suffer deprivation. The cause of
the deprivation and dependence of the great majority of people accordingly
lies not in the sphere of the production of goods but in the sphere of circu-
lation. The state is only necessary in such a society, built on unjust exchange
and deprivation, only as long, namely, as economic justice and the maxims of

12 [Stirner 1907, p. 342.]
13 See Grünberg 1932c.
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reciprocity (mutualisme) do not hold sway. The sole function of government
actually consists in suppressing revolts by the oppressed majority against eco-
nomic inequities. It follows from this analysis that only the fixation, the con-
stitution of value based on labour, through an economic organisation which
abolishes existing competition and monopoly, can create the guarantee that
the law of value, according to which all receive the full value of the products
of their labour, i.e. value in proportion to labour performed, will be realised.
In this way, the disturbed balance of distribution and social harmony will be
restored, and a new society can arise on the ruins of the dominant economic
anarchy. In such a society, based on economic justice in exchange, the state
loses all justification.
Proudhon now wanted to investigate the conditions under which his pos-

tulate of proportional or constituted commodity value can be realised. The
improvement of the situationof theoppressed classes cannot be expected from
direction by the state, from reformismof any kind. The state is by nature always
conservative. Situated between hostile parties – a majority deprived of rights,
on one side, and a powerful privileged minority, in whose hands all social all
are concentrated, on the other – it, even in form of a democratic majority,
always acts as the servant and defender of the propertied. To the rule of legal
despotism, Proudhoncounterposed the rule of the contract of exchange (le con-
trat d’échange); not the contract in Rousseau’s sense, which is an ideological
construct that only masks the tyranny of the majority with the fiction of the
volonté générale, but a system of voluntary, real, direct contracts among the
participants, without any representation. Proudhon rejected all coercion of the
individual by an authority. Only a general contract, under which all commit to
pay only the just price i.e. the cost valuewithout any additions, profits etc., in all
sales and purchases, will put an end to all theworking class’s disadvantages. For
social inequality only arises because commodities are sold at prices above their
values. The contractual industrial organisation, encompassing all spheres of the
economy, will replace the authority of government – and all coercive domina-
tion in general: ‘the producer dealswith the consumer,memberwith his [work-
ers’] association, the peasant his community; the community with the district;
the district with the department’.14 In this way economic rights, economic
justice will be restored, interest on capital abolished, on the basis of the recip-
rocal services, and equilibrium in distribution realised. Worker will receive
the full value of their products. In exchange, all receive only their cost values,

14 [Proudhon 1851, p. 310. Editor’s interpolation. The published English translation is unsat-
isfactory.]
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i.e. values proportional to their contribution, so that every parasitical interme-
diation, which requires excessive compensation, disappears. The free contract
thus simultaneously becomes a just contract, which encompasses the entire
structure of society. Large landholdingswill be divided andmobilised. For, with
the application of the principles of contractual justice, every payment of a
sharecropper’s rent creates a right of participation in ownership and in a relat-
ively short time large landholderswill disappear,while small sharecropperswill
become direct proprietors. Proudhon regarded this system, corresponding to
the ‘property instincts’ of peasants, as better than the nationalisation projects
of socialists. Small peasants remain on their plots of land, free and independ-
ent.
In the industrial sphere, Proudhon’s suggested solution was of a different

kind, for here the producer, unlike the peasant, cannot remain free and inde-
pendent. The necessity of using a combination of numerous workers with
different specialisations is inherent in the nature of every industrial under-
taking. For that reason, ‘workers associations’ are the necessary cells of indus-
trial organisation. Through them, by virtue of contractual justice, workers
also become their own capitalists and the entrepreneurs disappear. Far from
being an opponent of private property, Proudhon saw the natural right to the
products of their own labour as the expression of individuals’ personalities.
Proudhon therefore did not want to abolish it but to make it, purified of cur-
rent abuses, accessible to all and to generalise it, i.e. to tear it from the hands
of the small number of current owners – the state that accumulates it in its
domains, the church that immobilises it in its dead hand, the bankocracy that
increasingly concentrates it – in order to raise all to the status of property own-
ers. In so doing, property must, in view of its social effects, not be a means of
subjugation but rather become a means of furthering personal freedom. Just
as little will competition be abolished. It is a vital force that enlivens society.
Here too only its abuses are to be abolished and competition is to be perfec-
ted, by means of the higher principle of reciprocity (le principe mutuelliste).
Freedomwill be preserved through the preservation of individual property and
competition, thus modified. In this way property, in the system of newly cre-
ated guarantees of just contracts and reciprocity, will have equitable effects: a
harmonising principle will emerge from a formation that had previously been
antisocial. If the abolition of property, which socialists desire, means the gen-
eralisation of wage labour, generalising property means the abolition of wage
labour, that is, of both capital and the proletariat.
According to Proudhon’s conceptionmentioned above, the view that expro-

priation is the cure for the social problem is an anachronism, as property only
acquires its meaning from and through circulation and also because expropri-
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ation would allow the functions of the state to grow and restrict individual
freedom. A decisive transformation and improvement of social organisation
is to be attained above all through the reform of the mechanism of circulation
and, indeed, by means of interest free credit (le crédit gratuit). The principal
evil lies in transaction fees, in duties on circulation, levied on goods by trade
and all who participate in exchange without working themselves. So precisely
these transaction fees are to be abolished, through reform.This canbe achieved
through the institution of interest free credit, which has the further advant-
age of not curtailing individuals’ freedom and activity and, indeed, because
exchange among the producers takes place directly, i.e. excluding intermediar-
ies. In direct exchange all the charges levied by intermediaries – in the form of
interest exacted by money lenders, yields by owners of state bonds, dividends
by shareholders, rents by landlords – automatically disappear. The exclusion of
mediation will be identical to the end of interest on loans and thus to credit
without charge, with universal access to capital. Cheaper production of all
commodities, houses etc. will be the consequence. All monopolies, all special
rights will disappear; general economic equality will ensue. Proudhon’s sugges-
tions for bringing about free credit culminated in the establishment of a ‘Bank
of Exchange or People’s Bank’ (Banque de échange, Banque du peuple) foun-
ded on direct exchange among producers, excluding of all kind of mediation so
that producers’ obligations to pay tribute to intermediaries will be eliminated.
Instead of money, producers whowant to sell their commodities will receive

vouchers, issued by the bank, from purchasers. The vouchers will not be con-
vertible into cash but will rather represent orders for the bank to pay mem-
bers [of the bank] in return for benefits in goods and services, up to a definite
amount. These orders could be realised at any time, as vouchers in the hands
of buyers represent only goods they previously delivered.
Joining the People’s Bank should be open to all producers and entitle them

to the right to exchange their products against vouchers – however, only on
the condition that the prices set excluded profit and are simply determined
by the amount of the labour time applied and expenditures. In essence, the
bons de circulation,15 which bring about the elimination money, constitute
bank notes that cannot be exchanged for cash at a mandatory rate; the legal
mandatory exchange rate seems to be replaced by a contractual obligation on
participants to accept the vouchers. In contrast, conversion into commodit-
ies or services is always assured. On the other hand, although it carries on its
operations without remuneration or capital, the bank will not be endangered

15 [‘Bons de circulation’ means ‘circulation vouchers’.]
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if its members respect their obligation to reciprocally accept payment in its
vouchers. Proudhon hoped that the People’s Bank will finally unite all produ-
cers and consumers – economic freedom and equality of all will be achieved
and the exploitation of people by people will be ended. Once humans live
together according natural law, there will no longer be a need for government
in whatever form. For it has always had and still only has the purpose of main-
taining the privileges of the propertied against the propertyless classes. With
these privileges, the justification for the existence of political constitutions
themselves will therefore disappear. Into their place will step the organisation
of economic powers through free contracts between individuals and groups,
who identify and administer their own affairs. Therefore: ‘No parties! No more
authority! Absolute freedom of people and citizens!’ ‘Whoever lays a hand on
me to ruleme is a usurper and tyrant; I declare himmy enemy!’16 Even if Proud-
hon remained true to his anarchist ideals – that in their still embryonic devel-
opment in his text on property already received great applause on German soil
and whose influence was visible in several writings by Moses Hess (1812–1875)
and Karl Grün (1813–1887) – in time, he modified many points in the works
of his second creative period.17 His dream of a world in which integral justice
and unlimited freedom will be achieved spontaneously, without external coer-
cion simply through the progress of science and economic rights, gave way to
the conviction that justice and freedom cannot exist side by side, without lim-
iting each other, that governmental coercion can, indeed, be limited but not
completely eliminated. The realisation of the new society seemed to him less
imminent and more difficult to achieve. It is merely an ideal, which humanity
progressively approaches, without ever reaching. This conception necessarily
gave rise to the search formeans tomake waiting during the transitional period
more bearable. Instead of unconditional freedom and the absolute negation
of all authority, the federative system, ‘federalism’, emerged as a transitional
state between the old world of authority and the free society of the future and,
at the same time, as a compromise between the two principles. Through the
decentralisation of the state – understood by Proudhon as the organisation of
society into small political groups, united by a federal contract that establishes
a central power, to which falls ‘the simple role of the general initiative, mutual
guarantee and oversight, whose decrees are only executed with the agreement
of all the federated governments’18 – a number of state functionswill be passed

16 [Proudhon 1851b, pp. 34, 31.]
17 Proudhon 1851a; Proudhon 1861; above all, Proudhon 1921; finally, his posthumous work

Proudhon 1865.
18 [Proudhon 1921, p. 122.]
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to subordinate units and the freedom of individuals will grow. In the course of
history, the significance of authority will become steadily smaller and that of
freedom progressively greater.
Proudhon was the typical representative of the petty bourgeois conception

of property, of small-scale industry and small landholding. His ideal was the
initial phase of a development which in the later period of urban-industrial
expansion and its consequences, the large city, large-scale industry and the
large state, has long since been superceded.

3 More Recent Anarcho-communism and Its Tactics; The
‘Propaganda of the Deed’: Bakunin, Kropotkin,WilliamMorris

The origins of revolutionary anarcho-communism stretch back – if one ex-
cludes the ephemeral groups that gathered in 1841 around the periodical
L’Humanitaire,19 under the intellectual leadership of Jean Joseph May – to the
period of disappointment, social bitterness and hopelessness that followed
the proletariat’s defeat in the June Days of 1848. A pale, impotent socialism
vegetated in emigration and the working class milieu in France became the
playground of ultra-moderate elements, which hoped to entirely win over the
Empire. JosephDéjacque (born around 1821, died 1864 or 1867 in Paris) and Ern-
est Coeurderoy (born 1825, died 1862 in the environs of Geneva) were among
the first representatives of this anarchist current. Their ideas and writings had
already slipped into complete oblivion well before the anarchist movement’s
upswing during the 1860s. The seeds of the ideas which were later developed
further by Bakunin and others can be found in their writings.
Michael Bakunin (1814–76) characterised his theory of rights, the state and

property as anarchism.20

In a word, we reject all legislation, all authority, and all privileged, li-
censed, official, and legal influence, even though arising from universal
suffrage, convinced that it can turn only to the advantage of a dominant
minority of exploiters against the interests of the immense majority in
subjection to them.
This is the sense it which we are all anarchists.21

19 [‘L’Humanitaire’ means ‘The Humanitarian’.]
20 Grünberg 1931a.
21 [Bakunin 1971c, p. 231.]
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No legislation has ever had any purpose other than to secure the exploit-
ation of working people by ruling classes. The established law is tied to the
state, which regulates the life of the people from top to bottom through legisla-
tion. ‘Every government is necessarily based on exploitation on the one hand,
and on the other hand has exploitation for its goal and bestows upon exploita-
tion protection and legality.’22 Private property is at once the consequence and
the foundation of the state. Political equality, in so far as it is does not have
social and economic equality as its basis, is a fiction. Themain reason for this is
the ignorance of the masses, which arises from their unfavourable situation.
It follows that the educated minority will always rule over the uneducated
masses. The state bestows on the privileged representatives of mental labour
all wealth, all culture, the pleasantries of family life, the exclusive enjoyment
of political freedom, as also the possibility of exploiting millions of workers
and ruling them in their own interests. This is not because they have greater
understanding but because they were born into the privileged class. The mil-
lions of proletarians, the representatives of manual labour, live in misery and
ignorance. The point is to find a method of making it impossible for anyone
to exploit the labour of others and to allow everyone to share in the social
stock of goods, produced by labour, in so far as they have contributed directly
to the production of this stock, through their labour. The method is to per-
mit private property only in means of consumption, during the next stage in
humanity’s development. In contrast, means of production, i.e. ‘land, instru-
ments of labour, like all other capital, on becoming the collective property of
the entire society, may be used only by the workers, that is, by agricultural and
industrial associations’.23 In this manner all workers will be assured of the fruit
of their labour. ‘I am not a communist,’ wrote Bakunin, ‘rather a collectivist’.24
The collectivism of the future society, wrote Bakunin contradicting Marxism,
does not in any way require the erection of any kind of central power. The state
is, indeed, an historically necessary evil; it is, however, a transitory form of soci-
ety. Bakunin struggled not only against the state but also against the principle
of authority itself; for the state, like religion, is built on the idea of authority.The
established law of the jurists will also fall along with the state and be replaced
with free contracts. ‘I want society and collective or social property to be organ-
ised from the bottom to the top, through the vote of the free association, not

22 [Quoted from a rather free translation in Eltzbacher 1908, p. 128, cf. the original French,
Bakounine 1895, p. 324.]

23 [Marx 1986b, p. 208, includes the programme written by Bakunin from which the quota-
tion is taken.]

24 [Bakounine 1873, p. 37.]
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from the top to the bottom by means of some authority’.25 Eternal obligations
are not compatible with freedom and justice. ‘The right of free union and of
equally free secession is the first, the most important, of all political rights.’26
Bakunin also extended his demand for absolute freedom and self-determi-

nation to nations and took the principle of self-determination to its most
extreme logical conclusion. Every nation has the right to join together freely
with and likewise to separate itself from other nations. Along with the right
of association, mentioned above, the right of the nation to freely determine
its destiny is among the most important of rights. The ambition of construct-
ing larger state units threatens freedomwhich can only be realised through the
destruction of all large and small political centralisations and through the prin-
ciple of federalism, of the voluntary association of free nations.
If Bakunin’s ideal was anarchy, his method for realising it was putschism.

Bakunin dismissed every political action of the proletariat, whose objective
is not the immediate and definitive economic emancipation of workers, as
‘social liquidation’,27 as a bourgeois movement. The real economic emancip-
ation of workers will result from a social revolution, i.e. forcible overthrow,
whose acceleration and facilitation are the task of thosewho foresee the course
of development. It is necessary to destroy all existing institutions: the state,
the church, the judiciary, banks, the university, administration, the army, the
police. And it is not sufficient to destroy them in one state; they must be anni-
hilated in all countries. For, given the interdependence of all the privileged
interests and all the reactionary powers of Europe, no revolution can count on
success if it does not become international. Even though, according toBakunin,
profound causes are slowly ripening the revolution and it cannot be manu-
factured, he nevertheless rejected the notion of revolutionary spontaneity. It
must always be prepared by a small group of professional revolutionaries, who
form a kind of revolutionary general staff, whose task consists of unleashing
the peasants and workers (‘the sole real power of the century’)28 and their
slumbering revolutionary fervour, through revolutionary deeds. Every insur-
rection, however unsuccessful it may be in the short run, is useful: the people
only learns to develop its powers and energies through struggle. The victori-
ous revolution will arise out of many small, unsuccessful uprisings. For the
people, especially peasants, only understand ideas in concrete form. They can-

25 [Bakounine 1873, p. 28. Grossman’s emphasis.]
26 [Bakunin 1971a, p. 105.]
27 [Bakunin 1971b, p. 168.]
28 [It has not been possible to identify the source of this quotation. Bakunin did refer to the

‘idea of humanity’ as the ‘invisible power of the century’, Bakunin 1953, p. 140.]
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not be revolutionised through scientific principles or dictatorial decrees but
solely through revolutionary deeds, i.e. through the effect of the cessation of
burdensome political and economic pressure on the people, through the ces-
sation of tax paying, the dissolution of courts, the army, police and accordingly
the elimination of debt payments, property titles, court records etc. Only after
the thorough destruction of property and of its unavoidable consequence, the
state, can reorganisation take place. It toomust be accomplished from the bot-
tom to the top, through the free and recallable revolutionary representatives of
individual streets, quarters, communes and provinces.
The ‘anarcho-communist’ current, whose principal theoretician – in so far

as one can speak of theory here – can be regarded as the Russian Prince Pyotr
Kropotkin (1842–1921),29 built on Bakunin. There is in Kropotkin’s critique of
the existing social order, especially the state, law and private property, not a
single thought that could be considered new and signifying a theoretical exten-
sion or deepening of the train of thought which is fundamental to anarchism.
Further development of the theory can only be seen in Kropotkin’s expansion
of the critique of the state to include the state in its democratic, parliament-
ary form. ‘Parliamentarianism inspires only disgust in those who see it close
at hand’. Where the interests of the ruling classes are concerned, the ‘anonym-
ous beast with six hundred heads’ of parliamentarianism is just as unyielding
as any other despot. ‘[I]t has become everywhere an instrument of intrigue, of
personal enrichment.’30 It serves only to provide the possibility for the peaceful
settlement of disagreements within the bourgeois class itself and for the cre-
ation of equilibrium among diverse, antagonistic interest groups. Advantages
for the dominated majority will never be exacted, however, by means of legis-
lation. The name ‘parliament’ originates from ‘speak’, parler; they are tribunes
for talk, which always seek to delay decisions favourable to the people and only
retreat in the face of the resolute will of the masses, in the best of cases, legal-
ising improvements after they have been won on the ‘street’. ‘It took forty years
of agitation, which sometimes carried fire through the countryside, before the
English parliament decided to guarantee to the farmer the benefit of improve-
ments he made on land he held by lease.’ All constitutional ‘freedoms’ – the
freedom of the press, the right of association and assembly, the privacy of cor-
respondence and the inviolability of the home – are likewise so many illusions
and apparent rights, which ‘are only respected if the people do not make use
of them against the privileged classes’.31 But, on the day the people begin to

29 See Grossmann 1932b, ‘Kropotkin, Petr Alekseevich’, below, pp. 407–9.
30 [Kropotkin 1992, pp. 130, 127, 121.]
31 [Kropotkin 1992, pp. 126, 42. Kropotkin emphasised the words after ‘respected’.]
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use these freedoms to undermine the privileges of the ruling class, all of these
celebrated, guaranteed ‘rights’ are thrown overboard.
Kropotkin’s opinions about the ways and means of bringing about the ideal

social order deserve attention. The anticipated transformation of the estab-
lished order will not be achieved peacefully but only through forceful over-
throw. The social revolution will not be an uprising that only lasts a few days,
rather a longer revolutionary period of several years will have to be experi-
enced, until the economic and legal transformation is completed. The social
revolution will indeed begin in a single state but its spread throughout Europe
will be necessary to assure its success. The task of preparing the revolution rests
with professional revolutionaries united in secret societies and revolutionary
organisations. These are indeed still a minority. But, on the eve of the revolu-
tion and through correct revolutionary tactics, they will win over the masses
and become a majority. Before the great revolution in France, the number of
those who thought about abolishing the monarchy and feudalism was small;
this minority began the revolution and in a few years succeeded in carrying
the masses along with it. The means by which the masses can be won for the
cause of revolution are courageous action, insurrectionary deeds. In revolu-
tionary times, declarations of war by the oppressed and their acts of revenge
against contemporary society multiply and make more propaganda than a
thousand pamphlets. Government persecution drives rebels to valour. Oppon-
ents join the uprising; the government becomes disunited; concessions come
too late; the revolution breaks out. Taking the example of the French Revolu-
tion, Kropotkin showed how the rebels of that time accustomed the people to
defy police, troops and cavalry. People were educated by daily life to undertake
active assaults on the ruling class: burning barns in the villages, refusing to pay
rent to the landlords and taxes to the state, breaking into granaries, destroy-
ing the landlords’ harvests, burning account ledgers – and so the revolution
broke out everywhere. The so-called ‘propaganda of the deed’ of more recent
anarchism is thus by no means the perpetration of senseless crimes against
individual representatives of the ruling order for propaganda purposes, as pur-
sued, for the first time in Russia from 1869, by Bakunin’s desciple, [Sergey]
Nechayev, and recommended from 1878 by the German Johann Most (1846–
1906), a former Social Democratic representative in the Reichstag.32 It was
actually much practiced in France, Germany etc. and led, in consequence, to
most severe government repression, which affected the entire working class.
It is rather a revolutionary tactic in an immediately revolutionary situation,

32 [The Reichstag was the lower house of the German imperial parliament.]
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with the purpose of drawing the broadest masses into active daily struggle
against all of the ruling class’s positions of power, in order to destroy class
domination.
WilliamMorris (born 1834 inWalthamstow near London, died 1896 in Ham-

mersmith), who reorganised applied arts in England and strongly influenced
the English public through his novels, is also to be reckoned an anarcho-
communist. Initially a social reformer, then one of the leaders of the socialist
movement in England. After 1885, swayed by Pyotr Kropotkin, he ultimately
modified his socialist views which had been particularly influenced by Charles
Fourier’s ideas and especially the theories of Marx and Engels. He propagated
his new views in the Socialist League that he founded in 1885 and its organ,
The Commonweal: [Revolutionary] Journal of Anarchist Communism.33 From
then on, he no longer regarded the socialist social order as the final goal but
rathermerely as a necessary transitional stage. During that period, in the novel
News from Nowhere, or an Epoch of Rest, which appeared in 1890, and in other
essays Morris looked forward to the abolition of the state, with its legal coer-
cion and centralised government, and its replacement by a federation of free
communities without government and without legalised force.34 Every com-
munity regulates its social affairs on the basis of the voluntary agreement of its
members and, indeed, not through elected representatives but directly through
the ‘meeting of the neighbours’,35 i.e. of those directly concerned. On the other
hand, Morris decisively rejected the tactics of anarchism.
In contrast to ‘communist’ anarchism,more recent ‘individualist’ anarchism

is, in its essentials, founded on the basis created by Stirner. Its most notable
recent representatives are Benjamin R. Tucker (born 1854), the editor of the
periodical Liberty, which was founded in 1881 in Boston and has appeared in
New York as a weekly since 1892, and the Scot John Henry Mackay (born 1864),
the author of The Anarchists: A Cultural Portrait from the End of the Nineteenth
Century,36 which appeared in 1891 and which, not without reason, attracted
significant attention.

33 [Morriswas never an anarchist of any kind.Commonweal didnot proclaim itself ‘ARevolu-
tionary Journal of Anarchist Communism’ until after Morris had lost the editorship and
left the Socialist League after it was dominated by anarchists. See Thompson 1976, p. 588.]

34 Morris 1892; Morris 1893; Morris 1896.
35 [Morris 1892, p. 126.]
36 Mackay 1891.
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4 Anarchism and Revolutionary Syndicalism

Modern revolutionary syndicalism, just like anarchism, had its origins and
expanded in the Romance countries, especially France. Among its theoret-
ical representatives, the French, Georges Sorel (1847–1922),37 [Hubert] Lagar-
delle, [Édouard] Berth and [Victor] Griffuelhes, and the Italian Arturo Labriola
should be mentioned. At several points, it built on anarchist ideas, princip-
ally those of Proudhon; in particular, it is anti-statist and rejects all political-
parliamentary activity. Political reformism is for it a chimera. The goal is not
the conquest of state power, for which the socialists strive, but its destruction.
All parliamentary activity delays the achievement of the final revolutionary
goal and leads to concessions to and compromises with bourgeois parties and
classes, within the framework of the dominant economic order, consequently
to the bourgeoisification of the workers movement and to the corruption of its
representatives. The state is by its nature always the representative of the pos-
sessors and the oppressor of the dispossessed. The expectation that it can con-
tribute to the improvement in theworking class’s situation is therefore utopian.
Revolutionary syndicalism therefore distrusts all legislation and emphasises
that the great upheavals inhistorywerenever aproduct of legislationbut rather
of the spontaneous and direct action of the popular masses. Instead of indir-
ect action by the politicians, it demands direct action by unions in their daily
struggles, independent of all existing political parties. In contrast to political
parties,which, in addition toworkers also encompass neighbouring petty bour-
geois and intellectual elements, the syndicate is limited to workers employed
in factories. To a party – an organ of political society modelled on the state
and constituted as a mechanical and administrative unit only held together
by a common ideology – it counterposes the class – people who exercise the
same function in production and constitute a real unity of those with the same
interests – modelled on the masterless workshop, as a natural formation of
economic society. The spontaneous daily struggles of the working masses will
awaken the spirit of revolutionary struggle, the energy and the revolutionary
initiative of the working class and prepare it for revolutionary actions on a lar-
ger scale. The path on which the great social upheaval can be accomplished
is not fatalistically waiting for the coming upheaval, to which the parliament-
ary activity pursued by social democracy actually leads and through which
the broad masses are degraded into a passive body without its own will, com-
manded by a powerless general staff. It is rather continual combat against the

37 See Grossmann 1933b, ‘Sorel, Georges’, below, pp. 450–454.]
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ruling state power and the entrepreneurs, by the living organismof theworkers,
always ready to go onto the offensive.
Although the syndicalistmovement is attached to certain anarchist ideas, on

the other handmany of its leaders (Berth) decisively deny the anarchist charac-
ter of syndicalism. Actually there are unmistakably large differences between
anarchism and revolutionary syndicalism, in their starting points and goals, as
also in their means. This is why there have also been fierce conflicts between
anarchists and revolutionary syndicalists. While anarchism is atomistic and
starts from the individual as the sole reality, revolutionary syndicalism is a
proletarian, class movement and is attached, in many respects, to the Marx-
ist theory of class struggle, which it regards as themost valuable component of
theMarxist system, even if, as amatter of fact, it severely deforms the pure the-
ory of class struggle. Although every class struggle actually always is and also
must be a struggle for political power, revolutionary syndicalism withdraws
from political struggle and limits class struggle solely to trade union action.
Precisely because of this class character of syndicalism, it encounters power-
ful criticism in anarchist circles. The anarchists, like for example the Italian
[Errico] Malatesta, insist that anarchy cannot identify itself with the workers
movement. This is not the goal but only a means to the realisation of anarch-
ism. ‘The anarchist revolution that we want goes far beyond the interests of
one class: what is proposed is the complete liberation of humanity, which
is currently in a state of servitude, from an economic, political and mental
point of view.’38 The chasm between the means the two movements employ
is just as great as that between their goals. A resolution was adopted at the
international congress in Amsterdam in 1907, which stated that anarchists do
regard the syndicalist movement and the general strike as important means
of struggle but not as a substitute for social revolution. If a political general
strike is proclaimed, they recommended supporting it but thismeans cannever
allow the direct struggle against the military power of the government to be
forgotten. The anarchists are convinced that the destruction of capitalist soci-
ety can only be brought about by armed insurrection and forceful expropri-
ation.

38 [Federazione dei Comunisti Anarchici 2007, p. 54.]
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5 The Anarchist Movement

Anarchism, in contrast to socialism, is not proletarian but rather a general
freedom movement, i.e. a liberal, essentially bourgeois current, even if it does
include certain proletarian elements. It seeks to enlighten individuals, to edu-
cate individual people. Anarchism has no party organised in permanent form,
bound together by party organisation, party congresses, party programmes,
monetary contributions and discipline. That is why anarchism, in its practical
politics, is far from exercising influence comparable with that of socialism. On
the other hand, the view that anarchism is incompatible with organisation is
mistaken. Rather, it was established by a resolution at the international anarch-
ist conference in Amsterdam in 1907 that a free organisation of anarchists,
without, by the way, executive power, is necessary for both peaceful anarchist
propaganda and purposes of struggle in revolutionary periods.
It would go too far to treat the history of the anarchist movement in detail.

Here only a general overview will be provided.
aThe internationalmovement. Proudhon’s ideas had already led to the form-

ation of political groups during the 1840s in France and Germany (Moses Hess,
Karl Grün among others) but these quickly disintegrated after the revolution-
ary period of 1848. In the 1860s too, the anarchist movement was not autonom-
ous but participated in the International Working Men’s Association (IWMA)
founded by Marx in London on 28 September 1864, as the common organisa-
tion of the workers movement in all countries. Because of their support for
decentralisation and anti-political views, members of the International from
Romance countries, influenced by Proudhon, were diametrically opposed to
Marx’s views. So the internal history of the IWMA, during its first phase from
1865 to 1867 is the history of the struggle between these two currents. While
Marx’s followers demanded the collectivisation of the means of production
and regarded the conquest of political power as the sole means to emancip-
ate the working class, the Proudhonists only wanted to take the path of social
reform and to raise the demand of mutualism, for the establishment of volun-
tary exchange and credit cooperatives.
The authentic anarchist movement dates only from Bakunin’s appearance

in the First International. With the entry of various Bakuninist sections of the
Alliance de la démocratie socialiste,39 which he established in Switzerland,
Spain, France, Italy etc., asmembers of the IWMA (the incorporation of theAlli-
ance as a whole was rejected by the General Council of the IWMA, in London),

39 [‘Alliance de la democratie socialiste’ means ‘Alliance for Socialist Democracy’.]
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the influence of the Proudhonist current was set back and that of anarcho-
communism strengthened. As a result, the demand for the socialisation of
land, removed from the agenda at the Lausanne Congress in 1867 because of
the influence of Proudhonist adherents of individual property, was adopted at
the Congress in Brussels in 1868 and upheld the next year, 1869, at the Con-
gress in Basel. On the other hand, as the anarchists, unlike the Marxists who
sought to conquer it, had the destruction of political power as their goal and
rejected the class struggle, the contradictions between the two currents at Con-
gress in the Hague in 1872 led to the expulsion of Bakunin’s followers from
the International. After the emigration of the General Council of the IWMA
to New York, the anarchist wing, which had previously organised itself as the
‘Jura Federation’, presented itself as the successor of the entire International
and held an anti-authoritarian conference in St Imier in 1872. The Jura Feder-
ation repeatedly called Congresses: in Geneva (1873), Brussels (1874) and Bern
(1876).The last anarchist Congress tookplace inVerviers in 1877. After an earlier
attempt in London in 1881, a new anarchist international was only founded in
1907with theAmsterdamCongress, atwhich delegates from fourteen countries
were present. The new International, however, was only able to exercise very
limited influence on the anarchist movements in individual countries. With
the revival of the Socialist International in 1889 (the so-called Second Interna-
tional), the final divorce between the anarchist and socialist movements was
completed by decisions against admitting anarchists, energetically adopted at
several International Socialist Congresses (Brussels 1891, Zürich 1893, London,
1896).

b Anarchist movements in the Soviet Union.40 There is no purpose here in
following in detail the history of the anarchist movement in individual coun-
tries: it was the same, constantly repeated picture of anarchist oral and written
propaganda, as well as the history of the formation of loose individual organ-
isations and journals, which quickly disappeared, after a short-lived existence;
the history of the flucuations in their strength and their social roots, as they
blossomed and decayed. In this regard, we direct the reader to the special-
ist literature cited below. Here it is worth examining relations in the Soviet
Union, because they demonstrated the practical conduct of anarchist organ-
isations toward the proletarian revolutionary movement for the first time. The
earlier Russian anarchism of the 1870s was an expression of the backward state
of a country with an overwhelmingly peasant population and a weak, under-

40 [More precisely, the Russian Socialist Federal Soviet Republic, which became part of the
newly constituted Soviet Union in 1922.]



230 chapter 17

developed proletariat, at a time when the declassed intelligentsia found no
employment opportunities either in the service of the absolutist state or in
still underdeveloped industry. The movement was anti-statist and under Bak-
unin’s influence. The later well known leaders of Russian Social Democracy –
Plekhanov, Axelrod, and Deutsch – were at that time very close to his line of
thought.
With the emergence of industry and the industrial proletariat in Russia,

a second, proletarian stage of Russian anarchism, whose spokesperson after
1904 was Kropotkin, began. The influence of anarchism on the working class
was only small, particularly during the period of the rising revolutionary wave
to 1905. Only after the defeat of the revolution of 1905–6 did it grow, as an
expression of the weakened class movement of the proletariat: from now on,
the anarchist movement occupied itself with individual expropriations and
assassination attempts and finally degenerated, with the decomposition of
the movement into criminal and provocative elements, into pure banditry. In
the years 1907–8, the anarchist movement disappears entirely from view. A
third stage of the anarchist movement began in February 1917, in the wake
of the general revolutionary uprising. The anarchists participated in the first
revolution against tsarism, and no repressive measures of any kind were taken
against them by Kerensky’s government. Similarly, the anarchists participated
in the Bolshevik October Revolution and even entered into the soviets as
members. During this period of transformation there were seldom confront-
ations between the anarchists and the new power. The relationship between
anarchists and the dictatorship changed, however, with the consolidation of
the Soviet regime: from 1918, the anarchists struggle against the new authorit-
ies – for example, the partisan leader [Nestor]Makhno, a village teacher41 – and
attempted to introduce an anarchist order in the localities that they controlled.
As a result of this stance, the Soviet government in April 1918 took measures
for the liquidation of anarchist organisations. In response, a secret, all-Russian
organisation of anarchists was established in 1919 and there was a series of
assassination attempts: on 25 November 1919, a dynamite bomb was thrown
at the Moscow Committee of the Russian Communist Party; subsequently an
unsuccessful assassination attempt at the Kremlin took place. The state polit-
ical police, then the Cheka, shot the arrested anarchist leaders, liquidated
their organisations and by 1921 the movement in the Soviet Union had almost
entirely disappeared. Anarchist leaders ([Aleksandr] Schapiro among others)

41 [Makhno was not a schoolteacher; he came from a peasant background and was a worker
before being imprisoned between 1909 and 1917.]



anarchism 231

emigrated. The centre of the new Russian movement is the Berlin Anarcho-
Syndicalist International.42
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chapter 18

Bebel, August*
Translated fromGerman by KenTodd

Leading Social Democrat, born 22 February 1840 in Cologne on the Rhine as
son of a Prussian non-commissioned officer; became a wood turner; from 1860
lived in Leipzig as a journeyman, then as a master craftsperson; joined the lib-
eral Leipzig Educational Association for Workers. At that time, he was against
workers engaging in political activity because of their lack of political maturity
in exercising the right to vote. He was initially motivated to read Lassalle’s writ-
ings by Lasalle’s appearance in Leipzig in 1863 and foundation of the General
German Workers Association, and as a consequence of his antagonism to lib-
eral workers associations. His contact withWilhelm Liebknecht from 1865 and
his reading of Marx’s Inaugural Address of the International Working Men’s
Association1 accelerated his development as a socialist. During his years in
prison, 1872–5, he familiarised himself with the first volume of Marx’s Capital.2
In 1866, Bebel joined the International. On the introduction of universal suf-
frage in 1867, he was elected in Saxony to the Constituent Parliament and later
to the North German Parliament. With short interruptions, his parliamentary
career spanned forty years. His effectiveness was particularly enhanced by his
talent as apublic speaker. InAugust 1869 inEisenach,with Liebknecht, he foun-
ded the Social DemocraticWorkers Party. In July 1870, after the outbreak of the
Franco-German War, Bebel and Liebknecht in opposition to Bismarck’s war
policy abstained from voting for [war] credits. In 1872 Bebel and Liebknecht
were sentenced to two years in prison for their protest against the annexation
of Alsace-Lorraine. Scarcely out of prison, Bebel participated in the unification
of the Eisenachers and the Lassalleans at the Congress in Gotha, in May 1875.
Henceforth, Bebel was also German Social Democracy’s most outstanding

organiser and agitator, and formulated its tactics. The distinctive feature of
these tactics was that, in the person of Bebel, they acknowledged the uncondi-
tional class struggle against the ruling state, in theory, but, in practice,
weakened this struggle through concessions, without being clearly conscious

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1931c.]
1 [The InternationalWorkingMen’sAssociation, founded in 1864, later knownas the First Inter-

national.]
2 [Marx 1876b.]
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of this contradiction. Thus, in 1870 at the Stuttgart Congress of the Eisenachers,
Bebel declared himself in agreement with the resolution that approved parti-
cipation in parliamentary elections on agitational grounds only and otherwise
demanded a negative orientation to parliament. In parliamentary practice, on
the other hand, he often lapsed into the purest reformist positivism. Under the
so-called ‘Socialist Law’, Bebel advocated illegal Party activity alongside legal
activity, as an answer toBismarck’s exceptional legislation, but in relation to the
‘normal’ state hewas for themaintenance of legality. During 1878–80 he turned
sharply against Karl Höchberg’s attempt to transform Social Democracy into
a social reform party. His struggle against the revisionist campaign for Social
Democracy to abandon its principled, oppositional stance and to make it fit to
participate in government was equally sharp at the Party Congresses in Stut-
tgart (1898), Hannover (1899), Lubeck (1901) and Dresden (1903). Nonetheless,
in 1877 he already espoused the defence of the fatherland and in 1913 declared,
in the Reichtag’s3 Budget Committee, that he supported the approval of credits
to arm the country for a defensive war. Likewise, the Party Executive resolved,
without any opposition on Bebel’s part, to enter into an electoral alliance with
bourgeois democrats for the parliamentary elections of 1912. Bebel participated
in all the International Congresses of the Second International and was one of
its most respected and popular figures. He died on 13 August 1913 in Zurich.

Writings

1872 [1870], Unsere Ziele. Eine Streitschrift gegen die ‘Demokratische Korrespondenz’,
Leipzig: Verlag der Expedition des Volksstaat.

1876, Der deutsche Bauernkrieg mit Berücksichtigung der hauptsächlichsten sozialen
Bedingungen des Mittelalters, Braunschweig: Bracke.

1904 [1879],Woman under Socialism, translated from 33rd edition by Daniel De Leon,
New York: New York Labor News Press.

1921 [1888], Charles Fourier: Sein Leben und seine Theorien, Stuttgart: Dietz.
1884, Die mohammedanisch-arabische Kulturperiode, third edition, Leipzig: Verlag der
Expedition des Volksstaat.

1890, Zur Lage der Arbeiter in den Bäckereien, Stuttgart: Dietz.
1922 [1910–4], Aus meinem Leben, seventh edition, Stuttgart: Dietz.
1926, August Bebel: Auswahl aus seinen Reden, Berlin: Neuer Deutscher Verlag.

3 [The Reichtag was the lower house of the German parliament.]
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chapter 19

Bolshevism*

Translated fromGerman by Ben Fowkes

1 The Concept Defined

Bolshevism is a current within the Russian socialist workers movement, foun-
ded by Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov (Lenin)1 (1870–1924) which was expressed in
successive organisational forms, as follows: initially in 1903 in the Bolshevik
factionwithin the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP), then, after
1912, in the separate Social Democratic Party of the Bolsheviks, and finally, after
the victory of the October Revolution of 1917 and the Bolsheviks’ takeover of
power, in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU).2 Bolshevism as a
theory – Leninism – considers itself to be a continuation and development of
Marxism in the period of capitalism’s decline. At the same time, it constitutes
the theoretical foundation of the economic and state policy of the SovietUnion
and, furthermore, of the policy of the Communist (Third) International.3

2 The Genesis of the Revolutionary Movement and the Start of the
Workers Movement in Russia

Bolshevism stands at the end of the long historical development of the revolu-
tionary movement in Russia. Hence, in order to comprehend it, a brief look
back over the most important stages in the revolutionary movement’s devel-
opment is necessary.
Isolated uprisings have occurred repeatedly in Russia since the seventeenth

century, whether by economically oppressed peasants and Cossacks bound to
the soil, troop detachments subjected to mistreatment or different religious
sects against the Tsar, as the head of the official church. The peasant and Cos-

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1931d.]
1 See Grossmann 1932h, ‘Lenin, Vladimir Ilyich’, below, pp. 410–418.
2 [More precisely, the Russian Socialist Federal Soviet Republic, which became part of the

newly constituted Soviet Union in 1922 and the Bolsheviks became the All-Russian Commun-
ist Party (Bolsheviks) in 1918, renamed the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) in 1925.]

3 See Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Internationals: The Third International’, below, pp. 377–402.
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sack uprising under Stenka Razin in 1670–1 and the rebellion of 1773–4, led by
[Emelian Ivanovich] Pugachev during the reign of Catherine II, are both well
known. But the history of specifically political attempts at revolution against
Tsarism as an absolutist form of rule did not begin until the twenties of the last
century (the Decembrist uprising of 1825). The belief that the Russian revolu-
tionarymovement canbe explainedon thebasis of thepeculiarwayof thinking
and the character of Russia’s intellectual strata is wrong. Conspiratorial, illegal
and revolutionary struggle against autocracy is not an inherent characteristic
of Russia but rather the product of particular circumstances corresponding to
a particular phase of social and political development. Wherever freedom has
been restricted by despotic and reactionary power holders and the intellec-
tual and economic level of the broad popular masses (the peasants) has been
very low, so these masses have been politically passive while the thin stratum
of the emergent bourgeoisie and members of the liberal professions has been
economically and politically too weak, the only possible form of political and
social struggle against the existing order has been conspiracies by small, illegal
and secret organisations – principally groups of intellectuals – under strictly
centralised leadership. Philosophically speaking, the leaders of such conspir-
acies regard individual personalities and ideas as the driving forces of history
and see the masses as having no historical mission or impact. State power can
therefore only be conquered and its social content altered by the actions of a
small but determined minority (Blanquism).4 [Gracchus] Babeuf’s5 ‘Conspir-
acy of Equals’ against the Directory in 1795–6, military conspiracies in Spain
during the nineteenth century, the conspiracy of the Carbonari in Italy against
the Bourbons and the Habsburgs, the activities of the French Charbonnerie
against the restoration from 1821 to 1830 andFrench secret societies under Louis
Philippe from 1831 to 1839 all had this character.6
This point also applies to all revolutionary movements in Russia, from the

Decembrists to the terrorist group Narodnaya Volya (the People’s Will) at the
end of the 1870s. They were the product of a predominantly agrarian country,
in which millions and millions of peasants were not free, i.e. bound to the soil

4 [Blanquism was the voluntarist doctrine of the French revolutionary socialist Louis Auguste
Blanqui and his followers.]

5 See Grünberg 1931d.
6 [TheDirectory, 1795–9,was the conservative regime that succeeded the radical, Jacobin phase

of the Great French Revolution. The Carbonari were revolutionary nationalists fighting for-
eign rule and conservativemonarchies in Italy during the early nineteenth century. The Char-
bonnerie, modelled on the Carbonari, conspired against the restored, conservative Bourbon
monarchy in France.]
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and politically passive, while, on the other hand, a modern bourgeoisie and a
proletariat were absent.
It took a series of great, fruitless sacrifices and defeats before the ideology

referred to above was shaken and the conviction arose that state power has
deeper social roots, and that changing the form of the state and its social con-
tent cannot be the work of a few conspirators but is the product of a historical
process in which the mutual relations between classes are transformed.
The peasantry was the class to which the revolutionaries in Russia attached

all their hopes, up to the 1880s. TheTsarist regimewas driven to peasant reform,
i.e. the abolition of serfdom (1861), by the disturbanceswhich followedmilitary
defeat in the CrimeanWar (1854–6). This began Russia’s transition from a nat-
ural to a money economy and thus first created the conditions for capitalist
industrial development, based on free wage labour. As it extended, capital-
ism destroyed the old, native forms of life in production and transportion and
evoked anti-capitalist movements, as happened in other places under similar
circumstances. These did not, however, aim to achieve a different future but
rather idealised the past and clung to its remnants, in the shape of the rural
commune (mir). The question of the necessity or avoidability of capitalism in
Russia, already raised in the 1850s by [Alexander] Herzen,7 was taken up again
by the Narodniks,8 in the period from 1860 to 1890. According to them, west-
ern European capitalismwas a phenomenon of decay rather than an historical
necessity. It was not necessary for Russia to pass through capitalism in order
to achieve socialism. Themir was the germ cell of socialism. The Russian peas-
ant had socialist instincts as a result of the mir system and had the strength
to create socialism in Russia and thereby rejuvenate the world. The practical
task, accordingly, was to ‘go to the people’ (narod) and to arouse them. This was
what the Populists, organised from 1876 in Zemlya i Volya (Land and Freedom)
endeavoured to do.
But, as a political force, the peasantry proved to be incapable of overthrow-

ing Tsarism. Despair over this outcome led the Narodnaya Volya party, which
had emerged from a split in Zemlya i Volya in 1879, to adopt terrorist tactics as
the solemeans appropriate for compelling reform (murder of Tsar Aleksandr II
on 1 March 1881, by the bomb thrown by [Ignacy] Hryniewiecki). At the same
time, however, a new force came into existencewhich gradually took over lead-
ership in the struggle against Tsarism, after the 1870s: the modern proletariat.
During t he 1870s and stillmore the 1880s, a rapidproletarianisationof thepeas-

7 See Grossmann 1932b, ‘Herzen, Alexander’, below, pp. 354–357.
8 [The Narodniks were populists who oriented to the peasantry.]
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antry took place, as a result of the unfavourable regulation of redemption pay-
ments under the 1861 peasant reform that swallowedup asmuch as 200percent
of the harvest. For this and for other reasons, Russia experienced tumultuous
capitalist development and, as a consequence, rapid growth of the industrial
proletariat. From the beginning, the proletariat fought against unusually bad
working conditions with many spontaneous strikes and itself created its first
political organisations, in the form of illegal workers circles: the ‘South Russian
Workers Union’ set up in 1875 by [Evgeny Osipovich] Zaslavsky, and the ‘North
RussianWorkers Union’ set up in 1878 by [Stepan Nikolayevich] Khalturin and
[Viktor Pavlovich] Obnorsky.
Historical development proved Marxism right in the dispute over whether

capitalism could be avoided in Russia. It was therefore not only accepted as the
theoretical basis for understanding the development of Russia by its socialist,
proletarian adherents but even met with enthusiastic agreement in bourgeois
circles, who regarded the theory of capitalism’s historical necessity as a the-
oretical justification for the practical capitalist activities in which they were
engaged.
The first socialist organisation with a Marxist programme, the ‘Emancipa-

tion of Labour’ (Osvobozhdenie Truda) group, was founded abroad (Geneva)
in 1883 by Pavel Borisovich Akselrod, Vera Ivanovna Zasulich, Lev Grigorievich
Deutsch, Vasily Nikolaevich Ignatov and Georgii Valentinovich Plekhanov.9 Its
founders came from the Narodnik movement. They had belonged to its non-
terrorist wing, Chernyi Peredel (Black Repartition) and they had become social
democrats under the influence of Marx’s and Engels’s writings. With the per-
spective of the inevitable development of capitalism in Russia and demand-
ing political struggle for democracy and socialism, with the help of the work-
ing class, politically organised on the model of the social democratic workers
parties of western Europe, they completed the final break with their Narod-
nik past. The break was expressed most clearly in the proclamation issued by
Plekhanov at the founding Congress of the Second International in 1889, which
has become a classic: ‘The Russian revolutionary movement will be victorious
as a movement of the workers or it will not win at all.’10 But no mass political
agitation took place in Russia until almost the middle of the 1890s. In 1895, the
Saint Petersburg League of Struggle for the Emancipation of theWorking Class,
in which Lenin played a leading role, clearly demonstrated that the Russian
workers movement had attained a new and higher level of organisation. The

9 See Grossmann 1932i, ‘Plekhanov, Georgii Valentinovich’, below, pp. 419–422.
10 [Plekhanov 1974b, p. 454.]
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mass strikes of the 1890s brought the circles, which had previously confined
themselves to purely theoretical propaganda, into contact with the practical
economic struggle waged by workers. Lenin’s essay Explanation of the Law on
Fines Imposed on FactoryWorkers11 (1895) – which dealt with the very arbitrary
punishments imposed onworkers by employers – demonstrated how the polit-
ical intelligentsia sought to awaken theworkers’ interest in the political context
and in political organisation, by linking their agitation to the workers’ most
comprehensible economic demands of the day.
In general, however, political demands were not raised and effort was only

put into making economic demands that made sense to the broad masses of
workers. This was the thrust of the pamphlet On Agitation,12 issued in hecto-
graphed form by the later Bundist Arkady Kremer with the assistance of Julius
Martov, the later Menshevik. It called for the transition from propaganda car-
ried out by secret educational circles to mass work.
The so-called ‘Kingdom of Poland’13 occupied a special position in this con-

text, as a result of its higher degree of industrial development. The socialist
movement alreadybegan therebetween 1876 and 1878, among the intelligentsia
and factory workers, under the leadership of Ludwik Waryński, the most out-
standingmember of the Proletariat party. The Social Democratic Parties which
arose at the start of the 1890s recognised the importance of political struggle
very early on and placed the overthrow of absolutism and the fight for a demo-
cratic constitution in the forefront of their activity, as can be seen from ‘Report
on the Social Democracy of the Kingdom of Poland’ written by Rosa Luxem-
burg14 for the third Congress of the Second International in Zürich, in 1893,
as well as from the program adopted by that Party’s first Congress, in Warsaw
on 10 March 1894. At the same time, the Party’s newspaper Sprawa Robotnicza
(TheWorkers Cause) emphasised the need for the closest possible cooperation
between the Polish and Russian proletariats and the combination of the vari-
ous centres of the Russian workers movement into a unified party (May 1894).
In fact, the needs of the growing workers movement in Russia also called forth
the demand for a united socialist party, as Lenin’s Draft and Explanation of a
Programme for the Social Democratic Party15 (1896) demonstrated. He was not
able to participate in realising it, as a result of his exile in Siberia (1897–1900).

11 [Lenin 1960a.]
12 [Kremer and Martov 1983.]
13 [The Congress Kingdom of Poland was the Russian-occupied territory of partitioned

Poland.]
14 See Redaktion 1932b. [Luxemburg 1893.]
15 [Lenin 1960b.]
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Two significant milestones can be observed on the path to achievement of this
proposal: the establishment of the Bund (General Jewish Workers Union of
Lithuania, Poland andRussia) in 1897, out of local circles of Jewishworkers; fur-
ther, the formation of the ephemeral Russian Social Democratic Labour Party
(RSDLP) on 14March 1898 inMinsk, which placed political freedom at the fore-
front of its efforts.
These first steps on theway to a united,Marxist political party had, however,

almost no practical effect. On the contrary, they introduced a period of col-
lapse and theoretical confusion. Quite apart from the mass arrests of Social
Democrats immediately after the [Minsk] Congress, including all nine of the
delegates, the facts that all social democratic groups were not represented at
the Congress and that there was opposition within the newly formed Party to
political demands demonstrated that all Social Democrats in Russia had not
grasped the necessity of political struggle against absolutism and of achieving
a free constitution. At the turn of the century, a current of thought emerged
within the workers movement which, although it recognised the necessity of
political liberty for the proletariat in principle, regarded it as more advisable
on tactical grounds to postpone the direct struggle for political freedom to a
later time (the ‘theory of stages’). What was significant about the conception
of the right wing, the so-called ‘legal Marxists’ – this was the name commonly
applied to the Social Democrats who wrote books and journal articles which
were published legally –was that this group, representedbyPetr Berngardovich
Struve and Mikhail Ivanivich Tugan-Baranowski, which in any case soon shif-
ted to liberalism, engaged in a general revision of Marx’s conceptions, along the
lines of the German Bernsteinism (Struvism).16 It left little scope for working-
class political activity. The current, however, which consciously opposed polit-
ical activity by workers was ‘Economism’. It regarded the tasks of the workers
movement as being defined by their economic interests, which were the only
ones workers could understand, as opposed to political demands, which had
no bearing on workers in their practical life. Imposing political struggle on the
currently immature Russian proletariat was therefore an impermissible trans-
position of western European assumptions to Russia.
Theprogrammeof the ‘Economists’, who in Saint Petersburg andmanyother

cities had brought the local organisations of the ‘League of Struggle for the
Emancipation of theWorking Class’ fully under their influence, was expressed
particularly in the ‘Credo’ of the socialist [Yekaterina] Kuskova in 1898 and

16 [Bernsteinism was the revisionist approach of Eduard Bernstein.]
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the ‘Profession de foi’17 of the Kiev Committee (early 1899).18 Although isolated
beginnings of this current were now and then apparent earlier, 1892–6, it first
won serious influence on the workers movement between 1898 and 1901.

3 Lenin’s Struggle against Economism and for a Unitary Party of
Professional Revolutionaries

This is the point at which Lenin started to have a direct impact on the Russian
workersmovement, as expressed in the struggle against lack of theoretical clar-
ity, and practical and organisational fragmentation. Although he subscribed to
Struve’s critique of Narodnism, in his essay ‘The economic content of Narod-
ism and the criticism of it in Mr. Struve’s book’19 (1895), he fiercely attacked
the undialectical affirmation of capitalism by Struve, in the spirit of revision-
ism, because it did not consider the other side of capitalism’s development:
rising class struggle and the increasing need for the proletariat to conduct a
revolutionary political struggle. Even fiercer was his attack on Economism,
against which a group of exiled Social Democrats, headed by Lenin, drew up
the ‘Protest of the seventeen’ (1899).20
With this, a newepoch in thehistory of the revolutionaryworkersmovement

in Russia began. Following Lenin’s return from exile [inside Russia] in 1900, the
newspaper Iskra (The Spark) was established, appearing under the editorship
of Lenin, Plekhanov, Martov, Akselrod, [Aleksandr Nikolayevich] Potresov and
Zasulich, initially in Stuttgart, then inMunich, London andGeneva. It provided
a new focal point for the Marxist revolutionary movement and succeeded in
dominating the intellectual development of a whole generation. At the same
time, it effectively made preparations for the, at that time, new and grandi-
ose idea of a centralised, unitary All-Russian political party of the proletariat.
Among the main tasks which Lenin and the other editors of Iskra proposed
to the workers movement were, as before, the elimination of the autocracy
and the achievement of political liberties; this is why Iskra continued its unre-
lenting struggle against Economism. A central organisation, as the prerequisite
for the success of the revolution, signified a break with organisational ‘small-
scale production’ – propaganda carried out by circles – and the transition to
‘large-scale production’, i.e. to amassmovement. The Party should be an organ-

17 [‘Profession de foi’ means ‘Profession of Faith’.]
18 [Kuskova 1960.]
19 [Lenin 1960c.]
20 [Lenin 1960d.]
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isation of professional revolutionaries, who exclusively devoted their energies to
the revolution. For only such a party was capable of fulfilling its task: creating
an excellent party apparatus with a far-reaching division of labour (sections
devoted to the education of propagandists, the daily press, scientific and pop-
ular party literature, procurement of financial resources and meeting-places,
smuggling of literature andother transport fromabroad etc.). Only such a cadre
organisation, which constituted the political leadership, was capable of gather-
ing hundreds of thousands of people around itself at themoment of revolution.
Lenin developed this conception at length in What Is To Be Done?,21 which
appeared in the spring of 1902. At that time Lenin’s leading idea, which he
presented in What Is To Be Done? as well as Iskra was already that the Party
should not be a revolutionary ‘people’s party’ in the sense of uniting all the dis-
contented – alongside workers, also bourgeois liberals, students and peasants.
Theproletariat is themain revolutionary force. So thehegemonyof the proletariat
had to be secured, i.e. the proletariat had to aspire to the leading role in the
revolution, determine the programme, the goals and the tactics of the revolu-
tionary movement and not merely be an auxiliary troop for the liberal revolu-
tionarymovement. For only this leading role during the (bourgeois) revolution
would secure a favourable position in the further struggle for socialism for the
proletariat. So the Party of the proletariat – Social Democracy – had to be an
irreconcilablyworkers party, driving the bourgeois revolution forward, through
its criticism of the liberals, at the same time exposing the Socialist Revolution-
aries as representatives of the village bourgeoisie and demonstrating the non-
proletarian character of their agrarian reform,which theymisleadingly labelled
‘socialisation’. These conceptions were in sharp contrast to those expressed by
the other currents in the workers movement, abroad as well as within Russia,
outside and inside Social Democracy. The degree of disagreementwithin Social
Democracy was soon demonstrated very plainly at the second Congress of the
RSDLPwhich, in the summer of 1903, initiallymeeting in Brussels, thenmoving
to London, owing to difficulties with the authorities. It was extremely historic-
ally significant and had a decisive impact on developments over subsequent
decades.

21 [Lenin 2008.]
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4 The Second Congress of the RSDLP

Two camps already took shape within the Party before the Congress; both
camps were already aware that they differed on all the most important ques-
tions. These differences finally led the Party to split into two groups over the
composition of Iskra’s editorial board: a majority group (Bolsheviki) and a
minority (Mensheviki), which gave rise to their names. The factional struggle
over specific questions at the Congress, whether the draft programme pub-
lished by Iskra and mainly composed by Plekhanov and Lenin, or questions
of tactics and organisation boiled down to a central problem: should the Rus-
sian workers movement develop into a party of parliamentary reform, on the
model of the Social Democratic Parties of western Europe, or did it have quite
different – revolutionary – tasks to fulfil? According to Lenin – and Plekhanov
also had this point of view at the time – the goal of the Party was the con-
quest of power and the dictatorship of the proletariat, a demandwhich featured
neither in the programme of German Social Democracy nor any other social
democratic party in western Europe (if we leave aside the reference in the 1881
programmeof the Parti ouvrier français (theGuesdists) to the ‘political and eco-
nomic expropriation of the capitalist class’).22 For revolutionaries, proclaimed
Plekhanov at the Congress, democracy (universal suffrage, parliamentarism) is
not a goal in itself, not a fetish, but a means to the objective of liberating the
working class; under certain circumstances (when the working class actually
achieved power) it would be entirely justifiable to deprive the class enemy –
the bourgeoisie – of rights. From this fundamental conception of the role and
tasks of the proletariat, a series of further consequences flowed, in questions of
organisation and tactics, e.g. in the dispute with the Jewish Bund over the rela-
tionship of the Party to the national question. Lenin, who, just like the other
Russian Social Democrats, absolutely recognised the right of nations to self-
determination, up to and including their right to separate completely from the
state that ruled over them, nevertheless rejected the demand of the Bund that
the Party organisation should be federally structured in individual national sec-
tions, or curiae, (which led the Bund to walk out of the Congress and leave the
General Party). Lenin regarded a strictly centralised party organisation, on a
territorial basis, as the only guarantee for the success of the revolution.
But the most heated discussions at the Congress did not concern matters

of principle in relation to the programme or tactics but rather questions of

22 [‘Parti Ouvrier Français’ means ‘French Workers Party’. Guesde and Lafargue 1899, p. 8.
Grossman’s emphasis.]
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organisation and they deepened the chasm between the two factions. Despite
subsequent attempts at reconciliation by both sides, they were never able to
reunite and they finally became twomutually hostile political organisations in
very sharp conflict with each other. Lenin (What Is To Be Done?) emphatically
opposed the worship of the ‘elemental’ aspect of the movement: the concep-
tion that the class conflict could lead to the emergence of a spontaneously
revolutionarymassmovement. The spontaneous struggle of the proletariatwill
never become a real class struggle as long as this struggle is not led by an organ-
isation of revolutionaries. Admittedly, revolution cannot simply be ‘made’; its
growth is anorganic process of maturation;when theharvest is ripe, however, it
can also only be brought in by ‘revolutionary reapers’.23 To the Menshevik ‘tac-
tics as process’, i.e. tactics emerging spontaneously, Lenin counterposed ‘tactics
as plan’, as conscious leadership.24 The task of the Party as the vanguard of the
proletariat should not be to hobble behind the spontaneous course of events;
the Party must rather actively support all spontaneous expressions of protest
against the existing regime, take on their organisation and, finally, proceed to
the preparation and conduct of the armed uprising. During the whole period
the Party therefore has the function of being a collective organiser and leader;
the position of a supreme commander in wartime is not dissimilar. As Lenin,
from the outset, regarded the conquest of power by the proletariat as the most
important task, organisational questions had decisive significance for him. The
frontal assault – the revolution – can only be the work of ‘a regular army’ –
the professional revolutionaries – not an ‘[elemental] explosion by the crowd’
(What Is To Be Done?).25 The sharpest struggle at the second Congress there-
fore developed around the first paragraph of the Party statutes, which defined
the character and duties of a Party member. According to Lenin, it was not suf-
ficient to regard those who accepted the Party programme and gave material
support to the Party as Party members, on the model of the German and other
western European Social Democratic parties. A Partymember is rather obliged
to engage in ‘personal participation in one of its organisations’.26 According
to Martov, Akselrod and others, in contrast, a person who ‘renders it regular
personal assistance under the direction of one of its organisations’ was to be
regarded as a Partymember.27 Lenin saw the Party as a fighting detachment, an

23 [Lenin 1962a, p. 156.]
24 [Lenin 1962a, pp. 148.]
25 [Lenin 2008, pp. 831, 833. Editor’s interpolation; in other translations the word ‘spontan-

eous’ is used.]
26 [Lenin 1961b, p. 474. Grossman’s emphasis.]
27 [Russian Social Democratic Labour Party 1978.]
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association of people unconditionally devoted to the Party’s goals and bound
by absolute discipline. This was the appropriate weapon for the achievement
of the Party’s goals. His definition of a Party member excluded all the peri-
pheral strata, which ‘sympathised’ with the Party, from actively influencing it
and prevented these fellow-travellers – who were essentially members of the
petty bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeois intelligentsia – from acting as a bal-
last weighing down the Party at critical moments, i.e. diluting its proletarian
revolutionary character (aswas later shownby the fate of GermanSocialDemo-
cracy on the outbreak of theWorldWar).28 Martov, on the other hand, allowed
a looser Party organisation, from which sympathisers would not be barred.
Differences over what was apparently an insignificant organisational question
were thus only an expression of deeper principled differences between the two
factions of the RSDLP, over the goals and tasks of a proletarian party. Only once
the delegates from the Bund had left the Congress did Lenin and Plekhanov
succeed; Martov, Akselrod, Potresov among others were in the minority.
The Bolsheviks soon lost their original majority in the Party leadership,

on the Central Committee and the editorial board of Iskra, achieved by their
majority at the Congress, when some of their representatives were arrested
and Plekhanov switched to the side of the Mensheviks. As a counterbalance,
Lenin created an All-Russian organisation for his faction. In 1904 the ‘Bureau
of the Majority Committees’ was established and at the beginning of 1905 he
launched the newspaper Vperyod (Forward), which continued the ideas of the
old Iskra. In the fire of the historic events that followed, he was able to lay the
foundations of Bolshevik tactics, in opposition to and struggle against theMen-
sheviks.

5 The Revolutionary Period of 1905

Since the start of thenewcentury, theworking class haddisplayed aheightened
degree of activity: the strikes of 1902 in Nizhni-Novgorod and Rostov bore a
revolutionary character; the studentmovement reached its high point; the war
of 1904; finally on 22 (9) January 1905,29 when a peaceful demonstration of
unemployed workers, who did not belong to a Party, led by the priest [Georgii]
Gapon and carrying sacred icons, marched to the Tsar’s Winter Palace and
were shot down. Thesewere all signs of the approaching revolution. The chasm

28 [The German Social Democratic Party voted for war credits in the parliament.]
29 [The date in the Julian Calendar, which the Russian state used at the time, is in brackets.]
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between the two factions of the RSDLP,which had appeared at the secondCon-
gress, deepened more and more under the influence of the historic events of
the following years: the Russo-Japanese war of 1904 and the revolution of 1905.
As before, disagreements with the Mensheviks continued to revolve around
the cardinal question of the relationship between the working class and the
bourgeoisie.While this had previously hadmore of a theoretical character, now,
however, in the course of the great historic events of the 1905 revolution, it
became a burning practical question. The Mensheviks – described by Lenin as
the ‘Girondists of socialism’30 – imagined that the revolution would follow the
course typical of earlier bourgeois revolutions in western Europe. They expec-
ted it to result, in the best case, in a liberal bourgeois constitution. On the basis
of the conviction that the working class, fragmented and weak, was incapable
of independent action, theMensheviks (in [Aleksandr]Martynov’sTwoDictat-
orships31 and in articles in the new Iskra) advocated the tactic of supporting
the bourgeoisie and an alliance with it. They warned the proletariat against
scaring it off and driving it into the arms of the reaction by raising excess-
ive demands. The Bolsheviks, on the other hand, regarded the working class
not only as the driving force but the leader of the coming revolution, which
would, as a result, become a new type of revolution – a proletarian revolu-
tion (Lenin’s 1905 articles in Vperyod).32 Lenin was certainly aware at the time,
1905, that a socialist revolution was not possible in Russia and that the com-
ing revolution, carried out by the proletariat and the peasantry, would initially
strengthen the rule of the bourgeoisie, i.e. that it would be a bourgeois revolu-
tion ‘because the objective logic of historical development confronts them at
the present time with the tasks, not of a socialist, but of a democratic revolu-
tion’.33 The working class would not, however, be a mere appendage of the
liberal bourgeoisie in this revolution. Instead, resting on the strata intermedi-
ate between itself and the bourgeoisie, it would play an independent role and
have its own tasks to fulfil. Its natural allywas therefore, according to Lenin, not
to be found in the camp of the bourgeoisie but rather that of the poor peas-
antry, in opposition to the bourgeoisie and the big landowners. What Lenin
aimed for was a ‘revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and
the peasantry’, i.e. an alliance between the urban and rural poor (although not
yet a socialist dictatorship of the working class with the purpose of carrying

30 [Lenin 1962d, p. 173. The Girondists/Girondins were the main moderate faction in the
French parliaments between 1791 and 1793, during the revolution.]

31 [Martynov 1905.]
32 [Lenin 1962b.]
33 [Lenin 1962c, p. 292.]
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out the socialist revolution). Only a dictatorship of this kind, which encom-
passed the overwhelmingmajority of the people and roused ‘the vastmass… to
heroic endeavours’ would be stable and create the space for a great revolution,
recalling the years 1789–93 and not 1848–50.34 Only it would ultimately offer
a guarantee for the consistent conclusion of the bourgeois revolution, i.e. for
the complete realisation of Social Democracy’s whole minimum programme,
on the basis of bourgeois society, for decisive economic reforms and for the
democratic republic as the last form of bourgeois rule and the best framework
for the proletariat’s class struggle for socialism.
In pursuit of this alliance of workers and peasants, the demand for the

nationalisation of the land and the establishment of revolutionary peasant
committees (in which the independently organised rural proletariat would be
represented), whose task would be to administer the land that had been con-
fiscated, was included in the agrarian programme adopted at the Third Party
Congress (May 1905 in London). The differences between the two factions’ con-
ceptions of the coming revolution also gave rise to divergences over tactics
during the revolution. The Mensheviks schematically transferred the parlia-
mentary tactics of western European social democracy, which was fighting for
a socialist revolution, i.e. for their maximum programme, to the revolutionary
situation in a backward country like Russia, where the fight was initially for the
achievement of the minimum programme. From the viewpoint of misunder-
stood ‘class unity’ andbasedon thedecisions of Congresses of the International
in Paris (1900) and Amsterdam (1904), they declared themselves against any
participation in a revolutionary government, because they could only conceive
of it on the lines of the bourgeois governments of western Europe. This tac-
tic would therefore, in practice, deprive the working class of its leading role
and deliver power to the bourgeoisie, from the outset. This corresponded to the
Menshevik theory of stages, according to which the liberal bourgeoisie would
take the helm in the immediate future which, however, constituted in their
view a necessary stage and precondition for the later success of the proletariat
in the next stage of development.
The Bolsheviks, on the other hand, sought to achieve a shift in power in

favour of the working class through its active intervention. They therefore con-
centrated on the slogan of the planned organisation and leadership of the
armed workers’ uprising in connection with a political general strike, which
the later experience of the Russian Revolution demonstrated was a power-

34 [Lenin 1962c, p. 292. Lenin counterposed the Great French Revolution to the European
revolutions of 1848.]
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ful weapon, despite its rejection by western European social democracy. The
Bolsheviks’ goalwas the seizure of power by aprovisional revolutionary govern-
ment, in which Social Democracy would fight relentlessly against all counter-
revolutionary endeavoursbyusing the constantpressureof thearmedproletariat
under its leadership and would struggle for the consolidation and extension of
the revolution’s achievements and the working class’s independent interests.
The political revolution in Russia would not be a ‘single act’, not even a move-
ment limited to a fewmonths. On the contrary, it would last many years and be
the prelude to the socialist revolution in Europe.
The tactics of the two groupings differed in other ways as well. When Tsar-

ism, forced tomake concessions, summoned amerely consultative State Duma,
the ‘Bulygin Duma’,35 which did not encroach on the powers of the autocracy
in any way, the Mensheviks were at first inclined to regard this as the start of
parliamentarism and to participate in the elections (declaration in Nachalo).36
The Bolsheviks, on the other hand, did not demand concessions from absolut-
ism but its overthrow and therefore called for a boycott of the Duma, bearing
in mind that the purpose of this sham constitutionalism was to betray the
people, cripple its revolutionary activity evenbefore genuine freedomhadbeen
won and to prevent the revolution ‘from proceeding consistently to its goal’, by
means of a counter-revolutionary agreement between the old regime and the
liberal bourgeoisie (the secret negotiations of Peter Struve with Count [Sergei
Yulyevich]Witte). The boycott tactics of the Bolsheviks were likewise adopted
by the Social Democrats of the borderlands and eventually by the Mensheviks
as well.
For the moment, the Bolsheviks did not succeed in their efforts directed

toward the seizure of power. The liberal opposition continued to be very weak,
even during the ‘days of freedom’,37 and soon after the great economic strikes of
November 1905 swung over into the camp of reaction. The political movement
of the peasants, grew too slowly, isolating the proletariat in its advanced revolu-
tionary outposts. The members of the Council38 of Workers Deputies were
arrested, the left press suppressed. The armed uprising [inMoscow] in Decem-

35 [The purely consultative parliament, designed byMinister of the Interior Alexander Buly-
gin in August 1905. It never met and was superceded by the legislative First Duma, which
was announced in the Tsar’s October Manifesto. The Bolsheviks, Mensheviks and Social-
ist Revolutionaries boycotted the indirect elections, on an unequal franchise, for the First
Duma, in 1906.]

36 [‘Nachalo’ means ‘The Beginning’.]
37 [The ‘days of freedom’ were a period from 17 October until December 1905, during which

the regime relaxed its repression and censorship.]
38 [‘The Council’ was the Saint Peterburg Soviet.]
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ber, led by the Bolsheviks, was brutally put down. It was, nevertheless of great
historical significance. It showed that the working class had already become a
tremendous force, which was not prepared to abandon its independent role in
the revolution. The arbitrary dissolution of the Second Duma by the govern-
ment, on 3 July 1907, apparently completed the liquidation of the revolution’s
achievements.

6 The Period of Reaction, from 1906 to 1910

During the years of the Stolypin reaction, from 1906 to 1910,39 the Russian
workers movement came to a complete standstill. The proletariat was totally
exhausted by the bloodletting of 1905. As always after a severe defeat, decay
could be observed in all areas – in the political movement, science and lit-
erature. That induced a blossoming of mysticism and religiosity in the work-
ers movement. Demoralisation was apparent everywhere. Provocateurs crept
into workers’ organisations and people no longer trusted one another. Fierce
factional struggles raged within Social Democracy, leading to an unbelievable
degree of fragmentation into factions, groups and grouplets: the Party ceased to
exist as a whole. The process by which the Bolshevik Party crystallised out and
separated, externally and internally, began in this period of decline. The Party
as a whole was illegal, underground, its newspaper prohibited, its parliament-
ary representatives condemned to harsh prison terms, the Party’s best forces
were compelled to emigrate. Only isolated legal places of refuge remained:
some trade unions, workers clubs and the Third State Duma.What path should
be followed in the future?
Lenin continued to insist on the maintenance of the illegal character of

the Party and fought against the ‘liquidationist’ and reformist current, led by
the extreme Mensheviks [Yuri] Larin and Potresov, grouped around the journ-
als Vozrozhdenie (Rebirth) and later Nasha Zarya (Our Dawn). This current
regarded the revolution as over and therefore called for adaptation to themea-
gre legal opportunities available under Tsarism, curtailment of the Party pro-
gramme, which was as a whole unrealisable, liquidation of the Party’s illegal
apparatus and striking out on a path of reform within the monarchical sys-
tem, on the model of western European social democracy. The liberal bour-
geoisie (the Constitutional Democrats = Cadet Party) supported the Menshev-

39 [While it peaked in late 1905, the revolutionary movement continued until it was thor-
oughly repressed in mid-1907. Pyotr Stolypin was the Russian Prime Minister from April
1906 until 1911.]
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iks’ liquidationism in its daily newspaper (Rech),40 in the hope that they could
thwart revolutionary efforts with its help. The Liquidators were also deliber-
ately tolerated by the Stolypin government, as a result of which the Leninist
tendency gave them the not very complimentary nickname of the ‘Stolypin
Workers Party’.
But there were also further splits and the establishment of new groups

within the Bolshevik faction. Lenin, concerned tomaintain themass character
of themovement, in spite of his insistence onmaintaining the Party’s illegality,
advanced the viewpoint in Proletary41 (together with [Grigorii] Zinoviev and
[Lev] Kamenev) that the Party should be active whereever there were masses
of workers and therefore favoured the utilisation of every legal opportunity, in
order to avoid losing contact with themasses. But a seemingly radical tendency
emerged within the Bolshevik faction the ‘Otzovists’ (Recallers), also known
as the ‘Vperyod Tendency’ after the title of their newspaper.42 It called for a
boycott of the Duma and other legal institutions (trade unions and workers
clubs). As a result, the risk arose that the Party would slip back from being a
massmovement to a series of small propaganda circles. At a conference in 1907
to discuss their attitude to the Third Duma almost all the leading Bolsheviks,
with the exception of Lenin, and all the leading figures of Polish Social Demo-
cracy, spoke in favour of a boycott. Lenin was only able to secure a decision
in favour of participation in the Duma elections, against his own support-
ers, with the votes of the Mensheviks and the representatives of the Jewish
Bund. With the same severity, he fought another group of sham radicals, the
‘Ultimatists’ ([Aleksandr] Bogdanov, [Anatoly Vasilyevich] Lunacharsky and
[Mikhail Nikolayevich] Pokrovsky), who accused him of opportunism. They
represented a tendency closely related to the Otzovists.With a third group, led
by Plekhanov, the Leninist Bolsheviks finally formed an alliance. This group
in general did support the Menshevik viewpoint but energetically supported
Lenin in his struggle against the ‘legalism’ and the ‘constitutionalist illusions’
of the ‘liquidators’. This alliance was also based on the Plekhanov’s and Lenin’s
philosophical struggle for Marxist materialism against the Machism43 of Bog-
danov, which was widespread at that time. Since the Bogdanovites, and par-
ticularly the Ultimatists, were able to exert an extraordinary influence within
the Bolshevik faction, which reached as far as the Central Committee, long and

40 [‘Rech’ means ‘Discussion’.]
41 [‘Proletary’ means ‘The Proletarian’.]
42 [‘Vperyod’ means ‘Forwards’.]
43 [Machismwas the philosophical approach of theGermanphysicist and philosopher Ernst

Mach.]
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desperate struggle against the left had to be waged, until finally Bolshevism,
after repeated splits, emerged, steeled, from the struggle, with its final form and
intellectual imprint. The history of the struggle against all these ‘left’ tenden-
cies provided a particularly valuable insight into the theoretical foundations
of Bolshevism. It showed that Bolshevism never believed that it had to be ‘fur-
thest to the left’; after all, the Otzovists and Ultimatists characterised Leninist
Bolshevism as ‘right wing’. Lenin always opposed the slogan that Social Demo-
cracy must be ‘more revolutionary than anyone else’ (Vperyod, 1905).44 But
even during the period of the most severe factional conflicts, the Bolsheviks
never made any theoretical or political concessions to their opponents and, as
a result, gave their Party the organisational and intellectual shape which later
enabled it to play a great historical role.

7 The Tactics of Bolshevism during theWorldWar up to the Fall of
Tsarism. Lenin’s Theory of Imperialism.

Lenin evaluated the renewed advance of the Russian economy, which began in
1910, and was accompanied by a newwave of economic and political strikes, as
an indication that revolutionary, working class activity would soon revive. The
consolidation of the Party’s organisation was an urgent necessity in this situ-
ation. But an attempt to reunite the contending factions in January 1910, at a
plenum of the Party’s Central Committee failed. Themutual antagonismswere
too deep and soon Lenin entirely abandoned the idea of a possible reunifica-
tion. The Bolshevik Conference of January 1912 in Prague constituted itself as
the founding Congress of an independent Bolshevik Party andmarked the defin-
itive organisational separation from the Mensheviks. It was soon followed by
an analogous split in the group of social democratic Duma deputies (Octo-
ber 1913) and, finally, by the establishment of a daily newspaper, published in
Saint Petersburg (Pravda,45 which is at present the central organ of the Russian
Communist Party). The Mensheviks, for their part, in August 1912 organised
a conference in Vienna which led to the unification of the contending Men-
shevik groups (the ‘August Bloc’). Among them were the Vperyod (Forwards)
group, less political than literary and philosophical, to which Maxim Gorky
and [Anatoly Vasilyevich] Lunacharsky belonged; the ‘Liquidators’; the Jewish
Bund; and above all the group around Leon Davidovich Trotsky, the ‘Unifiers’,

44 [Lenin 1962c, pp. 290–1.]
45 [‘Pravda’ means ‘Truth’.]
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who regarded ‘unity at any price’ as essential, both in the Party and in the
impending election campaign for the Fourth Duma. The antagonism between
Trotsky’s group and the Liquidators over internal Party matters introduced fur-
ther fragmentation into the ranks of Lenin’s opponents and thereby contrib-
uted to his success.
The revolution of 1905 had not performed its historic task. The old goals

still remained to be achieved. But now, with intimation of the great events
that were approaching – the sharpening of the conflicts among the capitalist
great powers which was to lead to the World War – an evolution of Bolshevik
policy on the extension of its revolutionary goals began. The organisational
split in Russian Social Democracy accelerated the programmatic differenti-
ation between the two parties even more. The Mensheviks were prepared to
make do with partial demands and reforms ‘on the basis of practical work’,
within the framework of autocratic rule. All they demanded was freedom of
expression, the rights to strike, organise and to assemble. To this end they led a
‘petition campaign’ and a ‘very promising’ campaign for workers’ sickness and
accident insurance. The Bolsheviks regarded this as an attempt to divert the
attention of theworking class away from its revolutionary struggle and towards
questions of secondary importance. They disrupted both the campaigns for the
right to organise and for insurance. Their main demands remained the same:
politically, the overthrow of autocracy and the establishment of a democratic
republic, and economically the confiscationof large-scale landedproperty. But,
in addition, they saw that far-reaching revolutionary possibilities would result
from the approaching war. At the Party Conference in Poronin (near Kraków)
from 23 September to 1 October 1913, Lenin predicted that war was now inevit-
able and would last a long time. The immense convulsions that resulted would
objectively ripen the conditions for social revolution everywhere and soonest
of all in Russia, where the political system was most antiquated and therefore
ripest for liquidation. This theoretical understanding allowed the Bolsheviks to
work to accelerate the revolution and provided a guiding thread for their tac-
tics during theWorldWar that soon followed.Their attitude to theWar followed
from their attitude to the conquest of power.They had already sought to use the
Russo-JapaneseWar (1904) in the interests of workers’ emancipation; they had
therefore called for the defeat of their own government and worked to achieve
this in both the army and the navy. They followed the same tactic during the
WorldWar.
The majority of the leaders of the Second International ([Jules] Guesde,

[Édouard] Vaillant, [Marcel] Sembat and [Gustave] Hervé in France; [Arthur]
Hendersonand [Henry]Hyndman inBritain; [Philipp] Scheidemann, [Eduard]
David and [Carl] Legien in Germany; Victor Adler in Austria; and [Leonida]
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Bissolati in Italy) decided to support the defence of the fatherland, at their
governments’ sides, in stark contradiction with the clear decisions of the Inter-
national Socialist Congress held in Basel (1912). Lenin saw this reversal not as
the result of an accidental constellation of political forces but as the inevitable
product of the opportunism and reformism which the Second International
had pursued for decades and had turned it into a prisoner of the bourgeoisie.
Lenin sought to explain this phenomenon from the standpoint of his theory of
imperialism.46
The victory of opportunism had a necessary inner connection with struc-

tural changes in world capitalism, which between 1898 and 1900 had entered
a specific historical stage, its imperialist phase. Its fundamental economic fea-
ture was the displacement of free competition bymonopoly and the economic
division of the world among international, monopolist associations of capital-
ists, dominated by the financial oligarchy. The bourgeoisies of the four to six
great capitalist powers received billions of super profits from every quarter
of the earth, through the export of capital, the domination and exploitation
of immense colonial regions and territories in Asia and Africa, supplying raw
materials. This turned them into leaches on the bodies of other nations (‘para-
sitic capitalism’). In addition, this gave them the opportunity to win over, by
economic means, the upper strata of ‘their’ workers together with the petty
bourgeois fellow-travellers of the socialist parties, interest them in colonial
exploitation and to corrupt thempolitically, with a substantial part of the colo-
nial superprofits, in the form of higher wages for a layer of skilled workers,
comfortable sinecures in ministries and public offices, in trade unions, mass
circulation newspapers etc. The bourgeoisies concluded a kind of alliancewith
these groups against themass of the people and against other countries. These
upper strata were the channel for bourgeois influence in the proletariat. The
emergence of a labour aristocracy, ‘a “bourgeois labour party” was inevitable
and typical in all imperialist countries’ and found political expression in the
opportunism of the Second International. ‘The mechanics of political demo-
cracy works in the same direction’.47 The opportunists of the Second Interna-
tional could only dominate the working class movement during the relatively
peaceful period between 1871 and 1914 by accepting revolutionary goals and
revolutionary tactics in words and reassuring that their ‘peaceful’ activities –
their opportunist deeds – were merely preparation for the proletarian revolu-
tion. Only the attitude of the Social Democratic majority at the outbreak of

46 [Lenin 1964a.]
47 [Lenin 1964c, pp. 116, 117.]
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War made the masses aware of the contradiction between socialist words and
chauvinist deeds. The collapse of the Second International was at the same
time a collapse of reformism. In Russia too Menshevik leaders such as [Pyotr
Pavlovich]Maslov, Plekhanov, Potresov, [Nikolai Semyonovich] Chkheidze and
[Matvey Ivanovich] Skobelev (with the exception of Menshevik Internation-
alists like Martov and Akselrod etc.) adopted a social imperialist position.
Plekhanovdemanded that settling accountswith tsarismand theRussianbour-
geoisie should be postponed until after the War, in the interest of the victory
of the Entente and of ‘European democracy’; that the social democratic group
in the Duma should vote for war credits and that workers should refrain from
strike action.
The Bolsheviks formulated their opposing viewpoint as early as the ‘Theses’

of 6 to 8 September 1914 and the ‘Manifesto of the Central Committee’ of
1November 1914.48According to Lenin, theWorldWarwasnot an accident but a
product of imperialism, i.e. an unavoidable consequence of the antagonisms of
the period of capitalist decline, whichwould be followed by furtherwars, in the
same way as theWorldWar itself was only a continuation of an epoch of wars
that beganwith the Spanish-AmericanWar (1898), the BoerWar (1900) and the
Russo-JapaneseWar (1904). In contrast to thewars of national liberationamong
capitalist powers in the phase of progressive, rising capitalism, thewars of great
great powers in the imperialist phase are against economically less developed
nations and states. They are predatory wars over the division of the spoils and
this characteristicmakes the formal distinction between offense and defensive
wars misleading and deprives it of any meaning. Under capitalism, draft res-
istance and similar, bourgeois pacifist methods are just as naïve and harmful
dreams of combatting the armed bourgeoisie without weapons as the expres-
sion the ‘last’ war. Their purpose is to lull the proletariat to sleep and harness it
to the wagon of the bourgeoisie. But another, equally harmful misdirection of
theworking class is the socialistpacifist slogan ‘neither victorynor defeat’ of the
Menshevik Internationalists, Trotsky and, later in Germany, Rosa Luxemburg.
As a demand directed at capitalist governments it is utopian and arouses false
faith in the humanity of capitalism. Anyonewho does nomore thanmake such
‘demands’ for the conclusion of a ‘democratic, non-violent peace’ and does not
call on the masses to engage in revolutionary actions against the bourgeoisie
in fact deviates towards the opportunists. Equally harmful are expressions that
the war can be ended by ‘reconciliation’ among the socialists of different coun-
tries, by ‘demonstrating that the people desire peace’. ‘[A]s long as capitalist

48 [Lenin 1964d; Lenin 1964e.]



bolshevism 259

rule lasts there can be no really democratic, non-coercive peace.’49 Lenin coun-
terposed the slogan of an immediate end of the war to the ideology of the
bourgeoisie: class harmony (civil truce), ‘national’ war, defence of the father-
land, defence of democracy and the granting of war credits. Referring to the
Paris Commune of 1871 and objective conditions, already ripe for revolution,
he called for the transformation of the imperialist war among nations into
a civil war, the overthrow of imperialism, the proletariat’s social revolution
against its own bourgeoisie, the conquest of political power with the objective
of the socialist reorganisation of society. Both restricted legal forms of struggle
and illegal forms should be used and all elements opposed to the war should
be supported. Just as during the Russo-Japanese War, during the World War
Lenin also stood for ‘defeatism’: the proletariat should work for the defeat of its
own government in all imperialist countries, soldiers of the belligerent nations
should fraternise in the trenches and colonies should be free to separate from
oppressive mother countries. Every defeat of the government facilitated the
revolution and the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. Consequently, not only ideo-
logical separation fromopportunism but also organisational splits in the Social
Democratic Parties were necessary: ruthless struggle, not only against the ‘gov-
ernmental socialists’ who openly supported the ‘civil truce’, abandoned the
class struggle and delivered the proletariat to imperialism. These open social
chauvinists no longer had the support of the masses. The so-called ‘centre’, the
veiled defenders of social chauvinism (‘Kautskyism’50 and analogous group-
ings in other countries, e.g. the Menshevik Internationalists in Russia) were
the most dangerous. Using the ideology of the past, they were concerned to
reconcile the proletariat with the bourgeois workers parties, instead of execut-
ing a sharp break with the whole past of the Second International. The task
of Marxists in the struggle against opportunism was not to rely on the labour
aristocracy but instead ‘to go down lower and deeper, to the real masses’,51 and
finally to replace the collapsed Second International with a new, Third Interna-
tional of revolutionary social democracy, cleansed of opportunism. Lenin soon
advocated these ideas at the Conference of Bolshevik Groups Abroad in Bern
inMarch 1915, at the first international conference of oppositional social demo-
crats during the war in Zimmerwald (5 to 8 September 1915) and then at their
conference in Kienthal (23 to 20 April 1916).52 The pacifist majority at these
conferences did speak out against granting further war credits but, at the same

49 [Lenin 1964i, p. 188.]
50 [The position of Karl Kautsky.]
51 [Lenin 1964c, p. 120.]
52 [See Lenin 1964f; Lenin 1964g; Lenin 1964h.]
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time, they did not believe in proletarian revolution and civil war. The so-called
Zimmerwald Left formed a weak minority and became the initial core of the
Third International.53
The unexpected collapse of tsarism in February 1917, the abdication of Tsar

Nicholas II, the last representative of theRomanovdynastywhichhad ruled the
Russian people for over three hundred years, on 2 March, and the formation of
a provisional government headed by Prince [Georgii] Lvov, [Pavel] Miliukov,
[Aleksandr] Guchkov and [Aleksandr] Kerensky, which continued to pursue
bourgeois imperialist and annexationist aims anddidnotwish either to end the
War or to proclaim a Russian republic, posed fresh problems for the Bolsheviks.

8 From the February Revolution to the October Revolution.54 Lenin’s
Conception of the State and Theory of the Dictatorship of the
Proletariat

The socialists who, in defending the fatherland, placed themselves on the side
of the bourgeoisie and their governments at the start of the World War, spent
years combatting revolutionaries’ ‘illusions’ and their ‘insanity’ in wanting to
transform the imperialist war into a civil war. Lenin regarded the outbreak of
the Russian Revolution as a confirmation of his diagnosis. It was natural that
the revolution did not break out first in the highly developed capitalist coun-
tries of western Europe but in Russia. Precisely because of its backwardness,
Russia’s powers of resistance were the most limited; it was the weakest link
in the chain of capitalist states. The Provisional Government and its parties
now declared the end of the revolution and asserted that Russia had in fact
achieved all the goals a bourgeois revolution could win and, at a stroke, the
most reactionary state in Europe had turned into the most free. At this time,
Lenin was already calling for the sharpest possible opposition to the Provi-
sional Government in the first of his ‘Letters from Afar’, while he was still in
Switzerland (March 1917). He regarded the March Revolution as simply the
beginning of the transformation of the War into a civil war, ‘the first stage
of the first revolution’, which would by no means be the last.55 He therefore
regarded the transition from the first to the second stage of the revolution as
the most important tactical task of the Bolsheviks. The March Revolution had

53 See Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Internationals: The Third International’, below, pp. 377–402.
54 [The revolutions took place in February and October 1917, according to the old, Julian cal-

endar, March and November according to the modern, Gregorian calendar.]
55 [Lenin 1964i p. 297. Grossman’s emphasis.]
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in fact come about as a result of the alliance between workers and peasants
(in soldiers’ uniforms). As in 1905, soviets (councils) of workers’ and soldiers’
deputies were established in all cities and towns. But one extremely import-
ant peculiarity of the Russian Revolution of March 1917 was that, although it
had gone beyond the typical model of previous bourgeois democratic revolu-
tions, because there was no longer any power over the toiling masses, it had
still not resulted in a pure dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry.
For the first time in history, the phenomenon of dual power had appeared: two
powers, an intermingling of two dictatorships; the dictatorship of the bour-
geoisie and that of the proletariat, existed side by side. The Soviet of Workers’
and Soldiers’ Deputies in Petrograd,56 which in fact possessed revolutionary
power, represented the interests of the poorest masses, i.e. nine-tenths of the
total population. Although weak, it was the embryonic form of workers govern-
ment. But (owing to a lack of organisation and the proletariat’s insufficient
class consciousness) it voluntarily handed over its power to the class enemy,
the bourgeoisie and its ‘Provisional Government’, satisfying itself with exerting
‘control’ over the government, with playing the role of a supplementary paral-
lel government until theConstituent Assemblywas summoned. In thisway, the
whole power of theTsaristmonarchy, its basis in the feudal landowners, the old
bureaucracy and generals, was transferred to bourgeois Russia, i.e. to the cap-
italist landowners and the big bourgeoisie. These people, who already ruled
economically before 1917, now took hold of all responsible organs, the whole
state apparatus (bureaucracy, police, army), to staff them with bourgeois ele-
ments from themiddle class and petty bourgeoisie. In this sense, the first stage
of the revolution had been completed (although the Provisional Government
left the immense landed property of the nobility untouched), since revolution
always signifies the transfer of power into the hands of a new class. But this new
Guchkov-Miliukov government, representing the Russian bourgeoisie and the
Anglo-French capitalists behind it, was not capable of solving the vital prob-
lems of either internal or external policy, which kept the broad popularmasses
in a state of breathless tension. It did not implement agrarian reform and it
did not set a date for the Constituent Assembly. It had to delay both, to avoid
stirring up ‘confusion’ in the country, in the interest of bringing the war to ‘a
victorious conclusion’. Although the government did not abandon its annexa-
tionist aims, it was supported by the Mensheviks, who had a de facto majority
and the leadership in the soviets in their hands. In the programme of the Pro-
visional Government, which was adopted with the agreement of the Petrograd

56 [Saint Petersburg was renamed Petrograd in 1914.]
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Council of Workers and Soldiers, the question of the War was at first passed
over in complete silence, then postponed to an indefinite future with the uto-
pian watchword of a ‘universal democratic peace’. This gave the Mensheviks
and the Socialist Revolutionaries57 the opportunity to advocate ‘revolutionary
national defence’ until such apeacehadbeen concluded. Inpractice thismeant
prolonging the war for an indefinite period. Lenin opposed this policy of the
government and the proletarian parties that supported it. Having arrived in
Petrograd on the night of 3 April 1917, he already formulated his famous ‘theses’
on 4 April 1917, in a speech to an assembly of [Bolshevik andMenshevik] deleg-
ates to theAll-RussianConference of Soviets ofWorkers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies
(published in Pravda on 7 April).58 Initially they met with misgivings even
within the ranks of the Bolsheviks themselves and only gradually proved to
be capable of mobilising the majority of the popular masses around Bolshevik
slogans. According to Lenin, there could be no question of any ‘revolutionary
national defence’. So long as power had not passed from the bourgeoisie to the
proletariat, to the soviets of workers’ and peasants’ deputies, the War would
remain an imperialist war, waged for the sake of capitalists’ profits. The social
character of the War did not depend on whether the form of state was mon-
archical or republican but on the class character of the government and the
interests it represented. The people’s sharpest possible mistrust of the Provi-
sional Government was therefore required. To ‘demand’ that the government
of capitalists cease to be capitalist, i.e. imperialist, was to indulge in impermiss-
ible illusions. The people should not trust the government’s promises but their
own strength. Since two governments cannot exist in a single state in the long
run, either the soviets of workers and peasants have to take sole power or the
bourgeoisie has to abolish the parallel government of the workers and soldiers
councils. Dual power can only be a transitional phase. The Provisional Govern-
ment had, in fact, already started to place every possible obstacle in the way
of a seizure of power from below. The people therefore had to consolidate and
extend their own positions of power. The arming of the proletariat was indis-
pensable. Lenin advanced the programme of concentrating state power in the
handsof the soviets, even though theBolshevikswere aweakminority inmost of
them at the time, compared with the bloc of petty bourgeois opportunists (the
Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries) who tailed behind the bourgeoisie.
In all previous revolutions the ruling classes were able to achieve victory only
by drawing the great mass of the petty bourgeoisie over to their side. The pro-

57 [The Socialist Revolutionary Party was based on the peasantry.]
58 [Lenin 1964j, pp. 21–4.]
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letariat’s task was to win over and organise these middle strata. So long as the
Bolsheviks were in the minority, their task was confined to criticism: they had
to persistently enlighten themasses about the inseparable link between capital
and the imperialist war, expose the mendacious promises of the government,
systematically demonstrate its errors, with reference to the facts and thusmake
the masses conscious of the need to transfer all state power into the hands
of the soviets of workers’ and peasants’ deputies. Return to a parliamentary
republic would be a step backwards; the most important task was to construct
a republic of soviets covering thewhole country, fromtop tobottom.The imme-
diate task was not to ‘introduce’ socialism but to ‘bring social production and
the distribution of products at once under the control of the soviets of work-
ers’ deputies’;59 likewise, control over the whole centralised banking system, to
facilitate the transition to socialism. In order to gain allies for the proletariat
among the peasants, all the land in the country should be nationalised. The
main emphasis in the agrarian programme should be placed on the soviets of
rural workers’ deputies and the right to dispose of the land should be handed
over to the local soviets of rural workers’ and peasants’ deputies. The mass of
working people had to be mobilised around this programme, around the slo-
gans of ‘Peace’, ‘Land’, ‘Control over production’, ‘All power to the soviets’. But
this would be impossible so long as the old name of the Party facilitated fur-
ther misleading of the masses. To make a clean break from ‘social democracy’,
whose official leaders had gone over to the bourgeoisie, the name of the Party
had to be changed to the ‘Communist Party’.
The programme of action outlined here foresaw the course of future events

with great perspicacity. The Bolsheviks, whose influence was still inconsider-
able in July 1917, won the sympathies of the mass of workers and troops as the
failure of the Galician offensive revealed the pointlessness of prolonging the
war. The country’s severe economic crisis, the general discontent and disap-
pointment of the workers over the development of the revolution, the land
hunger of the peasants, which burst forth in numerous spontaneous peas-
ant movements, the persecution of the Bolsheviks by the Provisional Gov-
ernment during July and August and finally [Irakli] Tsereteli’s admission that
the government supported by the Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries
intended to disarm the Petrograd workers, all worked in the same direction.
The Kornilov rising60 was followed by a radicalisation of the masses and the
army, who wanted a uniformly working class government with the exclusion

59 [Lenin 1964j, p. 24.]
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of all bourgeois elements. ‘Revolutionary democracy’, i.e. the bloc of Menshev-
iks and Socialist Revolutionaries, failed to comprehend the real situation and
repeatedly tried to form a coalition with the bourgeois parties. This was bound
to undermine their reputations among themasses. On 11 September LeonTrot-
sky (who had returned from an American prisoner of war camp61 in April and
joined the Bolshevik Party in May), at a full assembly of the Petrograd Soviet,
told the Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries: ‘People from both sides are
offering you their hand. Now you must decide who you are with. Are you with
the working class or its enemies?’62 At the ‘Democratic Conference’ of Septem-
ber 1917, the bloc came out in support of a coalition with the Cadet Party. The
bloc’s indecisive, vacillating position between left and right, the policy which
consisted of ‘demanding’, out of fear of taking power and its own respons-
ibility, that others, who rejected the programme of revolutionary democracy,
actually implement it, constituted revolutionary democracy’s declaration of
bankruptcy. Peace, land and workers control were now no longer the demands
of just the Bolshevik Party but of the whole nation. A government which did
not conform to these demands was doomed to destruction. In September the
Bolsheviks became the leading Party in Petrograd. On 25 September, Trotsky
became chairperson of the Petrograd Soviet, the stronghold of the Russian
Revolution, in which the Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries had now
become a minority, as they had in the Moscow Soviet too. On 7 October (new
style) the Duma was dissolved, after five years of existence, and on 7 Novem-
ber 1917 theProvisionalGovernmentof Kerensky,whichhadalreadybecomean
anachronism, and the bloc that supported himwas overthrown by the Bolshev-
iks, forcibly but almost without bloodshed. All power was transferred to a gov-
ernment of the workers’ and peasants’ soviets, headed by Lenin. For the first
time in history a proletarianmovement had become the ruling state power, in a
gigantic country of 140million inhabitants (a twelfth of theworld’s population)
and22million square kilometres (a sixthof theworld’s land surface). Powerwas
assumed by people whose historical destinywas to erect a state structure never
seen before, upon the ruins of the old Empire.
The general elections for the Constituent Assembly, conducted inDecember

1917, resulted in a peasant-petty bourgeois majority of Socialist Revolutionar-
ies and Mensheviks, thanks to delegates from the provinces. When it met, on
18 January 1918, it was dispersed by sailors and soldiers. Bourgeois parliament-
ary democracy was replaced by proletarian democracy, i.e. by the dictatorship

61 [On his way fromNewYork to Russia, Trotsky was intercepted and incarcerated in a camp
for German prisoners of war, in Amerherst Canada.]

62 [Trotsky 1924, p. 285. The ‘quotation’ is a paraphrase.]
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of the proletariat in its soviet form. The rapid conclusion of the Treaty of Brest-
Litovsk with Germany (February 1918) finally returned the millions exhausted
by three and a half years of war to the peaceful work of construction.
Tounderstand thenew state structure set upby theBolsheviks it is necessary

to briefly examine Lenin’s theory of the state, which performed ‘the undoubted
service of restoring the genuine theory of the state held by Marx and Engels’
([Hans] Kelsen).63 The theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat is the essence
of this theory. The dispersal the Constituent Assembly was not the result of
an accidental constellation of events, namely that it had aMenshevik-Socialist
Revolutionarymajority but rather the inevitable outcome of the programmatic
approach of the Bolsheviks.We saw that the demand for the dictatorship of the
proletariat was incorporated into the programme of the RSDLP in 1903. In his
theoretical justification of this position, Lenin sought to differentiate his con-
ception of the state from both those of social democrats and anarchists.
Everywhere in western Europe, social democracy was the political executor

of the inheritance of bourgeois democrats of 1848. It never went beyond their
intellectual horizon. Its conception of the state thus represented an opportun-
ist distortion of Marx’s theory of the state. Despite its employment of ‘Marxist’
terminology, it represented the fundamentally radical-democratic conception
of the state and revolution. It adoptedLassalle’s belief in the state as the embod-
iment of the ethical idea, his belief in universal suffrage as themeans to eman-
cipate theworking class, finally thebelief that in a statewith full political liberty
(in aparliamentary republic), a ‘freepeople’s state’,64 the conquest of power, the
victory of the working class, i.e. of the majority of the ‘working people’, would
automatically be achieved by the peaceful means of parliamentary democracy,
through a majority decision.
Lenin combated this ideology, because he considered that it directly contra-

dicted the actual character of the state, as taught by experience. It also stood
in contradiction to the line of reasoning which Marx and Engels set down in
a series of writings over forty years. In the Communist Manifesto (1847), The
Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1852), The Civil War in France (1871),
the Critique of the Gotha Program (1875), and finally Engels’s critique of the
Erfurt Program (1891),65 the creators of modern socialism demonstrated the
need for forcible revolution and a dictatorship of the proletariat. The experi-
ences of the Paris Commune in particular proved that theworking class cannot

63 [Lenin 1964b; the ‘quotation’ seems to be a paraphrase, Kelsen 1965, p. 107.]
64 [For Marx’s critique of this conception see Marx 1989.]
65 [Marx and Engels 1976; Marx 1979; Marx 1986a; Marx 1989; Engels 1990b.]
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simply take hold of the existing state machine but must destroy it, the instru-
ment of class rule. The official theoreticians of social democracy ‘forgot’ Marx’s
theory of revolution and did not mention the proletarian party’s task of pre-
paring the working class for revolution. But it was not only open reformists,
like Bernstein who held fast to Lassalle’s conception of the state but also such
Marxists such asKautsky andPlekhanov,whodecried any criticismof the state,
especially the democratic state, as ‘anarchism’ and even applied the notion of
‘defence of the fatherland’ to this class state. Kautsky did recogniseMarx’s con-
ception of the dictatorship of the proletariat in words but interpreted Engels’s
expression, the ‘withering away’ of the state, as suggesting that the state could
gradually change, under the influence of the proletariat, and lose its oppress-
ive character. This interpretation necessarily obscured the unavoidability of
revolution anddestructionof the state apparatus. Engels’s expression, however,
concerned the surviving remnants of the proletarian state after the socialist
revolution: after the complete abolition of classes, the state becomes super-
fluous. The entire difference between Kautskyism and Lassalle is the greater
stress laid [by Kautsky] on the class struggle. But Lenin regarded that concep-
tion, which saw the essence of Marxism in the theory of class struggle, as an
opportunist distortion of Marxism; for this theory was also acceptable to the
bourgeoisie. It did not originate with Marx at all but had already been cre-
ated before him by bourgeois scholars (such as, for example, Lorenz von Stein).
Accordingly, only someonewho develops the theory of class struggle to its ulti-
mate conclusion, the dictatorship of the proletariat, can be regarded as a Marx-
ist, i.e. a representative of proletarian politics. The democratic form does not
change the essential character of the state. A democracy is also a state, hence
an organ of (capitalist) class rule, yes, even ‘the best possible political shell for
capitalism’ (Marx).66 Universal suffrage is an instrument of bourgeois rule; for
the proletariat it merely has formal significance as an index of its maturity. So
the democratic state must also be destroyed by the proletarian revolution. The
bourgeoisie will never voluntarily give up power; on the contrary, its desperate
resistance must be reckoned with.
According to Lenin, the class struggle has been undergoing constant intensi-

fication during the period of early andmature capitalism, until finally, increas-
ing further in the period of the capitalist system’s decline, i.e. in the period of
the transition from capitalism to communism, it burst forth in civil war against
the bourgeoisie and the state. The state, a product of objectively irreconcilable
class antagonisms that arose in the midst of class conflict, is the organ of class
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rule created by the economically dominant class for the political oppression
of the exploited. It follows from its character that the task of the proletariat
does not consist in trying to achieve a parliamentary majority. The liberation
of the enslaved class can, rather, only happen through a forceful revolution
throughwhich the previously oppressed – the proletariat – take power, i.e. raise
themselves to the position of ruling class, destroy the old state apparatus and
forcibly suppress the resistance of the expropriated bourgeoisie. The dictator-
ship of the proletariat therefore represents nothing but the class struggle of
the transitional period, intensified to its uttermost degree, conducted until the
bourgeoisie has been completely annihilated. Only then will the complete dis-
appearance, the ‘withering away’ of the state, become possible. According to
Marx and Engels, force plays a revolutionary role. It is the midwife of every old
society that is pregnantwith a newone. And itwill also play this role in the con-
solidation of socialist rule. Nevertheless, the dictatorship of the proletariat is a
democracy: proletarian democracy, whichwill replace bourgeois democracy. It
is ‘democratic in a new way’, for proletarians and the propertyless; dictatorial
against the bourgeoisie.67 For the first time in history, the majority and not the
minority of the population will be the organ of oppression. And, according to
Lenin, this theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat is the most significant
distinction between Marxism and all petty bourgeois elements in the work-
ing class, on the one hand, and anarchism,68 on the other. Marxists do agree
with the latter on the question of the abolition of the state as the ultimate goal.
While anarchism demands the immediate destruction of the state as the first
act of the revolution, Lenin, in accord withMarx, took the view that in order to
achieve this goal, a temporary dictatorship of the proletariat is needed for the
overthrow of the oppressors or, what is the same thing, a ‘temporary’ form of
proletarian state.
The state apparatuswhichhadbeendestroyedhad tobe replacedbypositive

institutionswhich consist of a ‘aworking…body, executive and legislative at the
same time’ (Marx),69 on themodel of the Paris Commune of 1871, instead of the
three-way division of power (legislative, executive and judicial) of bourgeois
parliamentarism, in which the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie was anchored.
Fiercely rejecting all utopian intellectual constructions as he did, Lenin did not
want to work out the positive features of the new state in theory but to derive
them from the practical experience of previous proletarian uprisings. In the

67 [Lenin 1964b, p. 417.]
68 See Grossmann 1931b, ‘Anarchism’, above, pp. 210–235.
69 [Marx 1986a, p. 331. Grossman’s emphasis.]
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soviets of workers’ and peasants’ deputies, which were set up everywhere dur-
ing the Russian Revolutions of 1905 and 1917, Lenin saw a further development
of the embryonic forms of a new type of state, which Marx had already identi-
fied during the Paris Commune of 1871. They arose spontaneously, through the
initiative of millions of people and not according to legislative proposals. They
will be characteristic of every future proletarian uprising. Theywill replace par-
liaments, which call the mass of the people to the ballot box every three or six
years, while otherwise excluding them from all political activity. Parliaments
are ‘talking shops’ where speeches are only made to engage the attention of
the people while the real work of ‘states’ is performed behind the scenes, by
the departments, chancelleries and staffs, and the contribution of parliament-
ary deputies consists in trying to place themselves and their friends ‘near the
“pie” ’.70 In the soviets, Lenin saw political institutions that were, in principle, of
a different kind. The privileged position of parliamentary deputies, independ-
ent of any control, disappeared; they were replaced by delegates who could
be recalled at any time. The overwhelming majority of the functions of state
powerwere simplified andmade accessible to all, breaking the power of the bur-
eaucracy. The reduction of official salaries to the level of the average wage of a
skilled worker operated in the same direction. What emerged in 1871 with the
Paris Commune, in only an embryonic form, was continued and extended by
the Russian Revolutions of 1905 and 1917, on a larger historical scale through
the creation of the soviets of workers’ and peasants’ deputies.

9 The State Economic Policy of Bolshevism

A The Transition Phase
The October Revolution was accomplished with unusual rapidity: the fight
aginst [Pyotr]Krasnov, the fight for Petrograd, lastedonly aweek.Threemonths
after the November uprising almost the whole of Russia, fromHomel to Siberia
and fromArkhangelsk to Simferopol, was in the hands of the soviets. The initial
period of the revolution was used for the political and organisational consolid-
ation of the new Soviet power. In economic terms, the presence of two revolu-
tionary forces, the urban proletariat and the peasantry, and the alliance (smy-
chka) between them, meant that in Russia two revolutions coincided histor-
ically and accomplished their tasks together. They were the peasants’ belated
bourgeois anti-feudal agrarian revolution, against the big landowners, and the
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urban proletariat’s anti-capitalist revolution, against the industrial entrepren-
eurs. They could accomplish their work together. The first could be carried out
with impetuous élan and lightning fast thoroughness, because it was belated,
confronted with overripe conditions and drew on ready models from western
European experience. On the second day after the revolution, all the land cul-
tivated by the peasantry was already handed over to them for their own use,
without compensation and without any kind of open or hidden redemption
payment. Thus a principal slogan of the revolution was made a reality. Every-
one, without distinction of nationality, status or gender had a right to land to
the extent that they (with family) cultivated it personally. This already set lim-
its on the size of the portion of land to be allotted. It was not permitted to hire
wage-labourers or to lease out land. Every trace of manorial lordship disap-
peared and the peasants were freed from numerous, onerous taxes and rents,
amounting to hundreds of millions of rubles (Decree on the Socialisation of
Land, 8 November 1917; Basic Law on Land, 27 January 1918). Furthermore, the
revolution abolished all the legal provisions upholding the feudal state system
(deprivation of the peasant estate of various rights; legal inequality between
men and women, etc.). It also separated the church from the state and the
school from the church etc.
This was, of course, not a proletarian but peasant (petty bourgeois) agrarian

reform – a concession by the proletariat to the peasants in the interest of the
military-political alliance with them, in order to conquer and consolidate polit-
ical power. Economically, it signified narrowing the social foundations of the
revolution:more than twomillion agriculturalworkers disappeared and turned
into small landed proprietors.
Previous experience provided no guidance for the second, anti-capitalist

revolution, which proceeded carefully and tentatively. The October Revolution
had taken place at a time when Russia was exhausted and devastated by the
war. The initial, transitional phase of Bolshevik policy is characterised by the
need to safeguard the achievements of the revolution and, in the first place to
set the economic mechanism into motion again. No-one initially thought of
expropriating the major part of industrial and commercial capital and it was
only applied in a few cases, as a punishment for sabotage by capitalists. The
eight hour day for the workers was announced and expropriations were lim-
ited to the nerve centres of capitalism, i.e. the State Bank (7 November 1917),
the organisation of credit (the nationalisation of private banks, 27 December
1917) and transport (nationalisation of the waterways 26 January 1918; the rail-
wayswere already in state hands before the revolution).Thedecree introducing
a monopoly of foreign trade (22 April 1918) cut Russian capital off from any
connection with world capital. As these threemeasures turned the proletarian
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state into the monopoly controller of credit, transport, and all raw materials
and commodities imported from abroad, it could direct the rest of capital-
ist industry and subject it to planned regulation (Law on Workers Control,
27 November 1917.) The decree annulling all foreign debts (10 February 1918)
expressed the refusal to pay any kind of tribute (in the form of interest or prin-
cipal repayments) to international capital.

B War Communism
As well as the expropriation of foreign enterprises, the annullment of foreign
debts was among the most important reasons for the stubborn intervention
of international, particularly French capital. The resistance of the counter-
revolution, already moribund, was re-ignited by foreign intervention in favour
of the expropriated classes and for fully three years (1918–1) themost bitter civil
war raged. This was awar of extermination, just as theWorldWar had been. The
main objective was not to defeat the opponent’s army but to weaken its forces,
to destroy its economy. The allies endeavoured to bind the cordon sanitaire71
ever tighter around the Bolsheviks. British and American troops invaded in the
north (Arkhangelsk), the counter-revolution in the east began inMay 1918 with
the action of the Czechoslovak Legion, inspired by the Entente. This led to the
establishment of [Aleksandr] Kolchak’s Government (in Omsk). There were
British and Japanese troops in the Pacific port of Vladivostok. In the south,
English, French, Italian, Greek and Romanian troops and the navies of all the
Entente powers fought against Soviet power. The German army offensive (Feb-
ruary 1918) liquidated Soviet power in Ukraine, turned it into the theatre of a
fierce civil war (between 1917 and 1920 Kiev changed hands 16 times; Soviet
powerwas established there three times, and inOdessa four times) andgave the
Cossack counter-revolution the opportunity to consolidate (Don and Kuban
regions). Piłsudski’s Polish troops penetrated from the west, with French sup-
port. The counter-revolution in the western borderlands of Russia, suppor-
ted by western European capitalism, led to the establishment of a series of
new states, so the class character of this counter-revolution was obscured by
struggles for ‘national liberation’.
Already economically exhausted by the World War, this intervention by

world capital completely crippled Russia’s economic organism: the loss of the
Donets region deprived Soviet Russia of coal, the loss of the Caucasus (Baku
andGrozny) deprived it of oil; theCzechoslovakLegion’s uprising cut it off from
the Volga region, the Urals, Siberia and Turkestan and robbed it of the whole of

71 [‘Cordon sanitaire’ means ‘an enforced boundary to prevent the spread of infection’.]
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its mining industry, its cotton production, the rest of its iron and steel industry,
Siberian butter, themost important wheat-producing districts and agricultural
rawmaterials. TheRussian economic organismbrokeup, torn into two separate
pieces: Soviet Russia andWhite Guard Russia. The former retained roughly two
thirds of the population, themetallurgical and textile industries but lacked the
necessary raw materials: it had only 45 percent of the wheat, 37 percent of the
barley, 8 percent of the sugar, 10 percent of the coal, 23 percent of the raw iron,
and 33 percent of othermetals. The reduction in the cultivated area, combined
with a fall in fertility led to a 1920 harvest 37 percent below the pre-war figure.
The same period saw a fall of 56 percent in the output of intensive agricul-
ture (hemp, flax, peas and sugar beet). Production for the market declined still
more, as the peasants went over to cultivation for their own needs. Agriculture
ceased to form the basis for feeding the cities and delivering raw materials to
industry. The decline in production by small-scale industry amounted to 56–62
percent in 1920, compared with the pre-war period, and the decline in large-
scale industry was even greater, 60–98 percent. The extraction of mineral fuels
and the production of metal ceased almost completely. By 1920, 80 percent of
the railway network was in the hands of the Whites. The transport of goods
had fallen to 20 percent of the 1913 level and was almost exclusively devoted to
military purposes. A serious food crisis, severe fuel and raw material crises, a
transport crisis arose. These led to a catastrophic fall in the urban population.
The size of the urban proletariat fell by 60 percent in comparison with the pre-
war figure (the fall was 49 percent in Moscow, and 66 percent in Petrograd).
Wages fell by almost 55 percent.
In the Russia of theWhites, these crises were alleviated by material support

from capitalist countries. In contrast, the Allies imposed the severest of block-
ades against Soviet Russia until 16 January 1920: imports fell from 935 million
poods72 in 1913 to 178 million poods in 1917 and 500,000 poods in 1919. And a
disproportionately large share of the small quantity of products available for
distribution went to the Red Army, newly created by Trotsky, which was fight-
ing at the front. As a result of this economically unproductive consumption,
necessary consumption was still more restricted and the economy was distor-
ted.
Under these circumstances, the Bolsheviks felt compelled to go beyond the

previously limits of the economic policy initially followed and introduced a
compulsory system of rationing all important products, to secure the products
that were unconditionally necessary for the maintenance and preservation

72 [A pood is 16.38 kilograms.]
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of the revolution, independently of accidental market conditions. The second
stage of expropriation, now extended to cover themajority of capital (‘War Com-
munism’) only followed the factory owners’ sabotage of necessary production
during theCivilWar and as an answer to the actions of owners protecting capit-
alist property. Large-scale industrial capitalwas expropriated and nationalised
(26 June 1918), small-scale industrial capital (29 November 1918), (domestic)
commercial capital (29 November 1920) and the cooperatives (30 November
1918), finally, on the land, at the same time the capital of kulaks (large peas-
ants) was expropriated and Committees of Poor Peasants were set up (11 June
1918).
The actual extent towhich industrial capitalwas expropriatedwas immense.

According to the census of 1920, there were over 37,000 state industrial enter-
prises, employing almost two million workers. Capitalist management of the
factories was gradually replaced by proletarian management. As the market
was the source from which capital constantly drew new strength, during the
Civil War the Bolsheviks were compelled to cut capital off completely from
its invigorating air. Trade was therefore entirely prohibited and the machinery
of private trade was replaced by planned supplies for the whole people (com-
pulsorily organised into cooperatives) with the help of the Central Union of
Consumer Cooperatives (Tsentrosoyuz) and the local provincial societies sub-
ordinate to it, under the control of the Commissariat of Supply. A state mono-
poly over the most important agricultural products was introduced and all
peasant enterprises were required to hand over their surpluses, above a given
level of personal need, in kind. The peasants were to be compensated for these
agricultural surpluses with products of the state owned industrial enterprises,
and, in this way, the capitalist commodity economy was to be replaced by the
state organised exchangeof products, aproletariannatural economywithout the
market. Nationalised industry was organised in a strictly centralisedmanner in
gigantic ‘Trusts’ for (roughly 50) branches of industry. Each was under a chief
administration (glavk), while the function of directing, controlling and work-
ing out the economic plan for the whole country was entrusted to the Supreme
Council of National Economy, which had already been set up on 18 December
1917. The logical consequence of themarketless natural economywas the abol-
ition of cash transactions among individual branches of industry, replaced by
mere accounting and book-keeping.

C The NEP
Under the circumstances, themeasures outlined abovewere a politically neces-
sary prerequisite for the victory of the proletarian revolution in the Civil War
and the destruction of the counter-revolutionary resistance of capital and the
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landowners. It was therefore mistaken to write about a ‘defeat of War Com-
munism’ ([Arthur] Feiler).73 But these measures went far beyond the limits
of what was economically advantageous, i.e. they went beyond the degree to
which previous capitalist development had prepared the domination of the
large-scale enterprise. In particular, they affected the innumerable small enter-
prises in town and country. To extend the scope of the state-run natural eco-
nomy was at the same time to increase organisational difficulties and neces-
sarily led to the bureaucratisation of the economy. It was impossible, within
the framework of the natural economy without the market, to direct hun-
dreds of thousands of small-scale, artisanal enterprises, millions of so-called
kustar (peasant) enterprises, hundreds of thousands of small trading enter-
prises (storehouses, warehouses, shops etc.), finally 18 million peasant farms.
While large-scale enterpriseswere entirely incorporated into the state’s natural
economy, the petty bourgeoisie stubbornly resisted state control. In 1920 the
peasants concealed a fifth of the total sown area and a third of the total harvest.
But in the towns speculators also gained control of the products distributed by
the state monopolies: instead of the legal market, which had been prohibited,
an illegal capitalistmarket emerged; beside the official proletarian natural eco-
nomy, an underground andmuch larger capitalist commodity economy spread
out. At the beginning of 1921 it became clear that this situation was untenable.
So long as the peasants were faced with the choice between the return of the
landowners and the suppression of the market, they declared that they agreed
with the latter. It was precisely the victory of the revolution and the removal of
the counter-revolutionary threat that prompted the peasants to revolt against
the prohibition of trade. The anti-feudal agrarian revolution, the distribution
of the land among the peasants was, in the first instance, completed econom-
ically by the establishment of the market, the possibility of selling agricultural
products. As the proletariat was the minority partner in its alliance with the
peasantry, the proletarian revolution was compelled by the peasant revolution
to accept a temporary retreat (‘breathing-space’) in the interests of the com-
mon victory over the counter-revolution. The first step in this directionwas the
replacement, implemented by Lenin, of the confiscation the whole of the agri-
cultural surplus with a tax in kind, which left the peasants part of the harvest
above what was needed for personal consumption. They were allowed to sell
this on the market. In May 1921 the so-called ‘New Economic Policy’ (NEP) was
introduced and the partial restoration of the market was proclaimed. For agri-
culture, the NEPmeant that the leasing of land and the hiring of wage labourers

73 [Feiler 1931, p. 59.]
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were allowed. But the possibility of the restoration of capitalist exploitation
was limited, so long as political power and the ‘commanding heights’ of the
economy, i.e. control over the basic means of production and exchange (large
factories, the transport system, foreign trade, credit and the determination of
prices) remained in the hands of the proletariat. The restoration of the power
of money and the accumulation of private wealth was equally limited, so long
as the working class had political power and consequently the ability to raise
taxes.
The Soviet Union overcamemany critical situations: the frightful starvation

and harvest failures of 1921 and 1924, and the economic crisis of early 1923, that
resulted fromthe so-called ‘scissors’, i.e. thediscrepancybetween industrial and
agricultural prices, (a consequence of the sharper decline in industrial produc-
tion than agricultural production, therefore a relative surplus of agricultural
products and a fall in their prices). It subsequently entered a phase of calmer
development. The New Economic Policy succeeded in overcoming the cata-
strophic decline in the forces of production, which touched bottom in 1921. By
the end of 1926 the rebuilding of the economy was complete, almost exclus-
ively by using domestic resources, without drawing on foreign capital, and at
an unexpectedly rapid pace. In the most important areas of the economy, pro-
duction reached the prewar level, in part even exceeded it. The productivity
of labour and wages rose to the prewar level and one branch of large-scale
industry after anotherwas gradually transformed frommaking losses tomaking
profits for the state. New tasks therefore now confronted the economic policy
of Soviet power.

D The Five Year Plan
The October Revolution had liquidated the classes of big landowners and big
industrialists. But, so long as small-scale private industry and private peasant
production continued to exist, the roots for the emergence of a new bour-
geoisie and for capitalism to blossom againwere still there. The foundations for
a rebirth of capitalism could only really be destroyed by the liquidation of tech-
nological backwardness and the extension of the socialised sector of the eco-
nomy on the basis of modern technology. ‘Socialism is inconceivable without
large-scale capitalist engineering based on the latest discoveries of modern
science’.74 The danger of capitalism’s revival was particularly great in the coun-
tryside, where a stratum of larger capitalists developed again and again from
the village bosses, the rich peasants (kulaks), who exploited the mass of the

74 [Lenin 1965a, p. 339.]
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village poor. Any attempt to protect the village poor as the basis of the tradi-
tional small-scale enterprise – consequently, Zinoviev’s programme of ‘a horse
for every small peasant’ too – had to remain illusory, in face of the inexorable
character of the laws of capitalist development. A successful struggle against
exploitation by the kulaks could only be conducted by liquidating small peas-
ant property and transferring the village poor to new forms of collective agri-
cultural production conducted with the most modern technology. This kind of
reconstruction of agriculture, however, could only be carried out on the basis of
a new and higher form of smychka, the alliance between the urban proletariat
and the poor peasants.
This alliance had passed through various phases. It started off as amilitary-

political alliance for the conquest of power and themaintenance of theOctober
Revolution’s achievements against the threat of a bourgeois-landlord restora-
tion. Later on, during the NEP period, the economic content of the smychka
consisted in the effort to rebuild ruined agriculture by raising the level of
the individual peasant farming, using the commercial aspect of the alliance
between town and country, so that in return for the delivery of food sup-
plies the town satisfied the village’s personal consumption requirements for
the products of industry (textiles, shoes etc.). The present, higher form of the
alliance finally consists of the development of the productive forces of agri-
culture by overcoming the low productivity of small individual farming, i.e. by
satisfying the productive requirements of the village (agricultural machinery,
tractors, superior seed varieties, artificial fertiliser etc.). The organisational pre-
conditions for this are: 1) acceleration of the tempo of industrial development;
2) transformation of peasant enterprises, which will only become possible
by using modern machinery, i.e. the creation of various forms of productive
cooperation in villages, starting with the establishment of machine tractor sta-
tions and cooperatives for the common use of the soil, and going on to the
collectivisation of farms; 3) the principal condition for the implementation of
this reconstruction is, finally, the quantitative and qualitative strengthening of
the leading social force – the proletariat – as the organiser of the whole system
of socialist reconstruction, in a predominantly peasant country. The necessity
for this reconstruction derived from the whole internal and external situation
of the Soviet Union: the danger of capitalist encirclement from outside and the
preponderance of private economic elements within the country. The working
class can only retain its power and the leading role of the proletariat can only
be secured in the long term, by such a socialist reconstruction. But it was not
just the rebirth of capitalism that had to be prevented; the crises specific to
capitalism had to be eliminated, by taking control of the market, restricting
it step by step and finally abolishing it completely. In its place, according to



276 chapter 19

the decision of All-Russian Central Executive Committee in 1920, there would
be the ‘formulation of … an integrated production plan for Soviet Russia as a
whole’,75 that would be of decisive significance for the further development of
the entire economy of the Soviet Union. The idea of a plan covering the whole
of the economy, prescribing and determining the direction and extent of its
development, is an old component of scientific socialism. It was also in the
minds of the Russianmasses from the very first days that followed the October
Revolution. But the implementation of these plans had to be postponed ini-
tially, when [resistance to] the counter-revolution compelled the measures of
War Communism and the NEP.
For Leninism, the theoretical justification for the realisiation of socialism in

an economically backward country resulted from the concrete historical situ-
ation in which it was possible to hope that the western European proletariat
would provide support for the Russian Revolution. The fact that the Russian
Revolution was isolated, however, made it necessary to consider the theoret-
ical problem of the possibility of socialism in a single country. This possibilitity
had alreadybeen foreseen andanswered in the affirmativewith great acuteness
by G.V. in Germany in 1879 in his theoretical analysis of the ‘isolated socialist
state’.76 Lenin also answered the question affirmatively, at the end of his life
(in 1923).77 After Lenin’s death the affirmative answer given by [Iosif] Stalin-
[Nikolai] Bukharin gave rise to fierce struggles and debates within the CPSU.
A resolution passed by the Fourteenth Party Conference (April 1925) affirmed
their answer to the cardinal question of socialist construction, which was sub-
sequently confirmed by a plenum of the Central Committee. This conception
was combatted by theMensheviks but alsomany Bolsheviks, in particular Trot-
sky as unMarxist. They argued that the construction of socialism in the Soviet
Unionwas impossible, owing to technological backwardness and that the ines-
capable requirement for socialist constructionwas the victory of theproletariat
over the bourgeoisie in all capitalist countries or at least the most important
ones.
The history of the first tentative attempts at planning the economy – its

‘infancy’ – can be passed over here with a refence to [Friedrich] Pollock’s
groundbreaking book.78 All that needs to be mentioned here is that, in 1920,

75 [Vserossiysky Centralny Ispolnitelny Komitet 1920. Grossman’s emphasis. Also see Lenin
1965c, p. 138 and Pollock 1971, pp. 233–4.]

76 Vollmar 1878.
77 [Lenin 1965b, p. 468.]
78 Pollock 1971.
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Lenin asserted that the survival of the proletarian dictatorship was dependent
on the electrification and industrialisation of the country, and already called
for a plan for the production of energy over the next ten years. It is understand-
able that, during the period of Civil War andWar Communism, despite all the
efforts, this was not achieved. A decisive step was taken with the establishment
of the State Planning Commission (Gosplan 22 February 1921), on Lenin’s insist-
ence. It brought previously scatteredplanning activities into one centre. Its first
labours took place under Lenin’s direct supervision. Of course, not much inital
success couldbe expected, given thedestructionwrought by theWorldWar and
CivilWar. Only after the successful reconstruction of the industrial inheritance
taken over from the bourgeoisiewas thework of newconstruction, whichwould
have started immediately after the October Revolution under more favour-
able historical circumstances, taken in hand in line with the decision of the
Sixteenth Party Conference (October 1926). And only now did the problem
of socialist construction arise for the Bolsheviks in all its gigantic, world his-
toric magnitude: how and under what circumstances is such new construction
on a planned basis possible, that is while avoiding the periodic crises so char-
acteristic of capitalism? The fulfilment of these tasks was approached with
energetic boldness and extraordinary consistency. The first control numbers
for the year 1925–6 were already prepared by 20 August 1925. On their basis,
the possible and attainable expansion of production during the following year
was calculated in advance and determined in advance! For, unlike the economic
research institutes of capitalist states, the control numbers do not only predict
(make prognoses about) the course of future developments, independent of
our wishes. Through the issue of directives to economic leaders, they also steer
future development to the predicted outcome (Pollock).
It was soon clear, however, that a plan covering a single year was not suffi-

cient. For large technological facilities, a construction time of five years nor-
mally has to reckoned with. To calculate the outlay of the necessary capital
investment correctly, it is therefore necessary to use this period as a basis. The
economic effectiveness of these new facilities, the full entry of their annual
product into the economic process, does not occur until even later. So it was
apparent that it was necessary to create a general plan, estimated to cover
about 15 years, in order to plan the reordering of the economy, i.e. to construct
a schematic model of its future structure on the basis of productive forces
(material resources and available labour-power) currently at hand and expec-
ted in each successive year. Only on the basis and within the framework of
such a general plan could its first part – the Five Year Plan – be calculated and
determined in more detail. Its purpose was to prevent a characteristic feature
of capitalism: the explosive volatilitywith which the different branches of pro-
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duction develop, due to concerns about profitability. It had to coordinate and
sequentially determine the speed of development of the principle sectors of
the economy, their connections with each other and with the overall tempo of
socialist accumulation over the given period of time. But the Five Year Plan,
which is first and foremost a conception of grandiose and accelerated socialist
industrialisation, is not merely an economic document but also a programme
of political class struggle within the USSR. Born in the period between 1925 and
1928, chiefly at the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Congresses of the CPSU, in the
struggle against the right wing, its acceptance has determined the direction of
future economic policy, in its most important aspects, on the path of social-
ist construction. Its adoption marked the rejection of the so-called theory of
agrarianisation of the bourgeois Professors [Nikolai] Kondratiev and [Nikolai]
Makarov, which alsomet with sympathy in circles of Party right wingers ([Lev]
Shanin). This theory regarded the proposed tempo of industrialisation, with its
focus on attacking the village kulak, as too rapid and unrealisable. Agriculture
has to be raised first, all restrictions on the growth of the individual farms of
large peasants had to be removed, the export of agricultural products expan-
ded, on that basis foreign trade with the capitalist world economy increased
and technological equipment put in place on peasant farms, with the assist-
ance of European industry. Only on this firm basis of organic development
would it be possible for industry to gradually grow. According to the concep-
tionof the rulingpartymajority (the Stalin tendency), the struggle of theParty’s
right against accelerated industrialisation was the expression of the influence
of non-proletarian, peasant elements. Only the rapid growth of industry produ-
cing means of production (heavy industry) was capable, according to the view
of the party majority, of creating a basis for rapid progress in processing indus-
tries and agriculture, making the Soviet Union as independent as possible from
the capitalist world and finally building up branches of industry needed for the
defence of the country.
On theother hand, thepartymajority also rejected theprogrammeof ‘hyper-

industrialisation’ advocated by the Party’s Left, i.e. so-called ‘Trotskyism’. Trot-
sky regarded the tempo of the industrialisation which had been embarked
on as insufficient and called for further acceleration by drawing more on the
resources of the peasantry. This amounted to treating the village as a kind of
colonial hinterland for the socialist town and socialist industrialisation, and
would ultimately threaten the principal foundation of the proletarian dictat-
orship and Soviet power: the alliance between the workers and the peasants.
The ideological and organisational liquidation of Trotskyism at the Fifteenth
Congress of the CPSU (1927) ensured the definitive victory of the general line
of economic construction established by the Five Year Plan.
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Despite the prevailing hunger for finished goods, the Five Year Plan worked
out at the end of 1926 ([Stanislav] Strumilin) for the period 1926–7 to 1930–1
laid the greatest stress not on promoting the production of consumer goods
destined for the broadmasses (the so-called Group B) but on the development
of the country’s productive forces – the industries producing means of pro-
duction (the so-called Group A). But it did not make use of all the possibilities
offered by a planned economy. The lack of experience it displayed is notice-
able in the undeveloped theory and method of planning, and also the lack
of any data. After all, the experience so far garnered only covered the period
of reconstructing the ruined and unutilised assets of the country under mar-
ket conditions. Could these experiences (such as the growth of industry at a
rate of 20 to 30 percent per annum during the period 1922/23 to 1925/26) also
be applied to future socialist construction when the market was excluded? If
socialism– anorganised andplanned economy– represents an economic prin-
ciplewhich is superior to capitalism’s anarchicmode of production, as socialist
theory has always maintained, this superiority of the planned economy must
be demonstrated by its successful practical application. The great practical task
of the planned economy in the Soviet Union was therefore summed up in the
expression: ‘to overtake and outstrip the advanced capitalist countries technic-
ally and economically’79 and thus secure the victory of the socialist system in
its historic competition with the economic system of capitalism. A dispute of
fundamental importance arose about the tempo of future development, over the
percentage by which the gross product of large-scale industry should increase
in 1926/27 and subsequent years. The percentage expansion of production is
dependent on the extent of the sources of accumulation available to a coun-
try. But under capitalism a great proportion of the sources of accumulation is
squandered unproductively, whether on circulation costs connected with the
anarchic character of capitalist production (e.g. interest and storage costs, as a
result of obstacles in circulation and lack of demand) or irrational production
(e.g. inappropriate investments in factories as a result of rivalry among hos-
tile enterprises, unutilised means of production and labour power etc.). The
advantage of an organised planned economy, in contrast, lies in the extreme
practicability, thus also economy in production, as shown in particular in the
giant industrial complexes combining electrical, chemical and steelmaking
branches (e.g. the Dnieprostroi complex or the planned unification of the coal,
coke, metallurgical and chemical industries in the Donets basin). It is true that
under capitalism there is also tendency to ‘rationalisation’, horizontal and ver-

79 [Stalin 1954, pp. 281–2.]
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tical concentration of enterprises and the formation of cartels and giant trusts.
But private property, whether in the land or in the riches beneath it, is a bar-
rier to the consistent and rational operation of this tendency. Hence proposals
for a planned bourgeois economy (Walter Rathenau and Rudolf Wissell),80 in
which private property in the means of production is essentially retained, are
impossible to implement and have not withstood criticism. The nationalisa-
tion of the land and mineral resources, as well as the conversion of large-scale
industry into state property, open unimagined possibilities for the planned and
rational organisation of production in industrial complexes. In capitalist soci-
ety there can be no question of this. And the planned economy gives rise to a
similarly economical use of resources in the sphere of circulation, e.g. by elim-
inating superfluous circulation time and reducing it to the necessaryminimum
of transportation time etc. Removing the barrier of private property generalises
technological progress, which is withheld from general use by private, indus-
trial property rights under capitalism.
These and other similar advantages of the planned economy mean that

there are reserves of heightened opportunities for accumulation in comparison
with private economic accumulation. But, lacking experience, the extent of
these reserves was unclear. Already in 1925/26, actual growth exceeded that
proposed by 17.4 percent in large-scale industry and 17 percent in agriculture.
For 1926/27 Gosplan’s control numbers prescribed a growth rate of only 15.6
percent; as implemented, growth was over 21 percent. This and other exper-
iences showed that the original Five Year Plan lagged too cautiously behind
the facts; it lacked any kind of drive. It was precisely for this reason that, early
in 1928, Gosplan issued a supplement to the piatiletka,81 actually a new ver-
sion of the Five Year Plan for the period 1928/29 to 1932/33. On the basis of
experience gained so far, despite the introduction of the seven hour working
day and the five day working week, it assumed that growth would proceedmore
rapidly than originally envisaged. The revised Plan recognised how its distinct-
ively gigantic impetus would stimulate the interest and creative energy of the
working class and the administrative apparatus in reconstructing the Soviet
economy, so that they concentrated on carrying it out. The Five Year Plan thus
represents a significant turning point in the economic development of the
Soviet Union.
It is not possible enter into the concrete content of this process in more

detail here. In order to understand the structural changes in the Soviet eco-

80 [Rathenau 1925; Wissell 1920.]
81 [‘Piatiletka’ means ‘Five Year Plan’.]
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nomy which aimed for and have already started, it is merely noted that, for the
reasons indicated earlier, it was the production of the means of production and
especially sources of energy (coal, oil, peat and electrical power) that needed
to be increased initially. In terms of raw materials, the production of pig iron
and steel, as well as copper and zinc, will be increased tremendously, and on
this rawmaterial basis, the machine building industry will quadruple over five
years. The extent of the structural changes which were aimed for in the rela-
tionship between town and country and between the socialised sector and the
private sector of the economy can best be seen in the extent and direction of
capital investments in the economyduring the previous five years (1924 to 1928)
and during the five years embraced by the piatiletka:

1924–8 1929–33
(billion rubles)

Total investments 26.5 64.6
including:
a) Industry 4.4 16.4
b) Long distance electric power stations 0.8 3.1
(excluding factory based power stations)
c) Transport system 2.7 9.9
d) Agriculture (including investment in peasant farms) 15.0 23.2

The structural transformation and the desired course of development on the
path to socialist industrialisation is apparent in the increase in capital direc-
ted to industry and long distance electric power stations exceeding those in all
other branches of the economy. Total capital invested should increase by 182
percent from the 1928 level but the increase in industry should be 300 percent
and even 525 percent in the case of long distance power stations, while it is only
167 percent for railways and 135 percent for agriculture. The share of industry in
the economy as a whole should increase from 14 percent in 1928 to 22.8 percent
in 1933. The share of long distance power stations should grow from 1.4 percent
to 4.1 percent, over the same period, and that of transport from 16.6 percent to
17.2 percent, while the share of agriculture should fall from 41 percent to 30.4
percent. But it is not only the shift to industrialisation that is noticeable. The
rise in the share of nationalised industry signifies a strengthening of the social-
ised sector in the distribution of investment capital. According to the Five Year
Plan, the proportions between the different social sectors by 1933, as compared
with 1928, should change as follows. The state sector rises from 51.0 percent to
63.6 percent, the cooperative sector from 1.7 to 5.0 percent, the socialised sector
as awhole from 52.7 to 68.9 percent, the private sector falls from 47.3 percent to



282 chapter 19

31.1 percent. It is not possible to go into the development of individual branches
of production here. The question of how this gigantic plan is being realised
is, however, interesting. Are its assumptions merely fantasies, ‘expressions of
desire’? In 1928 Feiler could still refer ironically to the Five Year Plan’s growth
figures as being ‘conjugated in the future tense’,82 the first two years of the Plan
immediately showed that its essential parts would not only be realised but far
outstripped, that the actual tempo of accumulationwasmuchmore rapid than
envisaged in the Plan.

Coal production, which rose from 28.9 million tonnes in 1913 to 36.3 million
in 1927/28 (+26.6 percent), was expected to reach 75 million tonnes in 1932/33,
according to the plan, i.e. more than double over five years. At the Sixteenth
Party Congress (July 1930), [Valerian Vladimirovich] Kuibyshev was able to
state that coal production reached 52.5million tonnes in 1929/30 and in 1930/31
would amount to more than 72 million, so that after three years of the plan it
had almost reached the total predicted for the end of the fifth year (1932/33).
The same is true of the production of oil, electrical energy etc. According to the
Five Year Plan pig iron production was expected to increase from 3.3 million
tonnes in 1928 to 10million tonnes in 1932/33, that is, trebled. To provide a com-
parative yardstick for evaluating this gigantic growth tempo, it is noted that in
theUnited States a similar increase took 18 years (1879–97), inGermany 22 years
(1883 3.4million tonnes; 1905 10.8million tonnes). InGreat Britain 21 yearswere
needed (1886 to 1907), to raise iron production from 7.1 million tonnes to 10.2
million tonnes, i.e. to raise it by a mere 45 percent. But even this tremendous
growth tempo should be outdone. In his speech, mentioned above, Kuibyshev
stated that in 1931/32 pig iron production would already reach the 10 million
tonnes predicted for 1932/33. Production would reach 17 million tonnes during
the last year of the plan, because the three newly constructed giants (Magni-
togorsk in the Urals – the largest ironworks in Europe, with a production of 2.6
million tonnes – Zaporozhe and Kuznetsk) with a total production of 4.6 mil-
lion tonneswould come on stream in 1932/33. In Germany it took 29 years (1883
to 1912) for this to happen. There are no historical analogies for such a tremend-
ous growth tempo.With the achievement of these estimates, the Soviet Union
will become the largest pig iron producer in Europe and the second largest in
the world (after the United States of America).
Because capitalist production is for an unknown market, when it increases

it meets with problems of demand and these lead to fight over markets. The
purpose of increasing production in a planned economy, on the other hand,

82 [Feiler 1931, p. 93.]
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is to satisfy needs. Individual branches of production are consumers of each
other’s products, because the growth of each has been coordinated and har-
monised with the others in advance. The forced growth in pig iron produc-
tion, for example, is a necessary prerequisite for the development of a series
of industrial branches that make use of the metal: general machine construc-
tion, the construction of agricultural machinery, automobile and tractor con-
struction, housing construction, railway construction. The value of agricultural
machinery output, for example, which was 67million rubles in 1913 and should
reach 500million rubles at the end of the FiveYear Plan (1933), was already 400
million rubles in 1930 and indeed 845million rubles in 1931, thus overtaking the
annual production of agricultural machinery in the United States of America.
Similar experiences in the first two years of the Five Year Plan in other indus-
tries made it possible to issue the directive embodied in the resolution of the
Sixteenth Party Congress, for ‘the fulfilment of the Five Year Plan in four years’,
in the most important branches of production.
The possibilities for realising the Five Year Plan naturally vary according to

the degree to which the means of production have been brought under state
control. In large-scale industry and in transport, which are entirely owned by
the state, the estimates in the Five Year Plan are at the same time directives
to perform a given amount of work. The socialist transformation of the vil-
lage is much more difficult. The state cannot give binding directives to the 24
million peasant farms. All it can do is influence the direction of the natural
processes taking place in the village through a series of powerful instruments
of indirect ‘social pressure’ which it has at its disposal, e.g. by setting the prices
of the products of state run industries, the provision of energy by the state,
advantagingmembers of collective farms over private farms in the provision of
industrial commodities, tax and credit policies etc. The difficulties of planning
agriculture are still greater because almost a quarter of peasants farms consist
of dwarf holdings, not even capable of maintaining a family and for which it
was not worth keeping a horse.
Despite these difficulties, the Five Year Plan does not neglect the socialist

transformation of the village and we saw that the leading idea underlying the
Five Year Plan is to overcome the technological backwardness of agriculture.
One way to raise the level of peasant farming would be to allow the well-off

peasants in the village (kulaks) greater freedom of manoeuvre, on the model
of western European capitalist states. This would make it easier to lease land
and make use of wage labour, reduce their tax burden and provide them with
other assistance. It was impossible for the Soviet state to follow this path for the
development of the productive forces. It is clear socialist industry in the towns
cannot be developed with one hand while the path for capitalist elements in
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the villages is smoothed with the other. The Soviet state decided to choose a
different path, the path of the final, decisive struggle against the survivals of
capitalism inpeasant agriculture.This is thepathof the socialist transformation
of the village, converting 24 million small, technologically primitive peasant
farms into large-scale, mechanised agricultural enterprises, by socialising agri-
cultural production. There is still a great deal of uncultivated land in the Soviet
Unionbut the small peasant doesnot have themeans topurchasehorses, build-
ings and other inventory. According to the Five Year Plan, socialist industry
should supply the requirements of agriculture and overcome the age-old back-
wardness of village life, the age-old chasm between town and country, finally
allowing the transition to the classless communist society. The three forms of
socialised agriculturewhich have existed in small numbers since the beginning
of Soviet rule are the cooperative for joint cultivation, the artel83 and the com-
mune. They represent three successive stages of increasing collectivisation of
peasant agriculture. In the first, only the land is handed over for common cul-
tivation; tools, cattle and the crop remain private property. In the agricultural
artel the private sphere is restricted to consumption. Finally, communes (the
kolkhozy)84 combine peasant farms into collective units, that receive support
from the state in the form of machines, credit, seed, artificial fertiliser etc. In
them, the last remnants of independent existence are abolished: the members
of the commune live in communal houses, children are brought up commun-
ally etc. The kolkhozy free small peasants from exploitation by the kulaks but
also signify a technological revolution in agriculture. As well as the kolkozy,
the socialised sector includes a second group of enterprises, the gigantic state
farms (sovkhozy), set up by the state, the so-called ‘grain factories’, on the
Americanmodel. They encompass enormous areas (like, for example the ‘grain
factory’ Gigant in the north Caucasus, with its 140,000 hectares, three times lar-
ger than the largest mechanised farms in America), devoted to the production
of grain and equipped with the most modern agricultural machinery, tractors
etc. In 1927/8, at the end of the period of reconstruction, the area sown in the
socialised sector covered only 2.3 million hectares (the sovkhozy 400,000 hec-
tares), i.e. just under 2 percent of the total area sown and both groups together
provided roughly 7.5 percent of marketed grain. Under the Five Year Plan the
size of the Soviet estates is to increase from 400,000 to five million hectares
after five years and the assumed growth of collective farms from 2.3 million to
22million hectares. The cultivated area of the socialised sector should increase

83 [The artel was a traditional cooperative.]
84 [‘Kolkhoz’, plural ‘kolkhozy’ is conventionally translated as ‘collective farm’.]
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from 2.3 million hectares in 1928 to 27 million hectares in 1933, i.e., after five
years, alreadymore than 18 percent of the cultivated area and 43 percent of the
grain delivered to the market. In the course of this restructuring six million
peasant households (roughly 20 million villagers) should go over from indi-
vidual to collective production. The restructuring of agriculture tomechanised
enterprises should be largely completed. By 1933 no less than 170,000 tractors
and new machines, to a total value of 900 million rubles, should be employed
in the socialised sector. Thanks to the advantages of large-scale production, the
use of artificial fertiliser etc., the yield per hectare should be double that on
individual peasant farms.
There is no need to particularly emphasise what a radical break with the

centuries old style of village life this constitutes and what an upheaval it is in
the structure of agricultural production. The 43 percent of the marketed grain
which the socialised sector should provide completely transforms the situation
on the grain market, making the supply of food to the towns and for export
increasingly independent of the peasants’ deliveries, thwarting any possibility
of kulaks speculating and attempting to upset the price of grain.
A similar policy is also being pursued in relation to livestock. Here too the

attempt is beingmade to guarantee the supply of meat to the towns independ-
ently of deliveries by individual peasant farms and to solve the problem of
raising livestock in a socialist way by setting up huge farms specialising in cattle
breeding (skotovod) and pig breeding (svinovod).
In the socialised sector of agriculture, too, the results of the first two of the

five years surpassed the original estimates. In 1929/30 203 million rubles were
to be invested in the sovkhozy and 7,000 tractors were to be placed at their dis-
posal. The investments in fact amounted to 365million rubles and the number
of tractors available was more than twice as high. So the area of five million
hectares which was expected to be under cultivation by sovkhozy in 1933 had
already been reached by 1930. The same is true of the kolkhozy to a still greater
degree. The amount of state support for the collective farms originally envis-
aged in 1929/30was 200million rubles. The actual figurewas 320million rubles.
Likewise, the number of tractors, automobiles, agricultural machines and the
quantity of artificial fertiliser placed at their disposal increased beyond the ori-
ginal estimate. In 1928/29 the collective farms already covered a cultivated area
of 5 million hectares and in 1929/30 not less than 30 millin hectares. Thus the
whole of the Five Year Plan for collectivisation had already been significantly
surpassed in its second year and the sole obstacle to further growth is that
young Soviet industry cannot produce enough to supply the collective farms
with the tractors, machines, fertiliser etc. that they need and that there is a
shortage of qualified agronomists.
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Modern technology should alsobe introduced into individual peasant farms,
by means of contracts they will make with the state machine tractor stations
for the mechanised cultivation of the fields and harvesting. According to the
supplement to the Five Year Plan, 200 such stations were set up for the first
time in 1929/30 (in the Volga region, Ukraine and the north Caucasus). They
have adequate numbers of tractor columns and attachments, as well as reliable
permanent workers, and had five million hectares to cultivate. By 1933 1,000
such tractor stations should have been organised for 40million hectares under
cultivation. These contracts thus represent the first stage in acquainting the
peasants with the most elementary form of a socialised economy and prepar-
ing them for higher forms of collectivisation.
Considering agriculture as a whole (the socialised and the private sectors),

the sownarea should increase from 116 to 142millionhectares, i.e. by 22percent,
during the five years between 1928 and 1933 (the cultivated area had already
reached 132 million hectares by 1930). The area under grain should increase
by 17 percent and industrial crops by 62 percent (particular crops, like cotton,
should increase even faster, the total yield should rise rise from 718,000 tonnes
to 1,907,000 tonnes, i.e. by 165 percent, which will make the Soviet Union inde-
pendent of cotton imports). The grain harvest should grow by 25 percent, i.e.
from 7.6 quintals per hectare to 9.5 quintals per hectare,85 which will make the
formation of a state grain reserve of almost 5million tonnes possible and allow
the amount of grain exported to rise again to about 8million tonnes, by the end
of the fifth year, despite the growing amount needed by the population itself
(Tsarist Russia exported approximately 11 million tonnes.) The income of the
agricultural population should rise by 67 percent, with the income of private
farms increasing by 61 percent and that of collective farms by 84 percent, as
a result of higher agricultural production and the reduction in the prices of
industrial products envisaged under the Five Year Plan.
Only by taking in hand this socialist reconstruction of the village could the

Bolsheviks combine into a unified Communist revolution the two revolutions,
the agrarian revolution of the peasantry and the proletarian revolution in the
towns, which had continued to stand unconnected side by side until the Octo-
ber Revolution and longer, during the periods of War Communism and the
NEP.
Such a tremendous revolution in thewhole of the economic life of a gigantic

country inhabited by 160 million people, a revolution whose basic idea is

85 [A quintal, here, means 100 kilograms.]
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initially to promote industries producing means of production and, for this
reason, to temporarily restrict the industries only producing consumer goods,
cannot occur, it is self-evident, without friction and without imposing very
great sacrifices (food shortage) on the bearers the system, the workers and
peasants. That such a revolutionary transformation brings about some hard-
ship for the opponents of the system is understandable. For the historian who
looks back, tracing out not the transitory phenomena that accompany a sys-
tem but its essential historical core, the Five Year Plan and its underlying eco-
nomicmeasures represent a unique attempt to replace the anarchy of themar-
ket, which has defied all previous efforts to regulate within the framework of
the capitalist economy, with a mechanism of a fundamentally different type,
namely an economy of socialist production on a generous scale. What now
exists is still not socialism: along-side the state socialist economy, private capit-
alism still exists. But it is already impossible for any large-scale private activities
to be undertaken in any area of the economy without permission from the
State Planning Commission. Year by year, the socialist elements of the mar-
ketless economy are being strengthened, while the role of the market, of the
private economy, progressively declines. The elemental compulsion of themar-
ket mechanism, inherent in the capitalist system, with its explosive booms
followed by the setbacks of crises and periods of stagnation, is being overcome.
Consciously planned direction, social control of the economy is replacing it.
Precisely for that reason, this is the greatest socialist experiment known to his-
tory. It is of supreme significance both for economics and in practical terms. It
is important for the former because economic theory, which formore than 200
years has derived all its concepts from an exchange based economy, for the first
time finds here the newmaterial of a marketless, planned economy, which will
enrich the subject with new scientific concepts. In practical terms, it is import-
ant because a duel between capitalism and socialism is being fought out in the
framework of the struggle over the Russian Five Year Plan, whose outcomewill
help to determine the fate of western European capitalism and the western
European proletariat for decades to come.
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chapter 20

Christian and Religious Socialism*

Carl Grünberg and Henryk Grossman
Translated fromGerman by Ben Fowkes

1 The Concepts Defined

Werner Sombart considered socialism to be simply social rationalism, i.e. a
principle of organisation according to which social life should be ordered in a
fully rational way, with instinctive impulses firmly subordinated. But if social-
ism is understood as a fundamental rejection of private property, in favour of
the collective organisation of our economic order, then ‘Christian’ or ‘religious’
socialism can be spoken of only in a broad and imprecise sense. This is because
the termencompasses, in addition toChristian and religious socialists properly
so called, those currents and political parties which do describe themselves as
‘Christian social’ but only aim at a reform of the dominant order, while main-
taining its essential foundations, i.e. they want to replace a ‘false’ capitalism
with a ‘true’, ‘social’ capitalism. Christianity, as such, has never spoken out in
principle against private property and in favour of a collectivist social order.1
What lends all these Christian social parties a specific character and distin-

guishes them from other socialist or reformist parties, however, is their con-
viction that the transformation of the economic and social order they want to
achieve is dictated by and must be imbued with the spirit of Christianity or reli-
gion in general. This is also true of other currents of religious socialism.
In our presentation of ‘Christian and religious’ socialism, as a program-

matic demand for social transformationona religiousbasis,wewill accordingly
exclude, on the one hand, genuine socialism and communism and other polit-
ical parties with economic objectives and, on the other, activities of a purely
charitable nature. It was impossible to exclude from consideration, as Sombart
proposed at the Stuttgart conference of the Verein für Sozialpolitik,2 certain

* [Originally published as Grünberg and Grossmann 1931, which include substantial material
from Grünberg 1911b.]

1 [See Grünberg 1933c.]
2 [Sombart 1925, p. 34. The ‘Verein für Sozialpolitik’ (‘Association for Social Policy’) was an aca-

demic society.]
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activities – in truth only apparently religious – which practical life had already
created and use religion merely as the means to effectively combat the ‘idea of
class struggle’,3 which [supposedly] grew out of atheism, and the proletarian
class movement as a whole.
Christianity’s split on theological grounds into rival confessions and differ-

ences in the historical development of Catholicism and Protestantism (and
within the latter also between Lutheranism and Calvinism) have produced,
despite common elements in their moral teachings, certain differences in the
principles of their overall conceptions of material and social life. These diver-
gences have also set the standard for the structure of the social reform move-
ments associated with them and the way in which they act in practice. Catholi-
cism is authoritarian and emphasises its doctrine that society is an organism, a
body with its limbs. Protestantism, whose point of departure is the free indi-
vidual, by contrast, has played a decisive role in shaping individualism and
the emergence of capitalism, since the Renaissance. Protestantism also lacks
the age-old, rigid, hierarchically enclosed organisation of the priesthoodwhich
is characteristic of Catholicism. In order to grasp these distinctive features
it is necessary to examine the Catholic and Protestant social currents separ-
ately.

i The Catholic Social Current
The Catholic social current aims to organise not only labour but society as a
whole. Its attitude to the general social problem is determined by the view that
a successful solution of the latter is only possible under the guidance of a pos-
itive ethic which stems from the hand of God himself and is therefore eternally
true and supreme, as well as moral law, whose forms change in time and space
and whose intermediary is the Church. Only by following this guidance for life
on earth is it possible to attain the celestial destiny which is open to all human
beings, despite their natural inequality and the social inequality conditioned
by it. Conversely, it is just as possible to live life completely and harmoniously
in the material sense if society is imbued with a common sense of religion and
morality.
Society is not to be regarded as a mere collection of coexisting individuals,

artificially governed by the state. It is rather a living organism, originating in
humanity’s natural inclination to social life. It grew out of the family, as the
social cell and its parts have both particular functions and relative autonomy.
The forms of socialisation start with the family and proceed upward through

3 [The title of Sombart’s lecture, Sombart 1925.]
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the local community, the province, the professional grouping to the state at
the top. They are not arbitrary. Without them it is impossible for humanity to
achieve its earthly goals, civilisationormorality.They flourish and stay strongas
long as humanity is imbuedwith anddominated by religious ethical conscious-
ness; their decline runs parallel to the weakening of the latter. And, conversely,
the greater the progress made by unnatural individualistic theories, the more
the moral decline worsens, selfish special interests push themselves forward
at the expense of the sense of solidarity and the natural bonds of society are
accordingly loosened.
It by no means follows from the above mentioned principle of the moral

equality of human beings that they have a claim to equality in the material
conditions of their lives. Rejection of private property, which is the origin of
inequalities in the latter sense is, therefore, not at all implied. Everyonewithout
exception does, however, have a series of inviolable rights, which are necessary
for the achievement of their moral destiny. It is a sin to ignore these, because
it is a contravention of God’s commandments. They include the right to life, to
physical integrity and the recognition of personal dignity but also, for parents,
the duty and right to provide their children with well-ordered family lives and
a religious, moral upbringing, and, for children, a right to receive these.
This, in itself, is a damning verdict on those phenomena of our social and

economic life which modern development has produced and which, taken
together, constitute the social problem. But how can these evils be managed
and a new social order be brought about? The answer seems very simple: by
restoring Christian moral and social doctrine. Will, however, religious sanc-
tions, the Church’s missionary activity and appeals to charity be sufficient to
achieve this?Or should external compulsionbeapplied? Inotherwords: should
the necessary social reforms take place through the self-help of the participants
themselves, inspired by changes in their views about the interests and needs of
society or the legislative intervention of the state?
In the face of these questions, opinions are divided. Some remain funda-

mentally committed to the viewpoint of economic liberalism and think that
the state’s task is essentially to provide security for free individuals and asso-
ciations. They view any attempt by the state to regulate economic conditions
more thoroughly as a sign of social decline, even where they have to admit the
need for regulation, to eliminate the most glaring abuses.
Another current emphatically rejects free competition and wants to place

limits on it, not only through charitable work but through positive measures
taken by the state. An improvement in the situation of those who are econom-
ically weak, in general, and the working class, in particular, cannot be expected
simply as a reflexive result of Christian behaviour by the ruling classes, because
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their obligation is to God and they are responsible to God alone. For every indi-
vidual has a direct right to a dignified human existence, according to the laws
of Christian morality. The state therefore has the task and the duty of protect-
ing this right and making it a reality, because it should not be conceived as a
mechanism but as a reflection of God’s will, according to which the state is
the highest form of organic socialisation, below the universal community of
peoples.
Both currents have this in common: their ideal of a corporatist articulation

of society is identified, to a greater or lesser extent, with the institutions of the
Middle Ages, a period when social peace prevailed more than either before or
after (because it was also a period of religious unity and strength).
The principle of [state] intervention has been explicitly sanctioned by the

Church. In his encyclical Rerum Novarum issued on 15 May 1891, Leo XIII
assigned the state very broad room for manoeuvre, enabling it to intervene to
maintain justice in the relations of production and distribution, in the interests
of the working classes.4 This pontifical pronouncement, which was elicited by
the social democratic movement in many countries, has in turn promoted an
extraordinary expansion of the Catholic democratic movement.
Precisely this development soon led the Holy See to take a step backwards.

The encylical Graves de Communi Re of Leo XIII, on 18 January 1901, not only
expressed his disapproval of the expression ‘Christian democracy’, which ‘is
offensive tomany rightmindedpeople, inasmuch as there is a perilous ambigu-
ity attaching to it’, but also clearly rejected a large part of the essential content
of the Christian democrats’ activities.5 Not only did Pius X subsequently adhere
firmly to this conception, he gave it a sharper emphasis, in the context of his
constant, systematic fight against any kind of modernist movement within the
Church. And these papal declarations have certainly had a damaging effect on
Christian socialism. The Catholic Church can never give entirely free rein to
the desire for autonomy, the emphatic rejection of any outside authority, which
resides in today’s proletarian.

ii The Protestant Social Current
TheProtestant social current necessarily emanates from the same fundamental
ideas as Catholic social activity. This applies both to its critical evaluation of
contemporary developments in society, economics and law, and to its positive

4 [Leo XIII 1903, pp. 1–49. ‘Rerum Novarum’ means ‘Of Revolutionary Change’. Encyclicals are
named after the first words of their texts.]

5 [Leo XIII 1903, p. 269. ‘Graves de Communi Re’ means ‘Grave Discussions’.]
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attitude to thequestionof reformwhichwas increasingly imposing itself. Social
Protestantism lacks social Catholicism’s coherence, because Protestantism has
no supreme governing body which all believers – priests and lay people – feel
obliged in conscience to obey. The Lutheran consistories, high councillors of
the Church etc. are just regional authorities, whose powers and jurisdiction
are territorially circumscribed, ceasing at regional boundaries. At the same
time, they are also organs of and can be influenced by their respective gov-
ernments, not just in fact but in theory. Moreover, their decisions are far from
having the compulsory character either for lay people or priests that is the case
in Catholicism, because Protestantism is based on recognition of individual
freedom. In other words, in Protestantism a position on the social question
can never be taken by the Church as such but only by individual adherents.
If there is a common position, it results from inner agreement, not spiritual
authority. Arising freely, it obviously cannot also be adhered to as authoritat-
ive.
The continuing distinctions between Calvinism and Lutheranism are not

without interest. In contrast with Calvinism’s social doctrines, Lutheranism
is entirely concerned with inner spiritual life. It cannot allow its adherents
to intervene actively in social struggles without exposing themselves to the
reproach that they are concerned more with material things and good works
than with saving their souls. It is otherwise with Calvinism, which does not
limit itself to proclaiming ‘the word’ but wishes to intervene actively in daily
life. Thus we also find the Christian social movements are particularly strong
and appeared early in Calvinist regions and districts. Just as Calvinismwas able
to befriend the spirit of capitalism, for the first time it is here also trying to
snuggle up to socialism.

2 History

i Catholic Social Activity
a In France
It is natural and logical that, just as in the case of socialism, we first meet with
Christian social efforts in the country where the principle of individual legal
equality and freedomgained its first complete victory: France. Itwouldbe going
much too far to claim that they already existed during the Revolution.
The road which led to the Christian social movement was only taken much

later. This occurred in connection, on the one hand, with the revival of Cath-
olicism and of religion in general after the Restoration and, on the other, with
the intellectual revolt against the industrial system, which began in France in
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1804 with François-Louis-Auguste Ferrier, continued with François-Emmanuel
Fodéré (1764–1835), and was classically formulated by [Simonde de] Sismondi
in 1819.6
We encounter this religious renaissance associated with ideas of positive

social reform, emancipated from church dogma for the first time, with [Henri
de] Saint-Simon and the Saint-Simonianism.7 The most significant early rep-
resentative of the school of Catholic democracy, [Philippe] Buchez,8 emerged
from this background; and Saint-Simonian insights exerted no less an influence
onChristianPolitical EconomybyAlbandeVilleneuve-Bargement (1784–1850),9
whichwasunable topropose any remedy for the impoverishmentof themasses
by the unrestricted development of the industrial system, apart from an appeal
to Christian charity. The demand for the restoration of the old guild systemwas
most striking. In contrast, Buchez preached self-help, through cooperation, to
workers. In Paris, he founded a Producers’ Cooperative for Carpenters in 1831
and thus became the father of the French cooperative movement.
Hugues-Félicité Robert de Lamennais (1782–1854)10 worked for a reconcili-

ationbetweenCatholicismand revolution stillmore energetically thanBuchez,
with much greater agitational force but admittedly also much less clearly. His
ideas were at first purely liberal. After Gregory XVI’s encylical Mirari Vos of
15 August 1832,11 condemned them, he turned in a social direction and, in his
Words of a Believer, as well as several other eloquently inflammatory writings,
demanded far-reaching reforms favouring the propertyless, popular classes.12
He naturally broke with the Church at this point but remained entirely under
the spell of the Christian-Catholic world view. And, although in a weaker form,
the same is true of Constantin Pecqueur (1801–81), who asserted that only the
socialisation of all means of production could create a just order of society, i.e.
consistent with the will of God. François Huet (1814–69), a student of [Jean
Guillaume César Alexandre Hippolyte] Colins,13 finally, can also be assigned
to this group of thinkers. In The Social Reign of Christianity,14 he attempted to
reconcile Christianity and socialism: society, as the sole owner of all themeans

6 Meitzel 1933.
7 See Grünberg 1933b.
8 See Grünberg 1931b.
9 Villeneuve-Bargement 1834.
10 [Grossman did not correct Grünberg’s error in the previous edition of conflating Félicité

de Lamennais’s name with that of his older brother, also a priest, Jean-Marie.]
11 [Gregory XVI 1833. ‘Mirari Vos’ means ‘YouWonder’.]
12 Lamennais 1834.
13 See Grünberg 1931c.
14 [Colins 1853.]
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of production, should assign them to individuals, to allow them to produce on
their own, with the obvious qualification that capitals would revert to society
after the demise of their owners, who in life and death would only be able to
dispose of what they had themselves produced.
The intellectualmovement just sketched initially took place outside the offi-

cial Church, and indeed in opposition to it. But it is clear that themore socialist
theories and activities became a force in French life, the more the Church had
to make its influence felt. From the mid-1840s, therefore, we see increasing
attempts by the clergy to familiarise themselves with the interests of the work-
ing classes and to promote them either through charitable institutions or, in
some isolated cases, producers’ associations. But for a long time there was no
possibility of establishing a workers party on a Catholic social basis. This was
because Catholic social ideas remained under the spell of economic liberalism.
The most prominent, representative publicists of social Catholicism, namely
Frédéric Le Play (1806–82), Claudio Jannet (1844–94) and the Belgian Charles
Périn (1815–1905), never went beyond a programme of self-help: observation
of the Ten Commandments, freedom of association and employers taking care
of their workers (patronat).15 Any state intervention into social life was ruled
out.
Only after the Franco-German war of 1870–1 did this change. A new and

strongly interventionist tendency developed in France, the Catholiques soci-
aux,16 influenced, on the one hand, by the struggles of the ‘Commune’17 and,
on the other, by the Catholic social movement in Germany. Its most outstand-
ing leader was Count Albert de Mun (1841–1914), the founder of the Oeuvre
des cercles catholiques [d’ouvriers], an association with a complex and hier-
archical structure. Its purpose was to organise workers and artisans into pro-
fessional corporations (‘le régime corporatif dans l’état chrétien’).18
The break with economic liberalism, however, met with the most determ-

ined opposition from the conservative, Catholic party of the big landowners
and industrialists. They regarded the abandonment of the oldways as a danger-
ous innovation, suspiciously akin to socialism and they fought against it. Influ-
ential princes of the Church, bishops [Charles-Émile] Freppel and [Charles-
François] Turinaz supported them, so that Count de Mun himself repeatedly

15 [‘Patronat’ means ‘patronage’.]
16 [‘Catholiques sociaux’ means ‘social Catholics’.]
17 [I.e. the Paris Commune of 1871.]
18 [‘Oeuvre des cercles catholiques d’ouvriers’ means ‘Work of CatholicWorkers Circles’. ‘Le

régime corporatif dans l’état chrétien’ means ‘the corporatist regime within the Christian
state’.]
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found it necessary to reject the term ‘Christian socialist’. If the unwillingness of
industrial workers to accept authoritarian direction from the capitalist class is
also taken into consideration, it can easily be understood why Count de Mun’s
party was not able to achieve any lasting success. The Catholic workers circles,
although spread across France, were relatively small and were never able to
expand.
This failure, as well as the constant growth of social democratic trade uni-

ons hostile to the Church, called forth organisational activities with a Catholic
social basis. The innovators took the view, in contrast to the old tactics, that
to win over the broad masses, above all workers in large-scale industry, the
Church must not concentrate only on welfare but instead offer an autonom-
ous political organisation independent of leadership by higher social strata. This
movement received exceptional support from the encylical RerumNovarum of
15 May 1891. Also making use of the antisemitic current, Démokratie chrétien19
thus emerged and established itself as a new political party with an independ-
ent programme at Rheims in 1896.
It gained a considerable number of adherents from Catholic youth circles

and the lower clergy, but also benevolent assistance from the Oeuvre des
cercles catholiques of Count de Mun. The more passionate the agitation of
its leaders became in speeches and in print, the stronger was the opposi-
tion from the conservative side. The school of Le Play was even more hos-
tile to Christian democracy. ‘The band of democratic abbés’20 ([Paul] Fesch,
[Théodore] Garnier, [Paul] Naudet, [Jules-August] Lemire and [Hippolyte]
Gayraud) were accused of playing into the hands of social democracy or at
least paving theway for them. At the same time, the justification for their activ-
ities by invoking the encyclical Rerum Novarum was challenged. Admittedly,
Pope Leo XIII did tell a delegation of French workers led by Cardinal [Benoît-
Marie] Langénieux, in 1898, that ‘democracy, if it is infused with a Christian
spirit, will guarantee peace, welfare and happiness to the nation’. Hardly three
years later, however, the encyclical Graves de Communi Re of 18 January 1901
opposed ‘Christian democracy’.21 The Christian democratic idea wasmost fully
expounded in the writings of Marc Sangnier, under whose leadership a group,
Sillon, which emerged from Catholic student circles, was founded in 1899.22
Its aim was not a new theory but rather to stress the necessity for practical

19 [‘Démokratie chrétien’ means ‘Christian Democracy’.]
20 [‘Abbés’ means ‘priests’. The phrase is used in Sorel 1999, p. 76.]
21 [Leo XIII 1903, pp. 267–84. The encyclical was critical of the term ‘Christian Democracy’

but also spelt out the nature of an acceptable Christian Democracy, using the term.]
22 Sangnier 1905; Sangnier 1906. [‘Sillon’ means ‘Furrow’.]
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Christianity. It endeavoured to penetrate the working class milieu by creating
study circles, popular education facilities, cooperatives and workers’ gardens
etc.WhenPopePius X condemned the group’s fundamental views in 1910, Sillon
had to change in various ways. The social Catholics responded to the activities
of Sillon and launched similar activities, in competition with it, initiating the
Semaines sociales (annual holiday courses, starting in 1904) and Action popu-
laire (involving the publication of social writings, associated with an informa-
tion bureau) and the Association catholique de la jeunesse française (ACJF) to
organise young people.23
These ideas andorganisations received little support outside the ranks of the

clergy and the educated bourgeoisie. Likewise the purely Catholic and the [reli-
giously] mixed trade unions, under Catholic social influence and, finally, the
‘Yellows’ (Jaunes) who enjoyed generous support from conservative Catholics
and whose leadership the former collectivist Pierre Biétry took over.24
The character of the Catholic social movement changed very little after the

WorldWar, in contrast to the Protestant social movement (see below.) In 1917 a
special Sillon catholique25 was formed. The Semaines sociales were continued.
The one held in Metz in 1919 was devoted in particular to social Catholicism.
The last took place in Strasbourg (1922), Grenoble (1923) and Lyon (1925).

b In Germany
Catholic socialism only started to play an important role in Germany in the
1860s, under the influence of [Ferdinand] Lassalle’s agitation and theories,
and in connection with the emergence of a separate workers party.26 Freiherr
Wilhelm Emanuel von Ketteler (1811–77), then a parish priest, later Bishop of
Mainz, had already pointed to the importance of paying attention to the great
social problems of the day in 1848, in sermons and at the first General Assembly
of the Catholic Associations of Germany, in Mainz, as well as the Frankfurt
National Assembly. He considered, however, that they could be solvedwith the
old method of charity, the Christian doctrine of ‘love thy neighbour’. Hence
his suggestions were not given any serious consideration. It was different when
he published his famous treatise The Labour Question and Christianity, under

23 [‘Semaines sociales’means ‘SocialWeeks’. ‘Actionpopulaire’means ‘PopularAction’. ‘Asso-
ciation catholique de la jeunesse française’ means ‘Catholic Association of FrenchYouth’.]

24 [The yellows were a right-wing current, which included a trade union federation and a
political party.]

25 [‘Sillon catholique’ means ‘Catholic Furrow’. This Catholic social youth organisation was
under the control of the Catholic hierarchy unlike the original Sillon.]

26 [See Grünberg 1933b; Grünberg and Grossmann 1933.]
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different circumstances, in 1864.27 He borrowed extensively from Lassalle’s cri-
tique of dominant economic conditions and of detested ‘godless’ liberalism
and, much like Lassalle, recommended producers’ associations, although he
wanted these associations to be funded not by the state but by the voluntary
charitable activities of Christians. Later he went further in his demands for
state assistance. This applied even more to his faithful collaborator Christoph
Moufang (1817–90), a canon of Mainz Cathedral. They demanded not only the
raising and maintenance of religious and consequently moral awareness, and
the practical activity of the individual in all spheres of life but also state legislat-
ive barriers against the ‘tyranny of capital’, usury and stock-market speculation;
a just distribution of the burden of taxation and a reduction of military bur-
dens; freedom to set up and favourable treatment of workers associations of a
beneficial character, particularly through financial support for associations of
producers; energetic protection of the working class through legal regulations,
covering the labour of women and children, hours of work, Sunday rest, com-
pensation for people unfit forwork throughno fault of their own; the fixation of
wages; obliging employers to to take precautionary measures in workplaces to
maintain health and morality; state supervision of the implementation of this
legislation for the protection of the workers. Where the state did not provide
the workers with this protection and guarantee just living conditions, it was
permissible for them to fight to achieve them, even against the state. In his
speech to workers (1869),28 Ketteler still took the view that it was possible for a
Catholic worker to be a member of the Social Democratic Workers Party. Only
later did he change his mind, as German Social Democracy increasingly came
under the influence of Karl Marx, Ketteler abandoned his initially friendly atti-
tude to theworkersmovement. ‘Christian socialists’ tookup the ideas advanced
by Moufang and, during the elections of 1871 and 1877, regarded it as advis-
able to cooperate with the Social Democrats, despite a warning letter from the
bishops recommending that workers should be obedient and patient. In 1877
they stood their own worker candidates, with socialist demands, against the
Centre Party.29 When that Party realised it was in danger of losing its working
class support, it shifted position, despite the opposition of Catholic industrial-
ists to such a step. Radical chaplains were transferred but, on 19 March 1877,
Ketteler’s nephew, Count [Ferdinand Heribert] Galen, introduced proposals
for the protection of workers, restrictions on freedom of trade and freedom
of movement and support for of corporatist associations. From then on this

27 [Ketteler 1864.]
28 [Ketteler 1869.]
29 [The Centre Party was associated with the Catholic Church.]
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counted as the social policy programme of the Centre Party and the back of the
opposition was broken.
Before theWorldWar, German social Catholicism did not advance intellec-

tually or programmatically beyond Ketteler’s andMoufang’s proposals, formu-
lated almost seven decades previously. It was not satisfied, however, with only
taking up the question of the workers but turned its attention to policies for
middle class, the organisation of artisans and peasants, for whom it sought to
establish a specific agrarian law.
Ketteler and his associates worked extremely actively, from 1868, to put their

programme into effect, both by publicising it and through associations. They
set up numerous charitable and welfare institutions and also many Catholic
workers associations, of which the most important was the Volksverein für das
katholische Deutschland.30 It was founded in 1890, with the purpose of ‘com-
bating subversive movements in the social sphere and defending the Christian
social order’31 and became the focal point of the Catholic social movement.
Eventually the Christian trade unions emerged from it. At the same time, at
least until theWar, it was fiercely anti-socialist and worked entirely within the
framework of the capitalist social order, so it does not concern us here.
Another current represented by the then chaplain Franz Hitze, is worth

mentioning. Basing himself on a proposal made by Ketteler in the last year of
his life (1877) and on the Catholic doctrine of the social organism, Hitze arrived
at the idea of socialism introduced from above, although this would be a social-
ism of inequality, that would involve a structure of social estates. He wanted
the whole nation to be enrolled in compulsory state guilds, which admin-
istered themselves like the guilds of the Middle Ages. Parliamentary institu-
tions, the Reichstag and the Bundesrat,32 were to be replaced by chambers of
estates. Hitze himself later dropped these ideas but they were taken up again
in 1894 by another chaplain, [Johann Peter] Oberdörffer. He published a social
Catholic programme, which had the aim of organising society into autonom-
ous professional estates on a Christian basis.33 These would represent various
social interests, in deciding on state legislation. And although the Pope himself
declared, in answer to a question, that a corporatist organisation of society was
entirely in line with his views, Oberdörffer’s proposal was ignored. The leaders

30 [‘Volksverein für das katholische Deutschland’ means ‘People’s Association for Catholic
Germany’.]

31 [From the first paragraph of the Volksverein’s constitution, Heitzer 1979, pp. 299–300.]
32 [The Reichstag and the Bundesrat were the lower and upper houses of the German par-

liament, under the Empire.]
33 [Oberdörffer 1894.]
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of the Centre Party were still far too caught up in the spirit of the liberal cap-
italist era. The current fell silent. It could not be said, either then or for many
years afterwards, that an independent Catholic workers movement existed. It
was not just that the workers associations were completely under the tutelage
of the clergy and Catholic laypeople friendly to the workers, particularly from
the ranks of the industrialists, who had befriended the workers; they were also
more interested – not least for that reason – in nurturing religiosity and the
‘virtues of their social estate’, moderation, contentment and industriousness,
than in promoting theworkers’ economic interests. In any case, they did not go
beyond the creation of benefit funds.
A transformation began after about 1885. The change was brought about

principally, on the one hand, by the rapid growth of Social Democracy and, on
the other, by Pope Leo XIII’s sympathy for theworkersmovement, which found
expression in his encyclical Rerum Novarum of 1891.
Following this change, the idea that it was necessary to form professional

organisations also began to spread among Catholic workers themselves. Ini-
tially, under the employers’ influence, all that was done was to tie confessional
sections for particular trades into the Catholic workers associations, so that to
belong to one organisation meant membership of the other. These sections
were still entirely dominated by the idea of the harmony of entrepreneurs’ and
workers’ interests.
The situation soon changed. The trade sections were unsuccessful. The

apprentices’ associations did not succeed because they insisted that the mas-
ters continued to belong (honorary membership) and were deferred to. The
workers associations, however, did not succeed for the reasons already given
and because their membership was too low. But the trade union idea began
to strike deeper roots and so the need for members of the same trade to join
together in the closest possible union became evermore pressing. The thought
of satisfying it by joining the existing social democratic trade unionswas abom-
inated. But the antagonism between Catholic and Lutheran workers, who also
kept their distance from Social Democracy and in fact opposed it, looked less
and less important over time, given their commoneconomic interests and their
common Christian social world view. So it came to the establishment of Chris-
tian trade unions on an interdenominational basis.
In social Catholic circles, however, this development did not meet with

undivided agreement. Trade union cooperation between Catholics and Prot-
estants threatened to weaken Catholic religious principles. There was and is
a still greater fear of the emphasis laid on material economic interests, which
repeatedly led to joint action with the social democratic trade unions in par-
ticular situations. The very distinctly democratic aspect of the movement also
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gave rise to serious reservations both among the higher clergy and industrial-
ists with Catholic social views. In the end this, naturally, had to lead it to cut
itself loose from the old authoritarian leadership. The executive of the Chris-
tian trade unions and the representatives of the Catholic workers associations
of western Germany indeed demanded that, as a precondition for their parti-
cipation (in the Deutsche Arbeiterkongreß34 of 1903), only workers and officials
of the associations and organisations, who came from the workers estate, would
able to participates as delegates, with the right to speak and vote. This demand
was justified with the argument that, although the cooperation of politicians
and social activists from outside the workers movement was valued, theymust
be prevented from influencing the Congress. A non-social democratic workers
movement could only be successful if the workers took their fate in the social
sphere into their own hands. Admittedly the proceedings of the Congress itself
were marked by a spirit of fierce hostility to Social Democracy but it explicitly
rejected allowing itself ‘to be used as mere battering-ram’. Similar statements,
though verymuch toneddown,were not lacking at the second ‘Arbeitekongreß’
in 1907.
This is the explanation for the pastoral letter issued by the Prussian epis-

copate on 22 August 1900, in which, just a few months before Leo XIII’s encyc-
lical Graves de Communi Re, the clergy were enjoined to provide undiminished
support forCatholicworkers associations but at the same time to care for work-
ers professional associations – within them – to demonstrate ‘that no new
and religiously neutral body [is necessary] in order to defend and support the
material interests of Christian workers’.35 So: back to Catholic trade unions.
This sloganwas also adoptedby theLeagueof CatholicWorkersAssociations

of Northern and Eastern Germany, which had existed since 1896, and had its
headquarters in Berlin. The workers associations would be prevented, by their
dependence on the Church and the leadership of the clergy, from concentrat-
ing exclusively on material interests, which would be at the expense of and
would damage their ethical-religious and ideal interests.
This policy of tutelage was at first rejected by the delegated Congresses in

favour of the inter-confessional approach. But it gained the upper hand in 1902
and has been retained. This has given rise to fierce struggles between the Chris-
tian trade unions and the Catholic sections, although the bishops have by no
means adopted a unanimous position on the issue. So that, on 23 January 1909,

34 [‘Deutsche Arbeiterkongress’ (‘GermanWorkers Congress’), was a gathering of represent-
atives from Christian and nationalist workers organisations.]

35 [Hömig 2003.]
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the L’Osservatore Romano officially declared that the Pope’s benevolence was
extended equally to both sides.36

Developments Since 1918
After theWorldWar,when thedestructivepowerof capitalismwasmore clearly
recognised, many Catholics discovered that not socialism but capitalism was
the anti-Christ, which should be combatted.Whereas at the end of the last cen-
tury Marxism met with the most hateful hostility from the Catholic side (the
writings of Victor Cathrein),37 after the War a current appeared that endeav-
oured to conduct an objective engagement with Marxism and indeed went so
far as to suggest that there were affinities between it and the spirit of Christian-
ity. The Catholic priestWilhelmHohoff (1848–1923), an advocate of combining
socialism with Christianity, in his The Significance of Marx’s Critique of Capital
in 190838 and other writings, reached the conclusion that Marx was fighting
against capitalism, i.e. against usury and interest, with the same arguments –
proceeding from his theory of value – as the Church had used in the Middle
Ages or in the encyclical Rerum Novarum. The materialist conception of his-
tory contains ‘a very solid, justified core’. ‘The views and doctrines of the great
fathers of the Church’ he added ‘are as close to the doctrines of Marx’s Cap-
ital as they could be and they demonstrate that not socialism and Christianity
but capitalism and Christianity are related to each other as fire is to water’.39
In 1921 Hohoff recognised that ‘the organisation of the oppressed classes is the
means by which Marxism proposes to get rid of the contemporary capitalist
economy’. ‘Class struggle’, though without class hatred, ‘is … absolutely neces-
sary’.40 ButHohoff exhausted his efforts in purely negative polemics against the
many opponents of Marxism in Catholic circles, without putting forward any
positive proposals.
After the War, the idea of overcoming the evils of capitalist competition by

establishing a kind of hierarchical, social estate based socialism, which was
reminiscent of Hitze’s earlier ideas, became popular in the Catholic camp.
Some Catholic clergy believed not only that laws for the protection of work-
ers and similar measures should be supported, as Ketteler had done, but that
it is a Christian duty to fight against a social system which does not guarantee
workers the position in the great Christian family that is their God-ordained

36 [L’Osservatore Romano, The Roman Observer, is still the Vatican’s daily newspaper.]
37 [E.g. Cathrein 1910.]
38 Hohoff 1908.
39 [Hohoff 1921a, p. 14.]
40 [Hohoff 1928, p. 13. Hohoff emphasised the text in the second quotation.]
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due. The predominantly theoretical groupwhich advocated these ideasmainly
consisted of Hohoff ’s pupils, the theologianTheodor Steinbüchel,Max Scheler,
lastly the Protestant Johann Plenge, who gave these ideas concrete economic
expression,41 to which the others referred. Plenge did not speak directly of the
organisation of the future state through social estates but his socialist organ-
isation did proceed from the conception of the ‘whole’, the idea of the body
and its limbs, and their organic combination, thus showing the possibility of
a transition from the ideal of Catholic social teaching to a Catholic socialism.
Steinbüchel inserted the doctrine of the living religious, moral community and
the bond between individualmembers and the community as awhole into this
framework,42 with the imprimatur of theVicar General of the Archbishopric of
Cologne. Scheler’s writings,43 expressing pessimistic views about the future of
Christian socialism and limiting its role to that of a temporary corrective to
individualism, hindered more than promoted efforts to draw nearer to social-
ism.
In addition to this theoretical current, there is a more practical, political

one: the Christian socialism of the radical youthmovement. A ‘Christian Social
Party’ emerged in Bavaria, with a weekly journal, Das NeueVolk,44 published in
Würzburg from 1919 onwards under the editorship of Vitus Heller, and a vague
petty bourgeois, radical programme, issued on 5 September 1920. The support-
ers of this movement, who expanded their local organisation into a Christlich-
Soziale Reichspartei45 (CSRP),moved increasingly to the left. Thesewere above
all younger workers, who aimed to create a new world in a genuinely Chris-
tian spirit, fought exploitation and, finally, against the clergy’s accommodation
with capitalism. In June 1929, the bishops of Freiburg and Trier prohibited any
kind of collaboration with Das Neue Volk by the priesthood. The Centre Party’s
press attacked Otto Kaiser,46 a priest who advocated a Christianity of the deed
on CSRP lines, sharply and the Church authorities forbade him from publish-
ing or speaking out. At present the representatives of the CSRP, as ‘Christian
revolutionaries’, stand on the ground of the proletariat, accepting collective
ownership by all working people and the inevitability of anti-capitalist revolu-
tion. In terms of practical political activity they combatted ‘Social Democracy’s

41 [Plenge 1918.]
42 [Steinbüchel 1920; Steinbüchel 1921.]
43 [Scheler 2008; Scheler 1924.]
44 [‘Das neue Volk’ means ‘The New People’.]
45 [‘TheChristlich-SozialeReichspartei’ (‘Christian Social Imperial Party’) organisedover the

whole of the German state.]
46 Kaiser 1929.
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betrayal of socialism’, fought against fascism and for the united front of ex-
ploited proletarians, expressed great sympathy for Soviet Russia and moved
towards the Communist Party, as the sole party that represented the interests
of the proletariat. The proposal to rename their party the ‘Christian Commun-
ist Party’ (September 1930) was a characteristic move to make their political
direction immediately apparent and to sharply demarcate themselves from
bourgeois Christian socialist currents. In September 1929 the Christian Social
youth movement held its first national conference in Koblenz.
Voices were also heard in theVolksverein (inMönchengladbach),47 after the

War, calling for a reorientation on social questions and the replacement of pre-
viously blind hostility to socialismwith full recognition of its ‘fateful’ necessity
and the value of the ethical ideas underlying it. This is how the priest [Anton]
Heinen put it in his Mammonism and Overcoming It.48 The writings of the
head of themovement, prelate August Pieper49 were above all significant here.
Admittedly, the way he conceived of socialism had little in commonwith what
socialism actually is. Pieper saw socialism as the ‘vehicle of a new feeling for life
and a newwill to live’. He saw in it the Christian ideal of a ‘new and higher com-
munal life, united by a common fate’, drawing on ‘selfless devotion of people to
each other’, whichmust replace the ‘cold domination of person over person’. To
realise the construction of socialism there must be a reaching back to ‘the old
pre-capitalist people’s community, which was the fruit of the German spirit of
cooperation’. It was clear to Pieper that ‘the decisive external and internal force
impelling a transformation of the capitalist economic spirit …will either come
from socialism or this transformation will not happen at all’. As these attempts
at a reorientation were not continued, the Volksverein soon entered a period
of internal crisis. The membership of this once powerful organisation shrank
from 800,000 (before theWar) to less than half.
Josef Kral of Munich believed that communism by no means contradicts

Christian doctrine and demanded the abolition of immoral capitalism, the
socialisation of both big capitalist enterprises and the land, on the basis of nat-
ural and moral law.50 Socialism contains elements of Christian ethics. For the
Church to continue to fight socialismwould be ‘a regrettable lapse’; on the con-
trary they should be reconciled.

47 [The headquarters of the Volksverein für das katholische Deutschland were in Mönchen-
gladbach.]

48 Heinen 1919.
49 Pieper 1925.
50 Kral 1919; Kral 1920.
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The writings of Professor Theodor Brauer of Cologne, the theorist of the
Christian trade unions, particularly his address ‘Christianity and Socialism’
given at the tenth Congress of the Christian trade unions in Essen in 1920,51
showed how far anti-capitalist views were current in the Catholic camp. This
did not prevent its representatives from standing on the bourgeois side in the
practical, political struggle. For Brauer rejected the socialist movement and
class struggle and emphasised that the goal of Christianity is an economic sys-
tem of professional estates and a corporatist state.
The ‘Catholic socialists’, a group of intellectuals associated with the journal

Das rote Blatt der Katholischen Sozialisten,52 edited by Heinrich Mertens of
Cologne, can be regarded as genuine socialists. In his writings, Mertens sharply
criticises individualistic capitalism from an economic and moral point of
view.53 Its private control of the means of production and over human beings
is contrary to the practical needs of the social economy.Mertens therefore calls
for the reconnection of workers to the means of labour, which is only pos-
sible on the basis of big, socialised enterprises. On the other hand, Mertens
also criticises the sterility of contemporary official Catholic politics. Scared
of actively trying to shape reality, the Church has become a defender of the
existing economic order and has turned the workers into unbelievers, by its
one-sidedly anti-proletarian and anti-socialist stance. Mertens demands that
the Church give up this stance. Socialism is no longer atheistic; the prolet-
ariat yearns to believe. Mertens affirms the class struggle, though not in its
Marxist interpretation. He conceives it rather as an ethical fight for liberation.
The Church should aim for a radical reconstruction of society and it should
bring about a synthesis betweenCatholicismand socialism,which is the bearer
of the society that is coming into being. Tactically, this group stands on the
ground of the Social Democratic Party but it does not, in principle, reject Com-
munism, the possibility of an extra-parliamentary solution achieved through
revolutionary violence. It is committed to revolutionary Marxism, is aware of
the limits of all social policy within capitalism, wants full socialism and has
made a radical break with the bourgeois world. This is why it regards the
struggle against tendencies to the bourgeoisification of social democracy and
against ‘the petty bourgeois degeneration of the Party and the trade unions,
which is an open secret’, as one of the most important tasks. The group does
not have much influence. In 1931 the Rote Blattmerged with the Zeitschrift für

51 [Brauer 1920.]
52 ‘Das rote Blatt der Katholischen Sozialisten’ means ‘The Red Journal of Catholic Socialists’.
53 Mertens 1930.
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Religion und Sozialismus,54 which has become the joint organ of the Catholic
and Protestant socialists.
We also need to refer to the most recent changes within Solidarism, foun-

ded by the Jesuit father Heinrich Pesch. The Solidarists fundamentally accept
the dominant social order. They make a distinction between capitalism and
‘mammonism’. It is only necessary to combat the latter. The former is a morally
indifferent complex of a purely technical economic character. Nor is there any
fundamental objection to capitalism, the wage system or the stock-exchange.
Solidarism only wants to correct capitalism’s exaggeration of the principle of
individualismwith the principle of Christian community. Pesch does adhere to
the traditional idea of property but he wants to restrict the private, individual
rights of entrepreneurs through the extension of the social rights of labour and
to strengthen the position of the worker in the capitalist economy, which will
lead economic actors to cooperate in solidarity. As they consider the capitalist
order to be unobjectionable ‘in itself ’, the Solidarists have to regard the class
struggle as absolutely immoral and unchristian. It is a symptom of Solidarism’s
adaptation to the present stage of the transition from capitalism to socialism
that one of Pesch’s students, the Jesuit father Gustav Gundlach, while reject-
ing class struggle theories of a liberal or Marxist type, has created a Catholic
theory of class struggle, combining it in the spirit of solidarist doctrine with
the conceptually unclear goal of ‘public welfare’, while excluding any socialist
objective.55
The essay ‘The Hour of the Bourgeoisie’,56 by Karl Muth, the founder of the

intellectual journal of German Catholicism, Hochland,57 appeared to indicate
a reorientation by the Church and attractedmuch attention. The confidence of
socialist-inclined people in the leadership of the bourgeoisie has been greatly
shaken. The fate of the bourgeoisie appears to be sealed, insofar as it is unable
consolidate bourgeois forces by changing its attitude to the problem of social-
isation. It was clear to Germany’s most acute thinkers (Lorenz von Stein, Karl
Bücher and Ferdinand Tönnies) ‘that a socialisation of our economy can no
longer behindered or averted’. The economic hope for socialism is slowly ripen-
ing in Germany to its fulfilment and the spiritual conversion of the younger
generation to religious socialism is an aspect of this. ‘Socialism as a moral
idea and Christianity inherently belong together.’ It was therefore an omission,

54 [‘Zeitschrift für Religion und Sozialismus’ means ‘Journal for Religion and Socialism’.]
55 Grundlach 1929.
56 Muth 1930.
57 [‘Hochland’ means ‘Highlands’.]
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with grave consequences, ‘that the Christian world did not accept the socialist
movement earlier and unambiguously approve of its economic ethos’.
For the the present, the official Church is fundamentally opposed to these

efforts of social activation, to the idea of fulfilling the gospel of Christ on earth.
This is not only because it rejects the idea of class struggle and supports class
harmony, because it regards mixing religious fervour and social revolution-
ary posturing, ‘Francis of Assisi with Lenin’ ([Josef] Joos), as impossible and
impermissible but also because these movements misconceive the relation of
the Church to a world which is not of this world. Whatever intellectual differ-
ences there may be among various currents in the camp of Catholic socialism,
they are ‘ultimately movements of this world’, in their innermost character,
and ‘to that extent they are Marxist’. ‘The synthesis between contemporary
socialism and Catholicism is in itself impossible and, as such, is also rejected
by the highest ecclesiastical authorities’ (Joos). In his reply to the Reichsverb-
and katholischer Arbeitervereine, the Pope stated that, from the viewpoint of
the Church’s social doctrine, it is right to combat ‘the latest fallacies of those
who understand the teachings of the gospel about life on earth incorrectly and
believe they can or must sympathise with the socialists or even be Catholics
and socialists at the same time’.58 An additional reason why the Church took
this position could well be that no gains can be promised for the kingdom
of heaven from the experiment of bringing socialist inclined workers into the
movement of the Church, since the Catholic socialists have not succeeded in
interesting broader proletarian circles in the Christian stance.

c In Austria
Catholic social activity has, in all essential points, taken the same direction in
Austria as in Germany. Until 1892, its most significant and influential literary
champions were Carl Freiherr vonVogelsang (1818–90) and an immigrant from
Germany, Rudolf Meyer. Both also succeeded in finding numerous supporters,
particularly among the higher Austrian nobility. Theirmost prominent disciple
was probably the parliamentary deputy Prince Alois Liechtenstein. In Austria,
we also encountered conservative and radical-democratic currents within the
Catholic social movement. The latter gave rise to the formation of the Chris-
tian Social Party, led by Prince Liechtenstein and the mayor of Vienna Karl
Lueger. In Lower Austria, first of all, it became more and more entrenched,

58 [‘Reichsverband katholischer Arbeitervereine’ means ‘Imperial League of CatholicWork-
ers Associations’. The letter, written onPopePius’s direction byCardinalGaspari, is quoted
at greater length in Ragaz 1930, p. 40.]
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through the clever use of popular antisemitism. After 1896 it was in control not
only of the Vienna City Council but also the Lower Austrian Diet and had an
extremely influential position in the Reichsrat.59 The only serious opponent it
had to reckon with was Social Democracy.
Aswell as theÖsterreichischenKatholikentag, whichmet six times between

1875 and 1896, the predominantlymiddle class Leogesellschaft, founded on the
model of the Görresgesellschaft, constitute the intellectual centre of Christian
social activity in general and Catholic social activity in particular.60 Since 1907,
a Katholisches-Zentralkomitee für Österreich,61 led by Count [Ernst Emanuel]
Silva-Taroucahas existed and animatedorganisations of women, youngpeople,
teachers and workers.
According to (approximate) official statistics at the end of 1904, the num-

ber of Catholic and Christian-social workers associations was (approximately)
1,168, or 13.69 percent of all workers associations in Austria; the number of
members, however, was 148,698.
In Austria, too, efforts to establish independent workers organisations

within the framework of the general Catholic and Christian social programme
have not been lacking.
Here too, they emerged out of the need to fight Social Democracy on its own

ground. Hence the Christlich-sozialer Arbeiterverein für Niederösterreich62
was founded, on 21 November 1892, and other, similar groups soon followed.
To give the movement a fixed form, it was decided to distribute a workers
programme at a congress for the whole of Austria held in Vienna on 5 Janu-
ary 1896. The programme adopted at the fourth Congress (1901) rejected ‘the
class struggle as such’ but, on the other hand, declared it to be ‘unconditionally
necessary for all Christian-minded workers in Austria to organise independ-
ently within their particular parties’. Attitudes subsequently becamemore rad-
ical. At the sixth Congress (1905), the new demand for independent workers
political organisations was justified with the argument that ‘only then would

59 [The Reichsrat was the lower house of the parliament of the Austrian side of the imperial
Austro-Hungarian state.]

60 [‘Österreichischen Katholikentag’ means ‘Austrian Catholic Conference’. The ‘Leogesell-
schaft’ (‘Leo Society’) was founded on the model of the ‘Görresgesellschaft’ (‘Gorres Soci-
ety’) which is a German Catholic intellectual society that funds research and publishes
material.]

61 [‘Katholisches-Zentralkomitee für Österreich’ means ‘Catholic Central Committee for
Austria’.]

62 [‘Christlich-sozialer Arbeiterverein für Niederösterreich’ means ‘Christian SocialWorkers
Association for Lower Austria’.]
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the Christian working class receive the required consideration in the Christian
parties’ and only then would it be ‘capable of dealing with its own affairs, of
whatever kind which touch on workers’ interests, without assistance or objec-
tions from others who are not involved’. Indeed, one speaker even said ‘there is
no need to be constantly scared of the term “class struggle” ’. For, ‘what is genu-
ine in class struggle is the actually existing struggle of the exploited against the
exploiting class’.
This work of political organisation has not yet proceeded very far at all. The

organisation of trade unions goes hand in handwith it and they have taken the
same course as the Christian trade unions in Germany.
After the upheaval of 1918, the previously monarchist Christian Social Party

declared for the Republic. Its social character has dramatically declined. It has
increasingly become a rallying point for the bourgeoisie and,most recently, has
displayed strongly anti-parliamentary, fascist tendencies, as a reaction against
Social Democracy, which until 1920 had played the leading role in the shrunken
Austrian state.
In many respects, Anton Orel has drawn on Vogelsang.63
After 1918 – as in Germany – the problem of socialism was topical among

Catholics and the problem of Catholicism among some socialists. In 1926 the
Bund religiöser Sozialisten Österreichs was set up under Otto Bauer, an un-
skilled Catholic worker.64 Bauer was joint editor with Heinrich Mertens (Co-
logne) of Das rote Blatt der katholischen Sozialisten. Another leading figure in
the movement was Oskar Ewald and, in terms of world view, Wilhelm Ellen-
bogen, a social democratic member of the Austrian parliament, also belonged
to it. Since 1 February 1930 the Bund has produced a militant journal, Mensch-
heitskämpfer, every fortnight, as well as a monthly pamphlet, Der neue Saat.65
Draft programmatic guidelines for this League were presented to a conference
in June 1930 and, at the National Conference of Religious Socialists (3 Janu-
ary 1931), a resolution that it is a Christian duty to overcome capitalism and
replace it with socialism was supported. Tactically the group goes along with
Social Democracy. Otto Bauer, the representative of the Religious Socialists,
was put forward by the official Social Democrats as a candidate at the most
recent general election in Austria (9 November 1930) and the Religious Social-
ists were recognised as members of the Social Democratic Party with equal

63 Orel 1909.
64 [‘Bund religiöser Sozialisten Österreichs’ means ‘League of Religious Socialists of Austria’.

Otto Bauer, 1897–1986, is not to be confusedwithOtto Bauer, 1881–1938, theAustrian social
democratic leader.]

65 [‘Menschheitskämpfer’ means ‘Fighter for Humanity’. ‘Der neue Saat’ means ‘The New Sow-
ing’.]
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rights. The well known Catholic writer Aurel Kolnai, editor of the Catholic
journal Schönere Zukunft,66 also joined the League very recently.
Johann Ude, Professor of Theology at the University of Graz, is not connec-

tedwith thismovement but hasmade extremely sharp criticisms of theChurch
in his writings,67 which brought him into conflict with his ecclesiastical superi-
ors. Ude considers the renewal of theworld on a Christian basis to be necessary
and calls for the emancipation of proletariat through the overthrow of capit-
alism and the interest-based economy. His positive proposals, influenced by
Adolf Damaschke and Silvio Gesell, are confused and contradictory.
It should also be mentioned that a book by the Catholic priest Ángel Car-

bonell, issued with the imprimatur of the Bishop of Barcelona, attractedmuch
attention in Spain. In Collectivism and Catholic Orthodoxy,68 the author did
reject cultural and philosophical socialism but affirmed economic socialism,
the collective organisation of the economy, with the abolition of private prop-
erty in the means of production.
There are no active Social Catholic movements in other countries.
In July 1928 the Catholic Workers International’s founding Congress took

place.

ii Protestant Social Activity
a In Germany
The coming of modern industry to Germany brought about a worsening of
the economic condition of the working class. The strikes and uprisings motiv-
ated by hunger, which flared up here and there, such as the 1844 rising of the
Silesian weavers, bore witness to severe distress that was not temporary. The
liberal bourgeoisie, true to its laissez-faire principles, was passive. As far as the
churches were concerned, some clergy were aware that the mass of the people
were gradually slipping away from them and turning to those who promised
heavenonearth.The charitable activities of church groups, Sunday schools and
almshouses, which eased the distress of individuals, proved to be insufficient
to win people back to the church. Hence two men, who clearly perceived the
distressed conditions of the time and count as the founding fathers of Prot-
estant socialism in Germany, arrived at the conclusion that the social evils
of the time should be fought in the spirit of Christianity. In 1848, the year of
revolution, Johann Hinrich Wichern (1808–81) delivered a famous speech to a
Lutheran church assembly in Wittenberg on the duty of the Church to estab-

66 [‘Schönere Zukunft’ means ‘More Beautiful Future’.]
67 Ude 1928; Ude 1930.
68 [Carbonell 1928.]
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lish an ‘inner mission’. In his 1849 memorandum on the inner mission of the
Lutheran Church, without proposing a social reform programme, he laid out
the tasks of the mission. They were to promote Christian cooperatives among
the workers estate, whose task would be to unite both landowners with day
labourers on the land, as well as entrepreneurs with factory workers in the
towns, on a patriarchal basis. At the same time, Wichern stressed that it was
the task of the inner mission to combat revolution and strengthen respect for
authority everywhere, in the spirit of the Lutheran conception of uncondi-
tional obedience to the state authorities set in place by God. Nothing came of
these cooperatives, not only becauseworkersweremistrustful but also because
the entrepreneurs failed to provide any assistance.

Working Class Self Help through Economic Associations and Domestic Settle-
ment69 by Victor Aimé Huber (1800–1869) also appeared in 1848. Huber, who
had spent many years in England in Christian socialist circles, wanted to trans-
plant the cooperative approach, informed by the spirit of Lutheran Christian
brotherhood, into all areas of economic life in Germany. To achieve this aim
he did not turn to the interested parties themselves, the workers; nor did he
call for state assistance – because he was an ultra-conservative and an oppon-
ent of state intervention. He appealed instead to all honourable Christian and
conservative minded people of education and wealth. The achievements of
‘more than twenty years of self-sacrificing activitywere…slight. Even the clergy
remained cool and unsympathetic to him’.70
A genuine Protestant social movement only began in 1877, apparently initi-

ated by Pastor Rudolf Todt’s (1838–87) Radical German Socialism and Christian
Society,71 published that year. The underlying cause, however, was the rapid
growth of Social Democracy and its ever greater significance in the political life
of the nation. Underlying in two senses. Todt and many who shared his views
attempted not only to reach an objective and clear understanding of the nature
of Social Democracy and the workers’ demands it advanced, so as to establish
their own practical position on current struggles, they also fell into complete
dependence on socialist trains of thought, leaving aside atheism and republic-
anism. When Todt examined German Social Democracy’s programme in the
light of the gospel, he wrote: ‘With the exception of its atheism… there is noth-
ing objectionable in socialist theory, from the viewpoint of the gospel.’72 In par-
ticular, the transformation of private property in land into collective property

69 Huber 1848.
70 Göhre 1896, p. 10.
71 Todt 1878.
72 [Todt 1878, p. 408.]
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by no means contradicts the spirit of the gospel. Nevertheless, Todt’s ideal for
the future was not socialist. Under the influence of the conservative Rodbertus
and after himRudolf Meyer, Todt arrived at state socialism on a Christian basis.
Here too, he went far beyond his predecessors: regarding the establishment of
a political party as necessary. It ‘should … work, with all Christian means … for
state intervention and renounce the quietism of laissez-faire, laissez-passer’.73
In association with Professor Adolph Wagner, Rudolf Meyer and the Court

ChaplainAdolf Stoecker (1835–1900),Todt set up theZentralverein für Sozialre-
form auf religiöser und konstitutionellmonarchischer Grundlage,74 in 1877. Its
programme called not only for energetic Church but also state intervention in
the justified interests of the working classes. It was against political activity by
the Lutheran clergy and confined itself to making propaganda for policies of
social reform in educated circles, by means of books, pamphlets, travelling lec-
turers and a journal, the Staatssozialist.
A year later, Stoecker andWagner made the first attempt to go beyond edu-

cated circles and approach the working class directly, in competition with
Social Democracy. On 31 January 1878 in Berlin, they founded the Christlich-
soziale Arbeiterpartei.75 Its sharply delineated state socialist programme de-
clared that it rested, on the one hand, on a Christian, monarchical basis but, on
the other, that it had arisen from ‘purely political, social and moral consider-
ations, based on economic science’. It appeared to ‘completely avoid scripture
as a direct point of departure’.
The attempt failed. From the very beginning the new Party received very

little support from the ranks of the industrial workers. Its adherents were
recruited predominantly among artisans, small merchants and officials, mem-
bers of higher social estates. And so it is therefore no surprise that it rapidly
took on amore andmore conservative character and very soonwent over com-
pletely into the antisemitic camp. Officially this was expressed in the summer
of 1880, when it adopted the name Christlich-soziale Partei.76
Since then– leaving aside thenational social episodewhichwill be discussed

shortly –noLutheran social,workers party has been set up inGermany. Instead,
themain emphasis has been on promoting Lutheran social aspirations and cul-

73 [Todt 1878, p. 390.]
74 [‘Zentralverein für Sozialreform auf religiöser und konstitutionell-monarchischer Grund-

lage’means ‘Central Association for Social Reformon aReligious andConstitutionalMon-
archical Basis’.]

75 [‘Christlich-soziale Arbeiterpartei’ means ‘Christian Social Workers Party’.]
76 [‘Christlich-soziale partei’ means ‘Christian Social Party’.]
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tivating Lutheran social attitudes. This point applied as much to the ‘Lutheran
social workers associations’ as to the Evangelisch-sozialer Kongreß.77
These associations arose in the Rhineland andWestphalen in 1882 and then

spread across the whole of Germany. They originally had almost exclusively
religious, confessional and educational aims, and did not concern themselves
with social policy. Parallel with the increasing prominence of social democratic
agitation including in regions of the Rhine and Westphalen, particularly after
the great miners’ strike of 1889, however, local associations were increasingly
concerned with socio-political ideas. At first, they only adopted the conservat-
ive principles represented by Stoecker. In the other associations, however, the
proletarian principle took on greater and greater life. In 1893 the old style con-
servatives, led by the priest Dr Ludwig Weber (2 April 1846–29 January 1922)
and the younger radicals, under Pastor Friedrich Naumann (25 March 1860–
24 August 1919), did agree on a compromise programme. This only superficially
bridged the innate conflict. In practice and reality, it continued to rage sharply
and irreconcilably. Both before and after, an aspiration for independence was
apparent in Protestant similar to that in Catholic workers organisations, with
whom they organised the first Deutscher Arbeiterkongreß78 in the autumn of
1903 in Frankfurt; a second Congress convened in October 1907, in Berlin.79
The ability of the Lutheran workers associations to expand, nevertheless,

suffered from these internal conflicts. The total number of members represen-
ted at the Deutscher Arbeiterkongreß of 1907 in Berlin was 129,000 (as against
106,000 in Frankfurt); and 92,000 of them belonged to the Gesamtverband der
evangelischen Arbeitervereine80 (as against 75,000 in 1903).
The Evangelisch-sozialen Kongreß developed in a similar fashion. It was

established on Stoecker’s initiative. He considered the Imperial Decrees of
4 February 1890 and the calling of the Internationale Arbeiterschutzkonfer-
enz81 in Berlin the moment to forcefully resume his political activities and
to reconstruct the Christlich-sozialen Partei by drawing together all the social
movements of a similar kind within the Lutheran Church.82 The Evangelisch-

77 [‘Evangelisch-soziale Kongreß’ means ‘Lutheran Social Congress’.]
78 [‘Deutscher Arbeiterkongreß’ means ‘GermanWorkers Congress’.]
79 See Grünberg and Grossmann 1931, Christian and religious socialism, above, p. 304.
80 [‘Gesamtverband der evangelischen Arbeitervereine’ means ‘General Federation of Lu-

theranWorkers Associations’.]
81 [‘Internationale Arbeiterschutzkonferenz’ means ‘InternationalWorkers Protection Con-

ference’. The Decrees expanded provisions for the protection of conditions at work and
the Conference was initiated by the German government.]

82 [‘Christlich-sozialen Partei’ means ‘Christian Social Party’.]
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sozialer Kongreßwas held for the first time on 27–9May 1890 inBerlin and then
took place annually.83
In order not to disturb the unity of the often widely divergent opinions rep-

resented at the Congress, all divisive issues had been carefully excluded from
its statement of aims. The obvious result was this completely colourless, theor-
etical, academic formulation: ‘The Congress intends to investigate the social
condition of our people without preconceived ideas, measure it against the
yardstick of the moral requirements of the gospel and make the gospel more
fruitful and effective in contemporary economic life than previously.’84
Naturally, there were nevertheless ever livelier disagreements over the atti-

tude to be taken to Social Democracy; the activity of the Church and its organs
in the economic and social conflicts of the day; the question of the estab-
lishment and structure of their own Christian social party. Should the Church
restrict itself exclusively tomissionary tasks and only seek indirect social influ-
ence, through the revival of religious feeling? Or should it also intervene dir-
ectly in contemporary socio-political conflicts? Andwhat should its attitude to
political intervention and political organisation? Should the latter have a pat-
riarchal, conservative character or be oriented to the needs of the proletarian
strata of the population?
At first it seemed as if current of the ‘Young’, led by Naumann and Pastor

Paul Göhre (1869–1928), which wanted to answer the above questions accord-
ing to their radical alternative, had the upper hand at the Congress. At the
Second Annual Congress, in 1891, Professor [Wilhelm] Herrmann (Marburg)
already put forward the thesis – not in fact adopted – that, notwithstanding
the rejection of and very energetic fight against the materialist conception of
history, ‘it was unchristian to combat, in the name of the Christian church,
the economic goals the workers were trying to achieve under the leadership
of Social Democracy’.85 Similarly, the fourth Congress (1893) declared itself ‘in
general agreement’ with the guidelines put forward by Professor Kaftans (Ber-
lin), which culminated in the conception that it was ‘the duty of Christians to
shape the economic order so that it offers a basis for nurturing themoral ideals
of Christianity’ and that this duty, ‘when applied to the present economic order
… would lead both to the defence of the essential ideas that underlie it against
the appetite for subversion and to demands for its reconfiguration’.86 The idea

83 [‘Evangelisch-soziale Kongress’ means ‘Protestant-social Congress’.]
84 [The first paragraph of the constitution of the Congress, adopted at the second Congress

in 1891, Göhre 1896, p. 146.]
85 [Evangelisch-soziale Kongress 1891, p. 7.]
86 [Kaftan 1994, p. 153.]
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of forming a ‘party of social reform for all ordinary people,’87 on a national, mon-
archist andChristian foundation gained evermore support and resonance.This
deepened the split between the ‘Old’ and ‘Young’. At the same time, it res-
ulted in the Prussian Supreme Church Council’s decree of 16 December 1895
prohibiting the clergy from taking part in agitation around social policy as
well as Stoecker’s resignation from the executive of the Congress. The resol-
ution adopted in 1896 was a return to the viewpoint of earlier times, restricting
the activities of the Congress to the promotion of Lutheran sentiments. It has
remained the same to the present. The Congress established social education
courses, undertook investigations into the situation of agricultural workers in
Germany and, since 1904, has issued a journal, Evangelisch-Sozial, and a series
of pamphlets, Evangelisch-soziale Zeitfragen.88
In 1896 Naumann and Göhre set up the Nationalsozialen Verein,89 indicat-

ing that the Christian principle was being toned down. That was the end of the
Christian socialism, which had initially been supported enthuasiastically. The
goal of the new movement was to win the working class in large-scale industry
over to national, imperial power politics abroad, combined with encourage-
ment of demands for social reforms, while adhering to Christianity as the
‘central point of spiritual and moral life … which must not be made a party
matter but should assert itself in public life as a force for peace and the sense of
community’.90 The goal was therefore to create a national workers movement,
oriented to socialism and led by educated people who were socialists, which
would displace Marxist and internationalist Social Democracy. The national
socialists originally propagated their ideas in aweekly newspaper, brought into
existence for this purpose in Berlin, Die Zeit: Organ für nationalen Sozialismus
auf christlicher Grundlage, which soon went under, and in the weekly Die Hilfe,
founded by Naumann in 1894.91
Yet developments did not fulfil the exaggerated expectations of the National

Socials. They found scarely any working class support worth mentioning. They
were not even able to bring over the Lutheran workers associations and re-
ceived no more than 26,500 votes, mainly from artisans, peasants, teachers
and officials, at the Reichstag elections of 1898. On the other hand, a year

87 [Göhre 1896, p. 191.]
88 [‘Evangelisch-Sozial’ means ‘Evangelical Social’. ‘Evangelisch-soziale Zeitfragen’ means

‘Evangelical Social Questions of the Time’. ‘Die Hilfe’ means ‘Succour’.]
89 [‘Nationalsoziale Verein’ means ‘National Social Association’.]
90 [Nationalsozialer Verein 1896, p. 39.]
91 [‘Die Zeit: Organ für nationalen Sozialismus auf christlicher Grundlage’ means ‘The Times:

Organ for National Socialism on a Christian Basis’.]
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after its foundation, internal opposition began to emerge in the bosom of the
Association, no doubt partly because of disappointment, against its excessive
proletarian, social emphasis. Demands were made for a ‘decisive turn to the
right’. In subseqent years, these become more and more pronounced. World
power politics increasingly came to the forefront and social policy retreated.
The National Socials, who had set out to free the industrial proletariat from
the spell of international Social Democracy, now turned into liberal imperial-
ists. After the Reichstag elections of 1903 – at which their candidates received
only 30,000 votes – the majority of them finally joined the Freisinnige Verein-
igung92 which had the same objectives. Some, including the Party secretary,
[Max] Maurenbrecher, found their way to Social Democracy, as Göhre already
had in 1901.

Developments Since 1918
After the World War, the social activity of the Lutheran Churches grew. In
Baden, the Rhineland and Westphalen, special posts were created: social pas-
tors, familiar with social problems, who travel around to win the support of
other pastors for the social idea. The constitutions of the new churches of the
German federal states contain a number of old Christian social demands. The
social committees of the Deutsche Evangelische Kirchenbund93 and of a num-
ber of parishes have the task of bringing the spirit of the gospel into social life
through lectures, social courses etc.
The Evangelisch-Soziale Kongreß does not have much influence; it never-

theless spreads knowledge about the facts of social life in carefully prepared
lectures. The views of the Congress’s leading circles are reflected in the lec-
ture, ‘The Social Pastor’, delivered by its general secretary, Pastor Dr [Johannes]
Herz, at its thirty-fifth annual meeting (1928).94 Herz contrasts ‘the social pas-
tor’ to the ‘socialist pastor’, who identifies himself with a class, the proletariat.
In the struggle between two worlds, the existing, currently dominant world of
capital and the socialist world in the process of emerging, Herz’s ‘social and
non-party’ viewpoint in fact means taking the side of the existing world and
not the world to come. Socialist tendencies have nevertheless penetrated into
some circles of the Evangelisch-Soziale Kongreß, even if they are rejected by
its overwhelming majority, who dream of a ‘social capitalism’. Thus the Chris-
tian labour secretary [August] Springer (Stuttgart), at the thirty-first Congress
(1924), warned against attacking Marxism, which is also of value to Christian

92 [‘Freisinnige Vereinigung’ means ‘Liberal Association’.]
93 [‘Deutscher Evangelische Kirchenbund’ means ‘German Union of Lutheran Churches’.]
94 [Herz 1928.]
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workers. It expressed ‘a devastating indictment of violations of human dignity
and it can be conceded that there are also prophetic elements in Marxism and
that it has predicted a number of aspects of the contemporary worker’s fate,
with visionary clear sightedness’. Most recently, the critique mounted by the
religious socialists has become more and more evident in the Congress. At its
thirtieth meeting (1923) Pastor Georg Fritze (Cologne) offered a sharp critique
of the Congress: the ‘social questions’ being discussed there were of no interest
to the broad masses of the proletariat of the big cities. The previous divorce
between religion and the world in the Lutheran Church must be overcome.
‘Love and faithhavebeenpreached formillenia.’ But lip servicewasnot enough.
‘Nowbelief in Godmust…become a deed, a deedwhichwill pervade the social
and economic order.’ In this sense, ‘Karl Marx was much more religious than
many defenders of religion imagine’. ‘A deeply felt Christianity shines through’
the ideal of socialism. The churches, despite their assurance that they stand
apart from the class struggle, are actually in the middle of it but on the side of
capitalism.They are ‘thoroughly entangledwith the systemof Mammon,which
forces all the true impulses of the spirit into the background. The churches will
either die out, because they have cut themselves off from their great world his-
torical task, or theywill gain a new lease of life by giving dedicated assistance to
the reshaping of theworld in the sense of the socialist ideal.’ At the thirty-fourth
meeting of the Congress (1927), after speeches by Professors RobertWilbrandt
and [Friedrich] Mahling on ‘Recent Developments in Socialism’, a lively dis-
cussion ensued, in which Professor Eduard Heimann (Hamburg) and Pastor
Georg Fritze (Cologne) advocated the conceptions and demands of the reli-
gious socialists.
The origins of the religious socialist movement in Germany go back to the

turn of the century, when Pastor Christoph Blumhardt in Württemberg de-
clared his support for Social Democracy, at the end of 1899. The Church author-
ities reacted by forcing him to give up the title of pastor. This deterred other
ecclesiastics from following his example. Blumhardt, who continued his activ-
ities not by writing books but through practical work (he was a member of the
Württemberg State Parliament between 1900 and 1906), initially remained a
solitary figure in Germany. Only after the end of the World War did the rela-
tionship between the Church and Social Democracy change. Both emerged
from theWar altered.With the fall of themonarchy, the LutheranChurches lost
their Landesbischöfe.95 In November 1918, Social Democracy, which they had
combated, had become the ruling power in the state, on whose attitude their

95 [Until the German revolution of 1918, the hereditary Lutheran rulers of German states
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fate depended. When the official representatives of the organised churches
fell silent, younger forces, concerned about the Church’s future, sought to
bridge the gap between it and the workers, aware that the previous attitude of
churches all over theworldhad led to a completedechristianisationof the indus-
trial workforce. (Catholics were informed of this in the essay ‘The Dechristian-
isation of the IndustrialWorkforce’; Lutherans in books by Paul Piechowski and
Günther Dehn.)96 They wanted to win themass of workers back to the Church.
As a consequence of their desire to live with their proletarian parishes, the pro-
letarian clergy sought to reform the Church and wanted to convey socialism to
the centre of the Church, in the hope that the opportunist Churchwould adapt
itself to the new situation. When the big landowners ruled ‘we have a conser-
vative Church… in the period of capitalism…we have a liberal Church, we will
have a socialist Church upheld by themass of intellectual and physical workers
in town and country’.97 At the so-called KirchlicheWoche Nürnberg98 (25 June
1919), Pastor [Georg]Merz (Munich)made a speech about socialism to Protest-
ant theologians: the future of the Church depends on its attitude to theworkers
movement. The proletariat will be the vehicle of future historical development
and socialismwill dominate comingdecades.Themass of workers, just like offi-
cial Social Democracy, are far from being religious. ‘How the situation develops
depends … on the fate of the movements which are already striving to make
the revival of religion and the introduction of socialism the cause of mankind,
while consciously rejecting class struggle …The Churchmust abandon its hos-
tile and distrustful attitude to the workers movement.’99
After 1918, opposition began to grow all over Germany against the authorit-

arian Church, outdated and legally abolished by the revolution. The opposition
favoured a ‘genuine people’s Church’, which would be less concerned with dis-
putes about theology and more open to considering the social needs of the
broad popular masses. In the Social Democratic camp, meanwhile, the revolu-
tion’s failure to achieve any practical results, the division of the Party into
Majority Socialists, Independents and Communists, and the bitter factional
struggles among them had undermined the confidence of the masses in the
path previously taken. As the social democratic deputy Max Cohen-Reuss told
the second Congress of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Councils in 1919, ‘we issued our

were the heads of the Church in their states, in which capacity they were called ‘Landes-
bischöfe’, literally meaning ‘state bishops’.]

96 Anonymous 1925a; Piechowski 1927; Dehn 1930.
97 Anonymous 1925b.
98 [‘KirchlicheWoche Nürnberg’ means ‘Nürnberg ChurchWeek’.]
99 [Cf. Merz 1919.]
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supporters promissorynotes on the future andnowwecannot redeemthem’.100
As after every defeated revolution, a dull sense of resignation seized a section
of the masses: the uncertainty and hopelessness of the proletariat’s class situ-
ation led the proletariat to feel that its existence was completely meaningless.
This feeling could be overcome and the suffering of the proletariat as a class
take on meaning through the struggle against capitalism, as long as the hope
remained that revolution could free the working class from the yoke of cap-
italism. With the failure of the revolution, people became sceptical about the
possibility of achieving that in this world and the meaninglessness of prolet-
arian existence really penetrated the consciousness of themasses.The religious
hope for fulfilment in the nextworld remained the sole consolation for this dis-
appointment. We have observed a similar renaissance of religious feelings in
France after the revolution of 1848 and in Russia after the revolution of 1905.101
Social Democracy had not kept its promises of a fundamental transformation
of the existing economic order in 1918 and could not keep them after 1918, as a
result of its policy of forming coalitions with bourgeois parties. It promoted
the religious hopes of the disappointed masses for a better life in the next
world, by stressing the ethical features of the socialist systemof ideas, themoral
improvement of the inner person and inner revolution, as the prerequisite and
preparatory stage for the external revolution postponed, in this way, to the dis-
tant future. In this sense, Social Democracy inherited the conservative mantle
of the Church.
Pastor Günther Dehn’s group, the North German Bund sozialistischer Kir-

chenfreunde on 28 March 1919 in Berlin, was established out of this current102
It became the Bund religiöser Sozialisten,103 on 3 December 1919 (with numer-
ous local groups in other cities). While these organisations were not con-
cerned with church politics, Pastor Piechowski, in particular, raised the slo-
gan ‘conquer the Church’ and the demand for the involvement of the Chris-
tian social working class in the Church’s work. His group communicated the
practical programme of the Bund religiöser Sozialisten to the Constituent
Assembly of the Prussian Church in 1920 under the name of the Neukölln
Memorandum.104 In it, Piechowski proposed the establishment of free parishes
within the Church’s association. Piechowski saw in socialism the ‘mass religion
of the future’, while theChurch of the present is subject to the supremacy of the

100 [Zentralrat der Sozialistischen Republik Deutschlands 1919, p. 63.]
101 Cf. Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’, above, pp. 253–255.
102 [‘Bund sozialistischer Kirchenfreunde’ means ‘League of Socialist Friends of the Church’.]
103 [‘Bund religiöser Sozialisten’ means ‘League of Religious Socialists’.]
104 [Piechowski 1922.]



christian and religious socialism 323

‘Church’s bourgeois power-holders’. He regarded the participation of the work-
ers in church elections as ameans of class struggle within the Church. After the
two groups merged, the first Congress of Religious Socialists was held in Berlin
on 26 November 1921. This decided to extend the League to the whole of Ger-
many and to issue amonthly,Der religiöse Sozialist (from 1 January 1922), which
appeared until the end of 1923.105
The socialist Badische Volkskirchenbund (Dietz Group) emerged from sim-

ilar activities in South Germany in 1919. This merged with the Bund evangelis-
cher Proletarier, later called the Bund evangelischer Sozialisten,106 founded at
the start of 1920 in Pforzheim by Pastor Erwin Eckert. Its candidates received
15,000 votes at the elections to the Baden Synod in 1920. The League’s organ
(from 1 April 1920 the Christliches Volksblatt then, after 1 May 1923, the Son-
ntagsblatt des arbeitenden Volkes) was at the same time the organ of the ini-
tially radical but later very moderate, youth group Neuwerk, founded by Georg
Flemmig in 1919 and named after its journal Das neueWerk.107 Neuwerk group
members saw possibilities for transformative Christian action in ideas about
settlements and educational reform, and rejected the culture of capitalism.
They lived in the settlement Habertsdorf bei Schlüchtern (in Hessen), where,
at great sacrifice, they set up a residential people’s school. They represented a
purely emotional ‘socialism’, which for them, only meant the greatness and
novelty which would transform the world, by applying the moral principles of
Jesus; and also included the feeling of sympathy with workers.
All these groups joined together at a conference (Meersburg, 2 August 1924)

to form an Arbeitsgemeinschaft der religiösen Sozialisten Deutschlands.108
From 1 September 1924 the Sonntagsblatt was its organ. At its next meeting in
Meersburg (31 July 1926) theWorking Group was renamed the Bund der religi-
ösen SozialistenDeutschlands109 and adopted a red flagwith a black cross as its
symbol. Its fifth Congress took place in Stuttgart on 3August 1930. Since 1929 its

105 [‘Der religiöse Sozialist’ means ‘The Religious Socialist’.]
106 [‘Badische Volkskirchenbund’ means ‘People’s Church League of Baden’. ‘Bund evangelis-

cher Proletarier’means ‘League of Lutheran Proletarians’. ‘Bund evangelischer Sozialisten’
means ‘League of Lutheran Socialists’.]

107 [‘Christliches Volksblatt’ means ‘Christian People’s Newspaper’. ‘Sonntagsblatt des arbeiten-
den Volkes’ means ‘Sunday Newspaper of Working People’. ‘Neuwerk’ means ‘New Activity’.
‘Das neueWerk’ means ‘The New Activity’.]

108 [‘Arbeitsgemeinschaft der religiösen Sozialisten Deutschlands’ means ‘Working Group of
the Religious Socialists of Germany’.]

109 [‘Bund der religiösen Sozialisten Deutschlands’ means ‘League of Religious Socialists of
Germany’.]
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theoretical organ, Die Zeitschrift für Religion and Sozialismus,110 has appeared,
edited by Professor Georg Wünsch (Marburg), as the organ linking Protest-
ant and Catholic socialists. While other religious socialist tendencies do not
acceptMarxism, ProfessorWünsch,who is themost familiarwithMarxismand
has written about it, rejects ethical justifications for socialism, such as those
offered by Hendrik de Man and Leonhard Ragaz, seeing in them ‘the danger
of utopianism and ineffective enthusiasm which has always been the fateful
accompaniment of Christian ethics’.111 The force that would lead to socialism’s
victory lies in Marxism’s materialist conception of history, which is not only
compatible with Christianity but finds a natural extension in it. Wünsch pro-
claimed that he was a religious socialist, not because of abstract categories but
because he stood on the ground of the facts. God’s will can be recognised in the
whole of concrete reality and its immanent contradictions, which thus sets us
tasks.
Despite the ideological differences among its components, the Bund inten-

ded to be a practical, proletarian and united fighting organisation. The pro-
gramme it issued raised serious accusations against the churches.112 The
churches do not serve, they want to rule. They spiritualise Christ’s clear com-
mandments, project the kingdom of God into the transcendental and comfort
the suffering masses with the afterlife. As bearers of outmoded forms of reli-
gious life they become ever more reactionary. It is the task of the proletariat
to renew these forms. It has to conduct this struggle within the churches and
revolutionise them. The religious socialists, on the other hand, combat every
attempt by the churches to cripple the class struggle of the proletariat by form-
ing organic-estate groups of ‘Christian socialists’ or ‘Solidarists’ or to divert it
from revolutionary struggle bymeans of reactionary formsof organisation such
as Catholic and Protestant ‘workers associations’, social working groups includ-
ing the class enemy, people’s housing developments etc.
The Bund der religiösen Sozialisten, run by proletarian clergy, is an organ-

ised association which takes a practical part in the proletarian movement and
tries to understand it. It celebrates May Day and commemorations of revolu-
tions in churches, arranges proletarian celebrations and coming of age cere-
monies, publishes sermons of socialist pastors (collections of the sermons of
[Christoph] Blumhardt, [Leonhard] Ragaz and [Emil] Fuchs; at the end of 1929
roughly 150 Lutheran pastors were active in the social democratic camp). It

110 [‘Die Zeitschrift für Religion and Sozialismus’ means ‘The Journal for Religion and Social-
ism’.]

111 Wünsch 1927; Wünsch 1930.
112 Eckert 1976.
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organises meetings of socialist theologicans (April 1930) and it fights against
fascism. Standing aside from all this is another circle around the Blätter für reli-
giösenSozialismus, renamedNeueBlätter fürdenSozialismus in 1930,113which is
more theoretically inclined and without an organisational infrastructure. The
leading intellectual figure in this circle, to which the economist Eduard Hei-
mann (Hamburg) also belongs, is Professor Paul Tillich (Frankfurt am Main).
Carl Mennicke is also active in accord with Tillich’s ideas.
In his writings, ProfessorTillich, who is familiar withMarxist ideas, attempts

to give a new theoretical foundation for religious socialism in the sense of a
philosophy of Protestant (non-ecclesiastical) existentialism.114 Tillich devel-
oped [Armand] Bazard’s doctrine of kairos,115 describing it as the moment of
‘the fullness of time’. The task of religious socialism is to proclaim the kairos of
the present, to devote itself to the unconditional.116 This philosophy of history
is connected with socialism through belief in the latter’s power to give mean-
ing to an otherwise meaningless existence. Socialism is ‘a social order in which
a meaningful life is possible for each individual and for every group’.117 The
meaninglessness of existence is typically imposed on the proletarian life pro-
cess. The class struggle that arises from this class situation of the proletariat
is indissolubly linked with the nature of capitalism and should give mean-
ing to proletarian life. Socialism is only an answer to the final, unconditioned
question of meaning, that is of the ‘religious’ character of our existence. It is
therefore ‘more than only a purely proletarian movement’.118 It raises univer-
sal claims and endeavours to seize hold of every group in society. Socialism is
only indissolubly linked with the proletariat in that the proletariat, the place
where the greatest degree of meaninglessness is located, is at the same time
the best place in which to raise the question of the meaning of existence and
to the extent that it is only through the victorious class struggle of the pro-
letariat and by overcoming the class divisions of capitalism that the basis for
a meaningful reconstruction of society will be possible. The proletariat must
therefore passionately reject every attempt to suggest that its existence can be
filled with meaning through transcendental existence. It ‘feels that its struggle
is for the kingdom of God; it senses a kind of messianic mission for itself and

113 [‘Blätter für religiösen Sozialismus’ means ‘Journal for Religious Socialism’. ‘Neue Blätter für
den Sozialismus’ means ‘New Journal for Religious Socialism’.]

114 Tillich 1926; Tillich 1930; and the programmatic essay, Tillich 1998.
115 [‘Kairos’ is Greek for ‘right moment’, Tillich uses it in the sense of a ‘crucial time’.]
116 [For Tilllich the ‘unconditional’ is religious meaning.]
117 [Tillich 1998, p. 198.]
118 [Tillich 1998, p. 195.]
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for the whole of society.’119 On the other hand, for Tillich the socialist idea in
itself is nothing; socialism is only an external means for shaping the future. Til-
lich understands it as the questing spirit of the proletariat, of the ‘mass’. His
entire struggle is waged against the absolute domination of rationalism. Even
so, Tillich does not reject Marxism, even in its economically materialist form.
Marxism is a reality. It has shaped the psychic being of millions and created a
community which is certain of its victory.
The socialism of this circle is too general and too abstract, too little directed

to the concrete tasks of the present to avoid ambiguity. Despite the emphasis
on the fundamental importance of class struggle, the ‘universalism’ of Tillich’s
socialism containswithin itself the danger of a diversion from the class struggle
and a return to an ascetic utopianism.This diversionwas expressed very clearly
in the speech of [Henrietta] Roland-Holst at the Heppenheim conference of
religious socialists in 1928. Here the conquest of power, i.e. the overcoming of
capitalism through the class struggle, was not the task set. ‘The conception that
life can only be shaped in a socialist way after “the conquest of power” and that
until this has happened all energies should be concentrated exclusively on the
class struggle is a conceptioin which must be most emphatically opposed.’120
All efforts should rather be directed to the inner transformation of the person,
to ‘remodelling our feelings, our motives’ for action, in a socialist sense – free
from any will to power – thus ‘instead of making demands on others we make
demands on ourselves’. It is obvious that such a socialism has nothing to do
with real socialism.
Yet another group should not go without mention, the young Christliche

Revolutionäre in Stuttgart.121 The group was characteristic of the chiliastic
mood of the revolutionary and post-revolutionary period. Their journal of the
same name, appeared fromMay 1921 asWeltwende.122 It had a subtitle that said
much: ‘A wakeup call … to all those who are determined to achieve a break-
through by giving their all’. It conducted a struggle against ‘the mendacity of
public affairs’, against the church, the state, parties, also against the religious
socialists, because ‘in the last analysis they are the bait in the Church’s great
mousetrap’. In the tradition of the Anabaptists and the Levellers, they sought
the ‘empire of brotherhood and peace on earth … the purely human, class-
less community free from all authority built on socialism and communism …
the thousand-year empire of peace’. They preached the necessity of revolution

119 [Tillich 1989, p. 105.]
120 [Roland-Holst 1929, pp. 177–9.]
121 [‘Christliche Revolutionäre’ means ‘Christian Revolutionaries’.]
122 [‘Weltwende’ means ‘World Change’.]
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because ‘inner salvation and purification have been neglected’. After holding
two conferences (1921 and 1922) the sect collapsed as a result of the indiffer-
ence and scorn of the mass of the workers.

b In France, Belgium and Switzerland
Young men’s associations were formed among French Protestants as early as
1852.They confined themselves, almost exclusively to religiousmatters. Protest-
ant social activity did not begin until after 1885. It initially aimed to reform the
existing economic order in a Christian direction, without, however, leaving the
terrain of this social order. Only in the first decade of the new century did a new
tendency appear in the Protestant camp, whichwas, if not socialist – its repres-
entatives were merely ‘socialisants’,123 as opposed to the genuine socialists – at
least strongly anti-capitalist. It wanted a fundemental reconstruction of society
on a semi-socialist, cooperative basis. In 1887 Pastor Louis Gouth, influenced by
TommyFallot (whosemost importantworkwas Social Christianity)124 andwith
the help of CharlesGide, the leader of the French cooperativemovement, foun-
ded theAssociationprotestante pour l’étude et l’action sociales (since 1887 this
association has published a monthly journal, Revue de christianisme social).125
It held its first Congress in Nîmes in 1888 and adopted its programme at its
Besançon Congress (16 June 1910). Proceeding from the principle of Christian
justice, it protested against ‘a social orderwhich is built on the spirit of compet-
ition and egotism’. It ‘cannot regard as definitive an economic and social order
which is based on perpetual war’. It therefore aimed for the ‘realisation’ of ‘a
new order’ which, built on the principle of cooperation, was now already cap-
able of ‘modifying the relationbetween capital and labour’ but at the same time
‘will effectively prepare the transformation of egoistic property into collective
property and the system of competition into a system of solidarity’. Finally, pro-
ceeding from a Christian viewpoint, it rejected both the violation of the people
by capital and any violence, sabotage or class hatred on the part of theworkers;
it also rejected the exploitation of the so-called ‘inferior races’ by the civilised
peoples.126

123 [‘Socialisants’ means ‘those who have a vague affinity with socialism’.]
124 [Fallot 1911.]
125 [‘Association protestante pour l’étude et l’action sociales’ means ‘Protestant Association

for Social Study and Action’. The journal was initially called Revue de théologie pratique et
d’homilétique (Review of Practical and Homiletic Theology), from 1889 Revue du christian-
isme pratique, (Review of Practical Christianity) and finally, from 1896, Revue de christian-
isme social (Review of Christian Socialism).]

126 [Conférence internationale du Christianisme social 1910. Grossman’s emphasis.]
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The main theorist of the movement, which was not attached to any of the
political parties, was the editor of the Revue, Élie Gounelle.127 After the war the
Fédération française du christianisme social was set up at a congress held in
Strasburg in 1922. This included, alongside the above-mentioned Association
protestante, six other related organisations of practising Christians, such as Les
oeuvres sociales de l’armée du salut, Le service social de ‘foi et vie’, Les jeun-
esses chrétiennes sociales, and so on.128 Its most recent congress was held in
Paris in 1928.
An eighth organisation joined the Fédération in 1928. The Union des social-

istes chrétiens,129 founded by Raoul Biville and Paul Passy in 1908 under the
influence of the Americans Rufus Weeks and Edward Ellis Carr, was the left
wing of the Fédération and its members were also members of the Social-
ist Party. Its journal is the monthly L’espoir du monde,130 which has appeared
since 1908. The Union had scarcely 600 members before the war. It derived its
socialism from Christianity (‘socialistes parce que chrétiens’),131 opposed the
official church’s alliance with capitalism and strove for the conquest of polit-
ical power by the proletariat, organised as a class and a party, with the purpose
of converting the means of production into collective property. It recognised
the class struggle as an unavoidable consequence of capitalism which will
only disappear when capitalism itself disappears. From a confessional point
of view it comprises both Protestants and Catholics, indeed even Theosoph-
ists. It is just as varied in terms of its social composition. In general, however,
it rejects Marxism’s stress on the state, and supports a more moderate and
ethically based liberal socialism. Influenced by the agrarian legislation of the
Old Testament prophet Moses, Passy in 1908 founded a settlement, Liéfra,132 in
the department of Aube. This social experiment was not intended to solve the
social question but rather to show that collective property can prevent indi-
vidual poverty. (The settlement operates on the following basis: 1 inalienable

127 Gounelle 1909; Gounelle 1923; Gounelle 1925. [‘Revue’ means ‘Review’.]
128 [‘Fédération française du christianisme social’ means ‘French Federation of Social Chris-

tianity’. ‘Les oeuvres sociales de l’armée du salut’ means ‘The SocialWorks of the Army of
Salvation’. ‘Le service social de “foi et vie” ’ means ‘The Social Service of “Faith and Life” ’.
‘Les jeunesses chrétiennes sociales’ means ‘Christian Social Youth’.]

129 [‘Union des socialistes chrétiens’ means ‘Union of Christian Socialists’.]
130 [‘L’espoir du monde’ means ‘The Hope of theWorld’.]
131 [The organisation’s self-description included the observation ‘we are socialists because

we are Christians’, e.g. L’espoir du monde 1914, back cover.]
132 [Liéfra is an acronym of ‘liberté, égalité, fraternité’, i.e. the slogan of the Great French

Revolution ‘liberty, equality, fraternity’.]
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collective property in the land; 2 periodic redistribution of shares in property to
individual families in proportion to their family size; 3 individual cultivation.)
In 1927 the settlement was reorganised in line with the American [theory of
the] ‘enclave of economic rent’ formulated by Fiske Warren (according to the
principles of Henry George).133
As well as Paul Passy, André Philip, Professor of Economics at the University

of Lyon, is a theoretician of the group.134 According to them, Christianity and
the socialist workersmovement, the two forces which can renew humanity, are
mutually complementary. Theworkers’ class struggle, the fight for the improve-
ment of the economic situation of the working class, alone will not lead to
socialism. On the contrary. The improvement of the material situation of the
upper layers of the working class leads everywhere to nationalism, to the bour-
geoisification of these layers and their incorporation into the capitalist mech-
anism. This danger can only be eliminated by applying ethical and religious
values. Every human being has the right to salvation. But the capitalist eco-
nomy, with its impoverishment and oppression of the working class, creates
living conditions which hinder the attainment of this goal. The conviction that
the capitalist system is immoral and that everyone has the right to particip-
ate equally in the progress of civilisation therefore leads to condemnation of
existing social inequality; to revolutionary struggle for socialism, for a funda-
mental restructuring of society, without compromises with capitalism, and for
the realisation of social justice and the kingdom of God on earth. Only social-
ism is capable of creating a societywhichwill correspond to theChristian ideal.
In Belgium too, a League of Religious Socialists was founded in mid-1930. It

includedCatholics, Protestants and separate groups of non-institutional Chris-
tians.While freethinking predominates in theWalloon (French speaking) sec-
tion of Belgian Social Democracy, the Flemish Socialists are of amore religious
temper. The leader of the religious socialists in Belgium is [Jozef] Chalmet,
from Zelzate, who is also a social democratic member of parliament.
In Switzerland, a Protestant socialmovement first emerged at the end of the

1880s, prompted by developments in Germany.
Societies and conferences in Bern, Neuchâtel, Zürich, Basel and Geneva

mainly confined themselves to academic discussion of social questions. The
number of Protestant workers associations was very small but, in contrast to
the ‘workers associations’ in Germany, included members from the working

133 [See Huntington 1921. ‘Enclaves of economic rent’ were utopian settlements inspired by
Henry George’s theory of a single tax on land.]

134 Passy 1909; Passy 1930; Philip 1928; Philip 1930.
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class and fundamentally rejected the admission of non-workers. No attempts
were ever made in Switzerland to set up political parties on a social Protestant
basis.
At the beginning of the new century, in 1906, a so-called ‘religious social

movement’ – genuinely socialist – arose in Switzerland, prompted by develop-
ments inGermany, and sought to combineChristianity and socialism. It contin-
ued the work of Christoph Blumhardt and was associated with the writings of
the ‘Savonarola of Zürich’ Pastor Hermann Kutter and of Leonhard Ragaz, then
a pastor in Basel and later a university professor.With Pastors [Jean]Matthieu,
[Oskar] Pfister and others grouped around the journal Neue Wege,135 which
started to appear in 1906, they constituted the often cited circle of Swiss ‘reli-
gious socials’.
Thismovement identified inMarxist historicalmaterialism,which it regards

as erroneous, biblical truths. It saw in socialismaGod-given revival of the social
truth of the gospel, which has been ignored and betrayed by official Christian-
ity, despite socialism’s hostility to religion. Kutter’s tract They Must, written
with prophetic verve,136 spread very quickly in all strongly Protestant coun-
tries, particularly England and America.137 It directed fierce criticisms against
Christianity and the church of our time,which ‘no longer apprehends the living
God’,138 has failed to protest against great social injustice and the immorality of
our class antagonisms, and has abandoned the task of recreating relations to
Social Democracy.
Kutter’s phrase ‘they must’ means that the Social Democrats drive forward,

because the living God is driving them forward: ‘The Social Democrats are
revolutionary because God is revolutionary.’139 According to Kutter, our whole
system of production is nothing but grandiose theft. Every day it deprives the
poor of their most essential rights. The goal for which Kutter strove was a king-
dom of God on earth without compulsion. Ragaz, in particular, proclaimed
this kingdom of God.140 For long periods, Christianity one-sidedly placed indi-
vidual truth, the relation of God to the individual, at the centre of its preach-
ing and neglected the other side: the redemption of the world from social
and material need, poverty, injustice, Mammon and war – the whole bounty
of contemporary reality. It has imposed the division between the kingdom

135 [‘NeueWege’ means ‘New Paths’.]
136 Kutter 1908, second edition 1912; French translation 1907.
137 [I.e. the United States of America.]
138 [Kutter 1908, p. 94.]
139 [Kutter 1908, p. 132.]
140 Such as Ragaz 1922; Ragaz 1928; Ragaz 1929; Ragaz 1972.
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of Godand thekingdomof theworld.This rigidity demonstrated its staticmode
of thought, which regards existing social relations as a finished, unalterable
and God ordained order. Religious socialism represented a dynamic mode of
thought, in opposition to the rigidity of Christian doctrine. It was a correct-
ive to the one-sidedness which projects Christ’s message into a distant, other
world. It is devoted to the living God and his coming kingdom on earth. On the
basis of this interpretation, Ragaz expected a revolution in Christian thought
and Christian practice, a re-awakening of the social and revolutionary spirit
of Christianity. On the other hand, Ragaz viewed the socialist workers move-
ment as the bursting forth – in secular form – of a truth which the Christian
community should have advocated, namely the kingdom of God on earth for
human beings, the kingdom which constitutes the meaning of the Bible and
the Old Testament. It is the religious idea of the future transformation of the
world, which only designates Social Democracy, even if it is anti-religious, as
the driving force because God also dwells within the godless. ‘This socialism is
more radical than any other.’141 It cannot be limited to social reforms. It wants a
new social order, is oriented in a fundamentally different way from the existing
social order. Religious socialism, that is to say, fights alongside the proletariat
against capitalism for the emancipationof theproletariat and thus of thewhole
society. But, in relation to individual demands, it is not tied to theparty dogmat-
ism of the existing proletarian parties and is, in principle, just as accessible for
Social Democrats or unattached socialists as it is to Communists and anarch-
ists.
As far as the external shape of the future society is concerned, Ragaz wanted

a ‘voluntary socialism’,142 a society organised into free cooperatives, which
makes the state as an organ of compulsion superfluous. At the international
level, a great, federal community of nations will arise. It will include the whole
of humanity. For by ‘Christianity’ Ragaz understood true religiosity, unconnec-
ted with any church, which also includes non-Christians. ‘The kingdom of God
stands above religions.’143
A religious socialism, closely associated with Social Democracy, spread rap-

idly in Switzerland. As early as 1909, two hundred mostly young Swiss theo-
logians were present at the third conference of religious socialists. During
the World War, when Swiss Social Democracy temporarily came under strong

141 [This sentiment, though not the phrase, is clearly expressed in Ragaz 1984b, particularly
pp. 71–4.]

142 [Ragaz used this term as early as 1917, Ragaz 1917, p. 614.]
143 [This sentiment, though not the sentence, is clearly expressed in Ragaz 1984a, particularly

p. 38.]
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Bolshevik influence, the religious socialists adopted a radically pacifist and
democratic attitude, conducting a struggle against the use of force. This dam-
aged their relationship with the Party. They have recently become the main
supporters of both anti-militarism in Switzerland and the free, radical people’s
higher educationmovement,which is not connectedwith the universities. This
movement has been severelyweakenedby theological disputes betweenKutter
and Ragaz.
The Fédération romande des socialistes-religieux144 (secretary HélèneMon-

astier) is an autonomous group, with its own congresses, in French Switzerland.
Together with the French Union and the Belgian group it constitutes the Féd-
ération des socialistes-chrétiens de la langue française.145

c In England, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United States of
America

The rise of large-scale industry immensely itensified the misery of the masses
of workers in England, while a small group of entrepreneurs amassed wealth.
In desperation, workers had recourse to self-help (trade unions). Not only did
the educated and the rich remain silent about social grievances, parliament
prohibited workers from organising. The official, conservative Church was also
indifferent to the social misery of the workers and boycotted and even poured
scornon theefforts of the ‘seditious rabble’.Only in 1848wereChristian socialist
activities encountered in England. They derived directly fromFrench influence
and were not insignificantly promoted by the Chartist movement as well as
the ideas and writings of Thomas Carlyle (1795–1881), an advocate of social
reform on an aristocratic, conservative and ethical basis. Their first represent-
atives were the preacher Frederic Denison Maurice (1805–72) and the lawyer
John Malcolm Ludlow (1821–1911), who had been educated in France and was
very familiarwith the socialist theories andmovements there.Theywere joined
by Charles Kingsley (1819–75) and others followed. From November 1850 until
the end of 1851 they published a weekly newspaper and, following its title,146
they called themselves ‘Christian socialists’ to indicate that it was their inten-
tion to guide both unsocial Christianity and unchristian socialism onto bet-
ter paths and to free society from the evils of one-sided individualism. They
wanted to be more than social reformers, who merely sought to improve the

144 [‘Fédération romande des socialistes-religieux’ means ‘Federation of Religious Socialists
of Switzerland’s French-speaking Region’.]

145 [‘Fédération des socialistes-chrétiens de la langue française’ means ‘Federation of French-
speaking Christian Socialists’.]

146 [The Christian Socialist.]
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existing economic system. They pursued, rather, a completely rational reorder-
ing of economic life. They wanted to achieve this far-reaching goal, not at a
stroke by passing laws or using force but only gradually, through small, piece-
meal activities. The first step to their goal would be the formation of voluntary
consumers’ associations, so that finally the distribution of all goods could be
rationally regulated. Likewise, productionwould be regulated by workers com-
bined in producers’ cooperatives, which would cut out the entrepreneurs and
finally stymie the whole competitive system. Thus the great reconstruction of
society would be carried out gradually, from small centres. These considera-
tions led them to concentrate their practical activity after 1849 chiefly on the
promotion of cooperatives in general and producers’ associations in particular,
although they were unable to achieve any lasting successes with the latter.
Chartist workers were suspicious of this movement. It was, after all, the

intention of the Christian socialists to christianise socialism, i.e. to turn it away
from ideas of external revolution, wage struggles and strikes, and to direct it to
revolutionising the soul and to bridging over class conflicts with love and prac-
tical assistance. Such a tacticmeant abandoning the onlyway inwhichworkers
could could achieve practical successes. Even so, the Christian socialists played
no small part in promoting welfare legislation for the working classes and in
raising workers’ levels of educational (foundation of a people’s university, the
Working Men’s College, in London). The Christian socialists in England never
managed to form an actual party. They were united in the Guild of St Matthew,
founded in 1879 by Stewart D. Headlam. This had approximately 250 members
in 1896 and conducted lively journalistic activity. The Christian Social Union
developed out of it and sought to win over clergy who supported reform. Both
societies endeavoured to win public opinion for the ‘reasonable demands of
socialism’. Their activities were exclusively limited to the educated public and
particularly youngermembers of the clergy.Theworking class remainedalmost
entirely unaffected by this movement.
Around the turn of the century, ecclesiastical circles increasingly concerned

themselves with the social question. During theWorldWar, Anglican archbish-
ops established a number of committees of inquiry, whose results were presen-
ted in 1918, in a report on Christianity and Industrial Problems.147 In 1919, the
AnglicanBishopof ManchesterWilliamTemple, togetherwith theQuaker Lucy
Gardner, decided to call a large conference of all English churches to discuss
social questions. After a long period of preparation, it took place in April 1924
inBirminghamand constituted the starting-point of whatwas called theCopec

147 [Archbishops’ Committees of Inquiry 1918, the report of the Fifth Committee of Inquiry.]
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Movement (Conference onChristian Politics, Economics andCitizenship). The
reports of commissions of specialists on twelve different subareaswere presen-
ted to the 1924 conference as booklets.148 A monthly, The Copec News, has
appeared sinceNovember 1924. In anhistorical presentation to theConference,
the failure of the English churches in the face of capitalism, which led to ‘the
appalling catastrophe of 1914–18’ and to the Peace of Versailles, which looked
‘very much like a war’, was conceded without further discussion.149 The cause
was identified as the gap between the doctrine and the life of the church and
the elimination of this gap was called for, in the future, not indeed in the sense
of churchdogmabut through the practical Christianity of active love.The exist-
ing social order met with sharp criticism. In the reform proposals, however, a
compromise between the moderate and the more radical tendencies repres-
ented at the Conference was apparent. The foundations of the existing eco-
nomic order, private property in the means of production, were retained and
only mammonism, ‘abundance while others starve’ was combatted. Capital-
ism was affirmed, because ‘a modern economy’ is indispensable ‘for supplying
the mass of people with their wants and promoting science and art’. The class
distinctions which are fundamental in the structure of modern society were
affirmed, since every class has its special contribution to make to the life of
society. Consciousness of their duty to the whole should therefore unite all
classes. Only the dark sides of the capitalist system should be removed: the eco-
nomic dependence of the workers, the incredible power of entrepreneurs over
the masses, unemployment, class struggles and severe economic competition
amongnations resulting in the danger of war. On the other hand, a certain right
of the whole of the people to share in private property was recognised, since
this has always been obtained by the combined efforts of all. The present eco-
nomic order is unchristian and requires radical, if also step by step, transform-
ation. Unemployment reveals a serious defect in the capitalist system, as does
the organisation of financial institutions. Legally, they are private enterprises
while they perform a public function of very great importance. The follow-
ing reforms were proposed: nationalisation of the banks and the conversion of
important concerns into public enterprises, to be controlled by a state appoin-
ted supervisory board. The state is to become a shareholder in large enterprises.
Trade is to be stabilised, in order to abolish competitive struggle. Inequality
in the distribution of property and the enrichment of a small minority at the
expense of the masses arising from the capitalist system, will be overcome by

148 Among the reports were Conference on Christian Politics 1924a, 1924b, 1924c, 1924d.
149 [Conference on Christian Politics 1924a, p. 152.]
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distributing profits among the working masses. The press must be freed from
the influence of capital by nationalisation.
A separate political party was not a goal. Christ should function as a ‘leaven’

in every party. We saw a typical, petty bourgeois programme of sham radical-
ism, thatwanted to eliminate the ‘dark sides’ of a systemwhile the foundations,
on which the ‘dark sides’ have in fact arisen, were retained.
The group of religious socialists in English, whose organ is the monthly The

Crusader, edited by Fred Hughes, does not have much influence. It should,
however, be noted that the workers movement and its political expression, the
Labour Party, is strongly religious in orientation.Many of its leaders come from
the church, where they were preachers. It is true that the current Prime Min-
ister, Ramsay MacDonald, had sharply criticised the evangelism of the official
churches, in his book Socialism and Society:150 from their individualist view-
point, they deal only with the relations between a person and God and neglect
social relations among people. They have regarded the gospel as metaphysics
and failed to demand its application to this world and the need to transform
the social organism. Even so, MacDonald assigned a great role to the church in
the collective society. The solution of our social problems is impossible outside
Christianity. The free churches will play a greater role in the life of the masses,
the more they concern themselves not only with matters of dogma but with
the needs of life.
The Copec Movement was continued internationally in the Stockholm

World Conference for Practical Christianity (for Life and Work), in August
1925. In 1928, it gave rise to the International Institute for Social Christianity
in Geneva and the quarterly Stockholm, in three languages. The programme
of Stockholm is the ‘nonpartisan’ treatment of the interests of both the work-
ers and employers. In fact, therefore, it works towards the solution of ‘social
questions’ on thebasis of thepresent capitalist economy.Stockholm carries pro-
paganda for cooperation between employers and workers.
In theNetherlands, too, a religious socialist current arose quite early. It exis-

ted side by side with bourgeois, Roman Catholic socio-political organisations,
under episcopal supervision, suchas theNederlandseRooms-KatholiekeVolks-
bond,151 founded in 1888, with a structure of professional groups. Henri van
Kol, under the pseudonym of Rienzi, published a pamphlet, Christianity and
Socialism, in 1882.152 In it, the later leading social democratic parliamentarian

150 MacDonald 1907.
151 [‘Nederlandsch Roomsch-katholische Volksbond’ means ‘Netherlands Roman Catholic

People’s League’.]
152 [Kol 1888.]
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upheld the interests of the proletariat, from the viewpoint of the Christian
sense of justice, and asserted that socialism and Christianity are compatible.
Subsequently, however, van Kol became completely absorbed into the socialist
movement, without establishing a specifically religious socialist group.
Pastors Willem Bax and particularly Frederik Willem Nicolaas Hugenholz

were also representatives of this trend. Hugenholz, in a periodical he edited,
Onze Kring,153 pointed out the injustice of private ownership of means of pro-
duction and the profit-based capitalist economy, demonstrated the class char-
acter of government and legislation, and stressed the need for class struggle.
But the religious element gradually disappeared from Onze Kring. Hugelholz
then arrived at the conviction that the proletariat must first be victorious and
the social question must be solved before any effort is made to deal with reli-
gious questions.
A religious socialistmovement only emerged at the start of the new century.

On 31 October 1902, a new religious socialist weekly, De BlijdeWereld,154 began
to appear. It still exists today. The group behind it described itself as socialist, if
notMarxist, and recognised the necessity of class struggle. But it did not create
its own organisation. Politically it was associated with the Social Democratic
Workers Party.
The Bond van Christen Socialisten (League of Christian Socialists), founded

in 1907, was the first religious socialist organisation to form an independent
political party. It was initially led in a moderate direction by [Anke] van der
Vlies, who, under the pseudonym Enka, was a well knownwriter. In 1912, under
the leadership of Pastor Bart de Ligt, it adopted a new, radical programme,
which proclaimed that the existing economic order, based on capitalist prin-
ciples, was incompatible with the principles of Christian love, as capitalism
was the cause of the moral and physical misery of the broad masses. It there-
fore committed itself to the abolition of the capitalist principle and to the
struggle for the realisation of socialism. This was not a struggle for the interests
of the proletariat, but for a moral world order. In the 1918 elections, the League
succeeded in electingPastor JohnWilliam (Willy)Kruyt to theHouseof Repres-
entatives. He later joined the Communist caucus there. The League fell apart in
1921 as a result of internal disagreements. Its publication, Opwaarts, appeared
for the last time on 25April 1921.155 Some of itsmembers joined theCommunist
Party; another group, ledbyPastorAnnéeRinzes de Jong, founded theBondvan

153 [‘Onze Kring’ means ‘Our Circle’.]
154 [‘De BlijdeWereld’ means ‘The BlessedWorld’.]
155 [‘Opwaarts’ means ‘Upwards’.]
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Religieuse Anarcho Communisten, which advocated Tolstoyan ideas (monthly
journal, De Bevrijding).156
In January 1915 the Religieus-socialistischeVereniging was set up as a federal

peak organisation for the existing religious socialist organisations.157 Its chair
was Cornelis (Kees) Meijer.
During the period of ferment after theWorldWar a religious socialist group

split off from the Vereniging Woodbrookers Barchem that had existed since
1910, to form the Vereniging Arbeidersgemeenschap der Woodbrookers.158 All
these groups are numerically weak. The bulk of their members belong not to
the working class but to the elite of socialist intellectuals. The first two con-
gresses of the religious socialists of Holland (held in Amsterdam in 1927 and
1929) tried to bring these scattered forces together. Henriette Roland Holst-van
der Schalk’s book The Road to Unity endeavoured to unite the two parts of the
socialist workers movement, social democratic and Communist, on a religious
socialist basis.159 A Social Democrat before the war, since 1916 in the Commun-
ist Party,160 Henriette RolandHolst is now attempting to provide socialismwith
a new justification, on the basis of religious and ethical ideals.
The religious socialist movement has hardly engagedwith the Catholic pop-

ulation of the Netherlands at all.
The only country in Northern Europe where an organisation of religious

socialists has been set up is Sweden. Itsmost outstanding leaders areDrNatan-
ael Beskow, theheadof the largePeople’sUniversity in Stockholm,Birkagården,
and Pastor Samuel Thyssel in Nykoeping. There are, in addition, several Social
Democratic pastors.
Christian socialist activities in the United States of America took root at

the beginning of the 1880s. Their spread was facilitated by strong religious
consciousness, especially among trade unionists, and the absence from Amer-
ican intellectual life of any sceptical traditions on the model of the European
Enlightenment. Although Christian socialism did not find any organisational

156 [‘Bond van Religieuse Anarcho Communisten’ means ‘League of Relgious Anarcho-Com-
munists’. ‘De Bevrijding’ means ‘Liberation’.]

157 [‘Religieus-socialistische Vereniging’ means ‘Religious Socialist Association’.]
158 [The ‘Vereniging Woodbrookers Barchem’ (‘Association of Woodbrookers Barchem’) was

formed by theology students from the Netherlands, who had visited the Quakers Wood-
brooke study centre in Birmingham and started to offer courses at Barchem. The Barchem
association gave rise to the ‘Vereniging Arbeidersgemeenschap derWoodbrookers’ (‘Asso-
ciation of theWorkers CommunityWoodbrookers’).]

159 Roland Holst-van der Schalk 1928.
160 [The Sociaal-Democratische Partij, the revolutionary Marxist organisation which Roland

Holst joined in 1916, renamed itself the Communistische Partij van Nederland in 1918.]
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expression in the working class movement, its representatives did introduce a
scientific study of workers’ problems into the universities. In 1883 the religious
socialist Professor Richard T. Ely published a study of the American workers
movement. He also took a leading part in the American Society of Christian
Socialists in Boston in 1889, organised by William Dwight Porter Bliss (1856–
1926) who edited its monthly journal, The Dawn. In their programme, they
demand that all social, political and industrial relationships should be based
on the principle of ‘the brotherhood of man … according to the teachings of
Jesus Christ’.161 The aims of Christianity and socialism were therefore identical
and the task of religious socialists was tomake the churches aware of this great
goal.
In 1893 Ely and George Davis Herron organised the American Institute of

Christian Sociology, which exerted great influence and gave rise to an extens-
ive literature, though it foundered eventually on the opposition of the clergy
to Herron’s radicalism. The Christian Socialist League of America (Chicago),
founded by Edwin DwightWheelock, only had local significance. At the begin-
ning of the twentieth century, similar activitieswere undertakenbyRufusWells
Weeks in New York and Edward Ellis Carr, the editor of The Christian Socialist,
in Chicago. The ideas of Christian socialism gained a lasting influence on the
public through ProfessorWalter Rauschenbusch, two of whoseworks provided
an all-embracing critique of the capitalist world from the point of view of the
Christian economic ethic.162 The capitalist spirit of Mammon was incompat-
ible with the spirit of Christianity. At the same time, social economic activities,
whichwere especially significant in the USA, owing to the absence of any social
legislation, received sustenance and support from the ideas of Christian social-
ism.
After the World War, the increased social activity of the Christian socialists

achieved valuable practical results. The report issued by the InterchurchWorld
Movement of NorthAmerica on the big steel strike of 1919was a happy combin-
ation of objectivity and very sharp criticism, and still contains themost object-
ive material available today on conditions in the steel industry.163 A whole
series of religious institutions (Federal Council of Churches of Christ in Amer-
ica; National Catholic Welfare Conference; Institute of Social and Religious
Research) have emerged directly or indirectly from the association which pro-
duced this report. They take pains to bring contemporary social problems to
the attention of the religious public by reporting on them objectively.

161 [Bliss 1890, p. 14.]
162 Rauschenbach 1906; Rauschenbach 1912.
163 [Commission of Inquiry 1919.]
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Outside the churches themselves, the propagation of Christian socialist and
Christian social ideas was continuedmainly by Sherwood Eddy and Kirby Page
in their periodical TheWorld Tomorrow. This contained extensive bibliograph-
ical material. The writings of Bishop [William Montgomery] Brown aroused
great interest. He described communismas the fulfilment of Christian doctrine
and accepted the political ideas of the Third International164 (1920).
It should finally be mentioned that a Jewish religious socialist movement

exists inPoland. For it, theBiblewasnot only the sourceof religionbut of social-
ism, because it emphasised justice as the principal ethical theme of the Old
Testament and its found confirmation of this view in the books of the prophets
Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel. Thismovement, which had little in commonwith
themodern theory of class struggle and hadmany supporters within the camp
of reactionary Orthodoxy was organised in Poale Agudas Yisroel,165 to which
20,000 Jewish workers belong.
The first international congress of religious socialists was held in Barchem

(Netherlands) on 2 July 1924 and the second in Le Locle (Switzerland) on
24 August 1928. In November 1929 there was an international meeting of lead-
ers, which set up the International League of Christian Socialists (chair Leon-
hard Ragaz), seated in Zürich.
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Debs, Eugene*
Translated fromGerman by KenTodd

American union organiser and leader of the radical wing of the Socialist Party
(1855–1926). Born in Terre-Haute (Indiana), attended school to the age of 14,
then worked as a house-painter and locomotive fireman, became treasurer of
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and editor of its monthly magazine.
In 1892 he resigned from this position to become an organiser of railway work-
ers. Here he created a new type of organisation: instead of the previous craft
unions, broken up according to individual occupations, all the workers of an
entire business, trust or transportation agency would form a unitary industrial
union. In June 1893 Debs organised the American Railway Union, which soon
numbered 150,000 members. The great popularity of Debs, who was among
the best orators in America, dates to the general strike of the railway work-
ers union of 1894, in support of the wage struggles of the workers employed
by the Pullman Company in Chicago, who belonged to the union. The strike,
which paralysed the entire rail traffic in large parts of the country, could only be
broken by the deployment of federal troops, the declaration of martial law and
the one-sided partisanship of the courts on behalf of the employers. Arrested
with other strike leaders, Debs was sentenced to sixmonths in prison. Through
his experiences in union struggles, Debs became a socialist. From the remnants
of the railway workers union, Debs founded the Social Democracy of Amer-
ica in Chicago (18 June 1897), which, following internal changes and splits, has
borne the name Socialist Party of America since 1901. As its presidential can-
didate, Debs received almost 100,000 votes in 1900, 402,000 in 1904, 897,000
in 1912. Debs was a co-founder of the radical union organisation, the Industrial
Workers of the World (IWW), in 1905, and was an opponent of the opportun-
istic, conservative tactics of [Samuel] Gompers in the unions, as well as of the
growing reformism of the socialist parties. He fought sharply against the entry
of theUSA into theWorldWar and spoke out for civilwar against thewar among
nations, for which hewas sentenced to 10 years in prison and deprivation of his
civil rights.1 As a symbol of protest, the Socialist Party nominated him as their

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1931e.]
1 [Debs did not, in the speech for which he was convicted, explicitly call for civil war but did
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presidential candidate in 1920; he received 920,000 votes. At the end of 1921
Debs was pardoned by President Harding but never regained his civil rights.

Writings

Among his writings, the following deserve mention:
1904, Unionism and Socialism, Terre-Haute: Standard Publishing Company.
1905, Revolutionary Unionism, Chicago: Industrial Workers of theWorld.
1909 [1905], Class Unionism, Chicago: Kerr.
1918 [1906], IndustrialUnionism, inDaniel de Leon, IndustrialUnionism, NewYork: New
York Labor News Company, pp. 11–22.

1948 [1914], ‘A Plea for Solidarity’, in Eugene V. Debs,Writings and Speeches of Eugene
V. Debs, New York: Hermitage, pp. 366–73.

1918, ‘The IWW Bogey’, International Socialist Review, 18, no. 8 (February): 395–6.
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De Leon, Daniel*
Translated fromGerman by KenTodd

Radical leader of the socialist movement in the United States of America (1852
to 1914). Born on the island of Curaçao, studied in Europe (in Hildesheim, sub-
sequently in Leiden). In 1873 he settled in the United States of America as
a teacher of ancient languages and mathematics. Then moved to New York,
where he studied law and earned his doctorate at the beginning of the 1880s
while a lecturer in international law at Columbia University. At first a follower
of Henry George and only later acquainted with the ideas of Marx – he trans-
lated Marx’s The Eighteenth of Brumaire1 into English – in 1889 he became a
member of the Socialist Labor Party (SLP). He soon assumed a leading position
and was the editor of the Party’s weekly People from 1892. He sought to apply
Marx’s theory of class struggle to American circumstances and conducted an
energetic struggle against the opportunistic, conservative tactics of the union
leaders of theAmericanFederationof Labor (AFL). Since they completely dom-
inated union structures andmade any internal opposition futile, he advocated
the creation of revolutionary economic organisations of the American prolet-
ariat. Thanks to his untiring agitation, at the end of 1895 the Socialist Trade and
Labor Alliance (STLA) was founded, from of a number of trade unions. This led
to conflict within the SLP and to the separation of [some] socialist elements,
who organised themselves into the Socialist Party in 1901, while the SLP and the
STLA stagnated. In 1905, De Leon was a cofounder and leader of the Industrial
workers of theWorld (IWW), with EugeneDebs and Bill Haywood, and conduc-
ted lively agitation for it. Its task was to prepare the working class to assume
control over enterprises and of the entire process of production and thus for
the construction of the new society, through the comprehensive organisation
of workers as a class into large industrial unions. From 1900 to 1914 De Leonwas
editor in chief of the Weekly People and the daily People, in which he argued
for the ideas and the tactics of revolutionary socialism. He was not capable,
however, of grasping the significance of a political workers party. In 1912–4 he
was a member of the International Socialist Bureau.

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1931f.]
1 [Marx 1907.]
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Writings

Among De Leon’s speeches and pamphlets the following deserve mention:
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Committee, Socialist Labor Party.

1932 [1906], Reform or Revolution, New York: Industrial Union Party.
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Guesde, Jules*
Translated fromGerman by Joseph Fraccia

Themost significant figure in the socialistmovement in France after 1880, born
11 November 1845 in Paris, the son of a teacher of little means, Basile. (He
adopted his mother’s surname Guesde.) After completing academic second-
ary education, he dedicated himself to journalism from 1868, and was active
in the cause of republicanism during the Second Empire. In 1870 he assumed
the leadership of the newspaper Les Droits de l’homme in Montpellier.1 In July
1870, he was condemned to four months in prison for protesting against the
Franco-German War and, in 1871, to five years in prison and a fine of 4,000
francs for supporting the Commune. He fled to Switzerland. There he associ-
ated with communist anarchists and, with them combated Marxism. In 1872,
Guesde published The Red Book of Rural Justice,2 which described, on the basis
of documentary evidence, the atrocities committed against the Communards
by the Parisian bourgeoisie. During his emigration Guesde worked as a lan-
guage teacher and journalist in Geneva, later in Italy. In 1872, he drafted his
anarchist-communist Attempt at a Social Catechism (first published in 1878).3
In 1876, after his conviction had lapsed, he returned to France as a Marxist. He
was the first to awaken the workers movement out of the lethargy into which it
had sunk after the defeat of 1871. He began the struggle against Proudhonism,
which was apolitical, favoured class peace was then expanding in influence.
Together with Paul Lafargue (1842–1911) he became a pioneer of the revolu-
tionary Marxist workers movement in France which, rejecting all compromise
with the bourgeoisie, was built solely on the basis of the proletariat and its
future leading role. In the first collectivist weekly, Egalité,4 which he founded
in Paris in 1877 (18 November), as in numerous lectures and speeches at meet-
ings throughout France, Guesde – a tireless agitator and populariser, a brilliant
speaker and polemicist – spread theMarxist theory of class struggle, previously
little known in France, in theworkersmovement and accelerated its theoretical

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932a.]
1 [‘Les Droits de l’homme’ means ‘The Rights of Man’.]
2 [Guesde 1872.]
3 [Guesde 1878.]
4 [‘Egalité’ means ‘Equality’.]
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and organisational separation from the radical bourgeois democrats. In 1878,
Guesdewas condemned to a sevenmonths inprison for his attempt, contrary to
a police ban, to organise an international workers conference during theWorld
Exposition in Paris. In prison, Guesde formulated the first socialist programme
in France: Programme and Address of the Socialist Revolutionaries, which was
adopted by several socialist groups.5 Consequently the General Workers Con-
gress inMarseille in 1879, in contrast to the Congresses of 1876 and 1878 (which
advocated reaching understandingwith employers) declared itself in favour of
the expropriation of the bourgeoisie and the socialisation of the means of pro-
duction in a resolution. This initiated a process of socialist clarification in the
labour movement, which had previously been strongly infused with anarchist
ideas. The Parti ouvrier français6 (POF = Guesdists), whose history is intim-
ately connected with Guesde, was founded inMarseille in 1879. At its Congress
in Le Havre (16 November 1880), the Party adopted the so-called minimum
programme (for electoral purposes), which Guesde formulated in collabora-
tion with Marx, completing his final break with anarchism. Under Guesde’s
leadership, a struggle lasting many years against petty bourgeois anarchist and
reformist elements (the Possibilists) was conducted, within and outside the
Party. This ended in a split. The (Guesdist) Congress in Roanne (1882) endorsed
participation in elections, however – in contrast with the reformists – only for
propaganda purposes and rejected the ‘parliamentarisation’ of the Party, i.e.
the notion of peaceful and piecemeal conquest of state power through legal,
parliamentary means, as a betrayal of socialism.
Sentenced to six months in prison in 1883 for provoking civil war Guesde,

in collaboration with Lafargue wrote a commentary on the Party programme,
The Programme of the Workers Party: Its History, Its Grounds and Its Provisions,
and also his text against the Possibilists, Public Services and Socialism.7 In 1885,
to replace Egalité which had folded in 1883, he established the weekly Social-
iste, which remained the Party organ until 1898. Having failed in the elections
of 1893 in Marseille, Guesde represented Roubaix in the Chamber of Deputies
from 1893 to 1898 and from 1906 to1922. In his famous speeches to the Chamber
on the principles of collectivism (November 1894) and also on the tenden-
cies of economic development (June 1896), Guesde represented intransigent
Marxism. But a steadily growing contradiction gradually developed between
Guesde’s clearly revolutionary theoretical position and his tactics, in partic-

5 [Egalité 1880, the first issue in the second series of the newspaper, which hadbeen suppressed
in July 1878.]

6 [‘Parti Ouvrier Français’ means ‘FrenchWorkers Party’.]
7 [Guesde and Lafargue 1899; Guesde 1884.]
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ular since the formulation of his Party’s local government (1891) and rural
programmes (1892 and 1894). This constituted the essence of Guesdism in its
second phase. It was verbally revolutionary, a Marxism that was only orthodox
in theory, which was not capable of being applied in the sphere of action and
was replaced in everyday work by reformist practice.
In 1909 and later, Guesde did still speak about a revolutionary, forceful con-

quest of power but only meant elections, which were transformed from an
instrument for defrauding the working class into the instrument for its eman-
cipation. During the period of Boulangism8 (1888/1889), and also during the
Dreyfus Affair (1898/1900), Guesde chose the tactic of abstention, of working
class inaction. By the middle of the 1890s the ‘parliamentarisation’ of the POF
was complete. Even if Guesde did not want to draw final conclusions from it
anddeclaredhimself againstministerialismwith thewords ‘a socialistwhogoes
into a bourgeois ministry ceases to be a socialist’ (1899),9 he rejected all active
extraparliamentary proletarian action, like the notion of a general strikewhich
swayed the masses (1890 and 1894); like the struggle against clericalism (1902).
This tactic drove the most active sections of the proletariat to revolutionary
syndicalism. The POF, which began as a Marxist, anti-reformist party, ended
up merging with the reformist socialists – even though there was no intent
to establish programmatic unity or convergence – to form the Parti socialiste
unifié10 (1905). Guesde was forced to support his earlier theoretical oppon-
ents and at the same time lost his previous leading role to [Jean] Jaurès.11 The
complete transformation of the POF is most clearly visible in Guesde’s stance
on the question of war. In 1885, on the occasion of the Anglo-Russian con-
flict in Afghanistan, Guesde greeted the war between capitalist states as the
beginning of the end of capitalism, because proletarian revolution would be
born of bourgeoisie’s cataclysm of war. As late as the International Congress
in Brussels (1891), Guesde saw every war as the inevitable result of capitalist
society, built on class antagonisms. Two years later, at the Party Congress in
Paris (1893), he already distinguished between offensive and defensive wars;
only the former were to be combated. At that time, in relation to a ‘defensive
war’, Guesde already developed the theory of civil peace: in case of war, the
proletariat of a nation with pronounced class divisions, must stand at the side
of its bourgeoisie, in the interests of socialism, to avoid defeat by a culturally less

8 [Boulangism was the short-lived anti-democratic, right-wing populist movement around
the French general and politician Georges Ernest Boulanger.]

9 [Guesde used these words, citingWilhelm Liebknecht in 1900, Guesde 1901a, p. 80.]
10 [‘Parti socialiste unifié’ means ‘Unified Socialist Party’.]
11 See Grossmann 1932f, ‘Jaurès, Jean’, below, pp. 403–406.
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developed nation. As a consequence, ‘if France is attacked, there will be no
more ardent defenders than the socialists of the Parti ouvrier français’.12 [Gust-
ave] Hervé’s anti-militarist propaganda only strengthened Guesde in his ‘pat-
riotic’ reaction. After the outbreak of the World War, the 70-year-old Guesde,
former herald of intransigent class struggle, participated in the civil peace of
‘défence nationale’,13 became aMinister (until the end of 1916) in the bourgeois
war cabinet of the ‘union sacrée’14 and so became the visible personification
of the collapse of the Second International. In February 1917 he welcomed the
bourgeois revolution in Russia, in the expectation that Russia would now fight
the War more energetically. Eight months later he declared his opposition to
Lenin’s proletarian revolution. Finally, he experienced the split in his ownParty,
at the Congress in Tours (December 1920), when the majority joined the Third
International. He died, embittered, on 28 July 1922 near Paris.

Writings
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Herzen, Alexander*
Translated fromGerman by Joseph Fraccia

Born 25 March 1812 in Moscow, the illegitimate son (‘child of the heart’, hence
his name)1 of former guards captain and wealthy Russian landholder [Ivan
Alekseevich] Yakovlev and a German mother. As a youth he experienced the
Decembrist Revolt (December 1825), whose tragic fatemade a deep impression
on Herzen. Together with his friend [Nikolai Platonovich] Ogarev he swore to
take up the struggle against Tsarist tyranny. In 1829–33 Herzen completed his
studies at the Faculty of Natural Sciences and Mathematics at the University
of Moscow. After the July Revolution,2 his world view developed in a circle of
similarly inclined friends, under the influence of the Young Hegelians (the Left
Hegelians) and also of the French utopian socialists. He came under political
suspicion, was arrested with several comrades on 20 July 1834 and was ban-
ished to civil service in Perm and Kirov,3 whence he was only permitted to
return to Moscow in 1840. After a brief career in the Ministry of the Interior
and then his second banishment to Novgorod, he was released [from the pub-
lic service] in 1842 and devoted himself to literary activity inMoscowuntil 1847.
The first stage inhis thinkingbrought abreakwith the feudal slavophiles andhe
joined the ‘western oriented’. He was on their left wing, which leaned towards
democracy and socialism and struggled against the bourgeois liberal rightwing
([Ivan Sergeyevich] Turgenev, [Konstantin Dmitrievich] Kavelin, [Pavel Vas-
ilyevich] Annenkov). He succeeded in winning the right Hegelians, [Mikhail
Alexandrovich] Bakunin and [VissarionGrigoryevich] Belinsky, for the left. The
study of Hegel led him to the conviction that his philosophy was the ‘algebra
of revolution’.4 In 1847 Herzen travelled abroad as amaterialist and, influenced
by socialism, he experienced the revolution of 1848 in Paris at first-hand, in
personal contact with all significant leaders of the opposition of that epoch.
This period was the second stage of his thought. Herzen, aristocrat and mil-

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932b.]
1 [Heart is ‘Herz’ in German.]
2 [The July Revolutionof 1830 in France overturned theBourbonmonarchy and installed Louis-

Philippe de Orléans as King.]
3 [Kirov was then called Vyatka.]
4 [Herzen 1982, p. 237. In an earlier translation ‘revolutionary algebra’, Herzen 1855b, p. 69.]
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lionaire (he inherited a million roubles in cash from his father; his Russian
landholdings were confiscated by the Tsarist regime in 1851) became a passion-
ate critic of western European capitalism, which he labelled ‘social anthropo-
phagy’. He raised himself above the scope of utopian socialism by posing the
question of the necessity of socialism. Expelled from Paris in 1849, he lived in
Switzerland, where he gained citizenship, then, from 1852 until 1865 in London,
thereafter back and forthbetweenGeneva andBrussels.Thiswas the third stage
of his development. Deep disappointment with the [1848] French Revolution’s
lack of results led him intellectually from western Europe back to Russia. At
first he wrote for western Europe about Russia, directed the foreign section of
[Pierre-Joseph] Proudhon’s La voix du peuple (for which he advanced a secur-
ity guarantee of 24,000 francs),5 published a series of books, mostly under the
pseudonym Iscander. From 1853 he wrote in Europe for Russia, founded the
Free Russian Press in London on 1May 1853, withwhich a new epoch of Russian
revolutionary activity began: the existence of illegal Russian literature beyond
the border. After the CrimeanWar, Herzen expanded his publishing activity; in
1855 the publication of the Polarnaya Zviezda began.6 It appeared until 1862. In
a letter to [William James] Linton in 1854 Herzen posed the famous question
with which, for the next half a century, the legal and illegal Russian press were
occupied and constituted an important point of contention among different
political parties in Russia: does Russia have to pass through all the phases of
European development, especially the capitalist phase?7 The ideas of his old
opponents, the slavophiles reawoke in Herzen. In the residual socio-economic
forms of Russian life, the mir (village commune), Herzen saw the source of
energy for a new social order, for which the Slavs were better prepared than
other peoples. He began to idealise the mir; in doing so, Herzen became one of
the first ‘populists’.
In 1856 Ogarev came to London and from 1 July 1857 he and Herzen began

to work on the publication of Kolokol,8 which had unusual success: it made
its way into all the upper levels of Russian society and was even read by Tsar
Aleksandr II and hiswife. Next to the official government in Petersburg, Herzen
became a second ‘unofficial power’ in London. Herzen’s writings were only
unable to penetrate the popular masses. He addressed himself primarily to lib-
eral nobles, government officials and bourgeois circles. A socialist for western

5 [‘La voix du peuple’ means ‘The Voice of the People’.]
6 [‘Polarnaya zviezda’ means ‘The Pole Star’.]
7 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ above, pp. 239–291.
8 [‘Kolokol’ means ‘The Bell’.]



356 chapter 24

Europe, he was extremely moderate for Russia: he demanded the emancipation
of the serfs, although only with compensation; the lifting of censorship; and
the prohibition of corporal punishment. There was no talk of bourgeois demo-
cracy nor of overturning the autocracy, he did not even demand the limitation
of absolutism through popular representation. Attacked from all sides, partic-
ularly by [Nikolai Gavrilovich] Chernyshevsky (1828–89), and disappointed by
the Emancipation of the Serfs in 1861, Herzen’s views became more radical in
the following period, which was the last stage of his development. In so doing,
he lost his previous audience andwas not, however, capable of acquiring a new
one in the emerging revolutionary movement. His influence ebbed. He died
politically isolated in Paris on 21 January 1870.

Writings

1919–25, Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii i Pisem, edited by Mikhail Konstantinovich Lemke,
Moskva: Petrograd: Literaturno-Izdatelskii Otdiel.9

In particular, the following are mentioned:
1956 [1848–50], From the Other Shore, in Alexander Herzen, Selected Philosophical

Works, Moskow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, pp. 336–469.
1956 [1848],The Russian People and Socialism, in Alexander Herzen, Selected Philosoph-

icalWorks, Moskow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, pp. 470–545.
1995 [1852], Letters from France and Italy, 1847–1851, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh
Press.

1921 [1854], Rußlands soziale Zustände, with a postscript, edited by Antonín Stanislav
Mágr, Leipzig: Reclam.

1855–9, Aus den Memoiren eines Russen, four volumes, Harnburg: Hoffmann und
Campe.10

1858, Die Russische Verschwörung und der Aufstand vom 14. December 1825, Hamburg:
Hoffmann und Campe.

1907 [1866], Erinnerungen, translated by Otto Buek, two volumes, Berlin: Wiegand &
Grieben.

1912, Pages choisies, edited by Michel Delines, Paris: Mercure de France.

9 [There is a more recent collected works: Herzen 1954–66.]
10 [Also see Herzen 1855a and Herzen 1855b.]
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chapter 25

Hyndman, Henry Mayers*
Translated fromGerman by KenTodd

Founder and leader of the English socialist movement, from 1880. Born on
7 March 1842 to a rich, conservative family. His father left ₤150,000 for the
construction of churches and charitable institutions in London. After the com-
pletion of his legal studies at Cambridge University, Hyndman devoted himself
to journalism and was initially active in the spirit of left-liberalism. In 1886, he
participated in Garibaldi’s march on the Tirol, as the war correspondent of a
liberal newspaper. The following years took Hyndman to England’s colonies: in
1869 he visited Australia, New Zealand, south sea islands and the United States
of America. Having returned to London in 1871, he showed great sympathy for
theParisCommune. Between 1872 and 1880hemadebusiness and study trips to
California, became more and more dissatisfied with the policies of the Liberal
government, particularly because of continual wars and the famine in India
(1876–8). In 1878 Hyndman published a series of articles ‘The Bankruptcy of
India’ (issued in book form in 1886),1 in which he raised most serious charges
against the English system of exploitation in India, and became a critic of cap-
italism. He soon (1880) found the scientific basis for his criticism in Marx’s
Capital.2 Hyndman entered into personal contact with Marx, became a social-
ist and in his works England for All (1881) and Economics of Socialism (1896)3
sought to spread Marx’s ideas, without ever having properly understood them.
The principal thing for him was the formation of a political party. When he
encountered hostility to this effort from the unions, he became a bitter oppon-
ent of the union movement and oriented to the unorganised. In doing so, he
closed himself off from the path to amass party. In strikes he sawonly a distrac-
tion from political struggle and was not capable of grasping the significance of
the proletariat as a class. Nor could his socialism achieve true internationalism;
on the contrary, it always retained a colouration dictated by English national
interests. He did combat British imperialism in relation to the great peoples of

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932c.]
1 [Hyndman 1886.]
2 [Marx 1976b.]
3 [Hyndman 1881; Hyndman 1896.]
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Asia: China and Japan. He still did this in his The Awakening of Asia, written
in 1917 (published in 1919).4 The concept of the self-determination of nations
oppressed by Britain, however, remained alien to him and he never went bey-
ond the demand for Irish and Indian self-government within the limits of the
British Empire.
In June 1881 he founded the Democratic Federation, which was transformed

into the SocialDemocratic Federation (SDF) in 1884 andadopted thenameBrit-
ish Socialist Party (BSP) in 1911. Its organ, the weekly Justice was published by
Hyndman (from 1884) with great financial sacrifices. Despite his brilliant gifts
as a speaker, agitator and publicist, over the four decades of his self-sacrificing
exertions, Hyndman never succeeded in pentrating the masses. His repeated
candidacies for Parliament also remained unsuccessful. Hyndmanwas the rep-
resentative of British socialism in the International Socialist Bureau in Brussels
and, from 1889 to 1907, participated in the Congresses of the Second Interna-
tional, for whose collapse in 1914 he shares the blame. From the start of the
twentieth century, he was one of the most bitter opponents of Germany in
his foreign policy and demanded the strengthening of English navy against
German militarism. After the World War broke out, he immediately declared
himself for ‘the defence of the fatherland’, for ‘staying the course until victory’,
combatted ‘pacifist traitors’, and worked for the entry of Italy and other powers
into thewar againstGermany. Expelled fromhis ownparty in 1916, he founded a
small National Socialist Party, (NSP) which had no influence. Hewas an intract-
able opponent of the Bolshevik Revolution and even supported intervention in
Russia. He died on the 22 November 1921 in London.

Writings

In addition to those mentioned above:
1883, Historical Basis of Socialism, London: Kegan Paul, Trench.
1911, The Record of an Adventurous Life, London: Macmillan.
1912, Further Reminiscences, London: Macmillan.
1915, Future of Democracy, London: George Allen & Unwin.
1920, Evolution of Revolution, London: Hyndman Literary Trust.

4 [Hyndman 1919.]



360 chapter 25

Literature

Gould, Frederick James 1928,Hyndman: Prophet of Socialism (1842–1921), London: Allen
& Unwin.

Hyndman, Rosalind Travers 1923, Last Years of H.M. Hyndman, London: Richards.
Longuet, Jean 1922, ‘Der “große Alte” des englischen Sozialismus’, Der Kampf, 15, no. 2:
44–8.



© Rick Kuhn, 2021 | doi:10.1163/9789004432116_028

chapter 26

The Internationals:*
The Second International (1889–1914)
Translated fromGerman by Ben Fowkes

1 The Collapse of the First International

After the seat of the International was relocated to New York, an anarcho-
communist (Bakuninist) opposition declared the decisions of the Hague Con-
gress null and void at a Congress at St Imier in the Jura region of Switzer-
land (15–16 September 1872) and held further Congresses, as continuations of
the International: a sixth in Geneva (September 1873), a seventh in Brussels
(September 1874), an eighth in Bern (October 1876) and a ninth and final one
in Verviers (September 1877).

2 The Precursors of the Second International

After the end of the 1870s, ProudhonismandBakuninismwere expiring and the
Marxist ideas of the Hague Congress were again on the rise everywhere in the
organised and fighting proletariat. InGermany the Social Democrats registered
great successes; in France the Parti Ouvrier1 was founded by Jules Guesde.
Social democratic currents grew stronger in Belgium and the Netherlands. A
series of anarchist leaders – César de Paepe, Paul Brousse and Benoît Malon –
went over to Social Democracy. Under these circumstances a world congress
of socialist and communist groups from almost all European countries met
in Ghent on 3 September 1877. The majority voted in favour of the socialisa-
tion of the means of production and working class political activity, thereby
breaking unambiguously with the anarchists. Guesde’s attempt to organise an
international workers congress in Paris to coincide with the World Exposition

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932d. The section of this article on the First Inter-
national was by Carl Grünberg. Quotations from minutes of congresses are not generally
referenced separately; unless otherwise indicated, their sources are listed in Grossman’s bib-
liography at the end of ‘The Internationals: The Third International’, below, pp. 398–402. All
emphases in these quotations are Grossman’s.]

1 [‘Parti Ouvrier’ means ‘Workers Party’.]
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in 1878 failed. Only on 2–4 October 1881 was an international congress (initially
intended tomeet in Zürich) successfully held in Chur. The delegates, including
Wilhelm Liebknecht fromGermany, Malon from France and LudwikWaryński
from Poland, expressed the view that it was premature to think of setting up
a new international, as most national parties were only just emerging. It was
also premature to agree on a common programme. There was agreement only
on several general objectives for the working class movement (socialisation of
the means of production, the question of wages, provision of education).

3 The Second International’s Revolutionary Period (1889 to 1904)

While theperiod 1848–71 hadbeena timeof nationalwars (1864, 1866, 1870) and
revolutions, the year 1871 opened an era of peaceful development in Europe,
which lasted until 1895. During this time, in response to the long economic
depression, the capitalist economy was marked by great industrial concentra-
tion and the transition frommedium to large-scale enterprises. In parallel, the
working class alsomade tremendousprogress inorganising largeand independ-
ent political parties in individual capitalist countries; parties which emancip-
ated themselves from the liberal ideas of the bourgeoisie. The long period of
depressionprovidedan impulse to class struggle. Everywhere theworkers strove
to improve their condition by acting industrially and politically, as in the case
of the struggle for universal suffrage, and thought about rebuilding an interna-
tional organisation. In addition to the Social Democratic Parties in Germany
and France, the Emancipation of Labour group emerged in Russia (1883), the
Social Democratic Federation in England (1884), the Social Democratic Work-
ers Party in Austria (1888) and socialist workers parties in Denmark, Sweden,
Italy, Belgium, Spain and Switzerland. In this way, the necessary precondition
for an international association of socialist organisations was created.
Two international congressesmet simultaneously in Paris on 14 July 1889, the

hundredth anniversary of the storming of the Bastille: the Congress of the Pos-
sibilists,2 which was dominated by reformist trade union representatives from
France and England, and the Congress of Marxists, at which twenty important
countries were represented by 407 delegates. The latter became the founding
Congress of the so-called Second International, which lasted for 25 years, until
it came to an endwith the outbreak of theWorldWar (1889–1914). The founding

2 [The ‘Possibilitists’ were members of the refomist Fédération des travailleurs socialistes de
France (Federation of Socialist Workers of France), led by Paul Brousse.]
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Congress was followed by a total of eight further Congresses: the second Con-
gress took place in Brussels (August 1891), the third in Zürich (August 1893), the
fourth in London (July 1896), the fifth in Paris (September 1900), the sixth in
Amsterdam (August 1904), the seventh in Stuttgart (August 1907), the eighth
in Copenhagen (August 1910) and the ninth, extraordinary Congress, in Basel
(November 1912).

Organisationally, the Second International was never, to its end, a single
unitedparty. Itwas, rather, only a loose associationof fully independent parties,
not subject to any common discipline, which considered unity in tactics im-
possible and did not, therefore, regard its resolutions as binding. In 1891, when
there was a proposal from the Netherlands to place the questions of tactics
and alliances with bourgeois parties on the agenda, the German delegation
was opposed, because only comrades in individual countries were competent
to decide such questions. A proposal for closer cooperation among the differ-
ent national organisation betweenCongresses, by establishing an International
Socialist Bureau (ISB) based inBrussels,was onlymade at the 1896LondonCon-
gress. The Paris Congress of 1900 put the proposal into effect by allocating the
necessary funds. After 1910 the ISB published a periodic Bulletin and alsomain-
tained a socialist archive and library. From 1904 there was also an Interparlia-
mentary Social Democratic Commission to coordinate parliamentary actions.
The ISB was never, however, more than a centre for sharing common informa-
tion.
The sole and most important decision of the Second International which

obliged parties to take part in joint international proletarian actionwas the resol-
ution of the first Congress on the celebration of May Day with demonstrations
for the eight hour day and the protection of labour, later also for world peace.
These celebrations were particularly effective in the politically and industri-
ally backward countries of eastern Europe, where the demonstrations, often at
great sacrifice, drew the indifferent masses into themovement. In theWest, on
the other hand, the founding Congress’s resolution on May Day was already
challenged at the 1891 Brussels Congress by two of the most important del-
egations. The Germans and the English proposed to shift the date of the May
celebrations to the first Sunday. In fact they never attempted to make the first
of May a non-working day, since thismight requirematerial sacrifices. [August]
Bebel and [Paul] Singer openly declared that theGermanParty couldnot recog-
nise a decision which removed from individual parties the right to make their
own decisions on the form of the May Day celebrations.
Nor was the Second International ever a programmatically uniform entity.

It was a variegated mixture of the most diverse conceptions. Only on the left
was there a clear line of demarcation, from the anarchists, with the division in
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practice completed at the first Congress. Andwhen the anarchists nevertheless
tried to attend international socialist congresses, the decisionwas confirmed in
principle. In 1893 at Zürich acceptance of political and parliamentary action to
conquer powerwasmade a condition of admission and the definitive exclusion
of anarchists from the Congresses of the Second International followed in 1896
in London.
In contrast, the position adopted on the right, i.e. in relation to the reform-

ists, was never fundamentally clarified or established organisationally within
the Second International during the entire period of its existence. This can be
explained by the situation and tasks of themovement at that time: as it was, for
the present, a matter of the gathering the masses together and winning them
to socialism rather than to direct revolutionary action. So it was possible for
different tendencies to exist side by sidewithin the framework of a broad inter-
national organisation. The rudiments of reformismwere present in the Second
International from the outset. Even at the founding congress, the great major-
ity of the delegates were in favour of fusionwith the reformist Congress of the
Possibilists, meeting in Paris at the same time. Unification did not take place
only because it was rejected by the reformists, who feared being in a minority.
Nevertheless, under the impact of the long economic depression, combative
class tendencies, based on the principles and tactics of revolutionary social-
ism, predominated in the Second International during the first period of its
existence (1889–1904). Only during the second period of its existence (1904–14)
did the situation change. With capitalism’s sudden and powerful upturn and
penetration of every part of the world, particularly the great colonial regions,
and the associated structural transformation of world capitalism, the prospects
for proletarian revolution in the near future seemed to decline.3 The tempo
of revolutionary struggle slowed down and the victory of reformism within the
parties of the Second International was stamped on the whole course of devel-
opment.
The relationship between the problem of social reform, international labour

protection and other partial working class demands to revolution already sur-
faced in discussions during the first Congress. According to the introduction to
the resolution adopted on this question, the achievement of these reforms was
to be supported but only as ameans to an end: for the present, the development
of class consciousness, later the realisation of the final goal of socialism, the
revolutionary conquest of power and the expropriation of the capitalist class.
In 1891 in Brussels the final goal was still more strongly emphasised in compar-

3 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 7 above, pp. 255–260.
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isonwith legislation to protect labour and the resolution adopted declared that
the main objective was the class struggle against capitalist rule and ultimately
the overthrow of capitalism and the abolition of wage slavery.
The Brussels Congress adopted a similarly revolutionary stance on the ques-

tion of militarism, in a resolution which contained a strict dissociation from
bourgeois pacifism. The ultimate reason why wars take place was declared to
be capitalist society; hence attempts to get rid of militarism and bring about
lasting peace without simultaneously abolishing capitalism were bound to be
ineffective. Workers were called upon to keep protesting energetically against
anyappetite formilitary actionand toprevent the catastropheof aworldwarby
the only effective means: the victory of socialism. The Dutch made an extens-
ive proposal: workers were called upon not simply to protest but rather to reply
to a declaration of war with a general, mass strike. In justification, Domela
Nieuwenhuis pointed out the danger of chauvinism within socialist parties
([emobodied in theGerman Social DemocratGeorg von]Vollmar inGermany),
whichmight lead socialists of different countries to engage inmutual slaughter
when war broke out.Workers must therefore refuse to shoot at each other. The
distinction between offensive and defensive wars was an emanation of chau-
vinism.Diplomats portray everywar as defensive. The civil war of the proletariat
against the bourgeoisie should therefore be preferred to war between nations.
Liebknecht protested against the accusation of chauvinism, meanwhile ignor-
ing important problems on which Nieuwenhuis had touched, problems which
eventually led to the collapse of the International in 1914! The proposal was
rejected, nodoubt repellingmany revolutionary elements away from the social-
istmovement and driving them to anarchism. It is, however, noteworthy that at
that time, in 1891, no-one came out in support of the defence of the fatherland,
which later became the gospel of the Second International.
Two years later, at the Zürich Congress of 1893, the same question again

came up for discussion, in a session on the ‘attitude of social democracy in
case of war’. While the Germans wanted to retain the resolutions of the Brus-
sels Congress, the Dutch proposed to respond to the outbreak of war with a
general strike by workers and a military strike (a refusal to follow orders) by
reservists. The German proposal, said Nieuwenhuis, in practice signified com-
plete passivity in the face of war, as it did not suggest any concrete anti-war
measures. As the strength of militarism depended on the army’s reservists, the
task of socialists was to prevent themobilisation of the reserves. Railway work-
ers could disorganise mobilisation by refusing to to follow orders. Liebknecht’s
and [Georgii] Plekhanov’s objection that, in view of the superior strength of
military states, refusal to follow orders was impracticable and would require
heavy sacrifices, was not convincing, he said. Precisely whenwar broke out, the
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state would not possess organs capable of coercing ‘reservists in every village
who were refusing to follow orders’. The Belgian [Jean] Volders objected to the
German conception that it was unnecessary to carry out any specifically anti-
militarist propaganda. Themajority at the Congress nevertheless voted against
the general strike, against the view that anti-militarist work was necessary and
in favour of the German resolution, with a Belgian addendum obliging social-
ists in parliaments to reject military budgets. Nor did the London Congress of
1896 go beyond these decisions. The German Social Democrats, the leading
party of the Second International, at that time already showed the tendency
to shy away from all struggles and means (illegal action) which would entail
sacrifices, out of fear of persecution, such as they had experienced under the
Anti-Socialist Law.4
In the resolution on ‘Political tactics’, the Zürich Congress declared against

the opportunist tactic of making compromises with the bourgeoisie, which
would be a betrayal of the workers’ cause. It strongly emphasised that parlia-
mentary action should serve only as ameans to the end of the emancipation of
theworking class. The LondonCongress in 1896 designated the establishment of
an international socialist republic as the movement’s goal and demanded that
workers political activity should be independent from all bourgeois parties. At
the same time, a change in attitude to the state and its organs was already
apparent in 1893 and 1896. In contrast to the revolutionary Marxist conception
of the state,5 the abolition of the state and the instruments of its power was no
longer desired; rather a positive affirmation of the state began, which sought
to ‘transform themeans of capitalist rule into ones for the emancipation of the
proletariat’, in the spirit of fundamentally reformist-democratic conceptions.
Even so, the revolutionary conception still predominated and the London

Congress of 1896 decided in favour of ‘the full right of self-determination for all
nations’. On the colonial question it proclaimed that colonial policy was always
conducted for the purpose of extending capitalist exploitation, on the pretext
of promoting civilisation or religion.
In contrast to the clear political line, the resolutions on the economic policy

of the working class lacked clarity. To deal with the international monopolies,
the London Congress demanded organs of international control, which should
work towards the socialisationof these enterprises through legislation. Evidently,
therefore, this ‘socialisation’would be put into effect on the basis of the existing
economy, without the prior overthrow of capitalism. On the agrarian question,

4 [The SPD was banned between 1878 and 1890.]
5 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 7 above, pp. 255–260.
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the transfer of the land to commonownership, and the organisationof the rural
proletariat was called for in 1893 and 1896. Beyond that, variations in agrarian
conditions from country to countrymade it impossible to work out an interna-
tional action programme, the resolution stated, and each nation had to be left
to establish the specific demands it wanted to raise.

Factional divisions within the International began at the fifth Congress, in
Paris in 1900: a right wing, a centre and a left wing emerged. This was in con-
nection with and a result of structural changes in capitalism in its imperialist
phase. In all capitalist countries an aristocracy of labour, an upper stratum of
skilled workers organised in trade unions, had arisen. It exerted an increas-
ingly reformist influence on parties’ practice, regarding their main task as the
achievement of improved working conditions for factory workers and social
insurance and labour protection, through coalitions with bourgeois parties,
rather than class struggle against the bourgeoisie, the revolutionary conquest of
power and the overthrow of capitalism. The intellectual leaders of reformism
were Eduard Bernstein in Germany, Sidney Webb in England and Jean Jaurès
in France. There the Socialist Party undertook the first great reformist exper-
iment in the ‘piecemeal’ conquest of power by peaceful, democratic means,
with the entry of the socialist [Alexandre] Millerand into the ministry (‘minis-
terialism’).6 Under Point 9 of the agenda (‘The Conquest of State Power and
Alliances with Bourgeois Parties’) the [1900 Paris] Congress adopted a posi-
tion of principle on the question of socialist participation in bourgeois govern-
ments.While the proposal of [Enrico] Ferri and Jules Guesde forbade the entry
of socialists into bourgeoisministries under all circumstances, Kautsky – previ-
ously a representative of revolutionary Marxism – now adopted an intermedi-
ate position (the ‘centre’) between reformism and Marxism, for the first time.
His proposal, although it contained a personal condemnation of Millerand’s
‘dangerous experiment’, by nomeans ruled out the participation of socialists in
a bourgeois government in principle. In fact, it declared such participation not
to be one of principle but of tactics, dependent on circumstances and left the
decision to the individual parties rather than the International. Composed of
‘if and buts’, it was the largest concession to reformism. As Ferri said, Kautsky’s
‘rubber’7 resolution was a combination of socialist principles with bourgeois
tactics. It was enthusiastically supported by the French andGerman reformists.
TheBelgian reformist [Edward]Anseele regarded ‘the breakwith the past’ as the
most significant aspect of Kautsky’s resolution. Guesde opposed it: socialism

6 [Millerand participated in the cabinet of PrimeMinister PierreWaldeck-Rousseau, as Minis-
ter of Commerce, in 1899.]

7 [A pun: ‘rubber’ is ‘Kautschuk’ in German.]
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had certainly grown but it seemed to have lost in depth and backbone what
it had gained in breadth. The class situation of the proletariat would not be
changed by the entry of a socialist into a cabinet. For that, the conquest of
central power and the dictatorship of the proletariat would be necessary. Kaut-
sky’s proposal was adopted by a large majority, without ending the passionate
struggle between the two approaches. This was the first great defeat of the
revolutionary wing of the International.
On questions of colonial policy and militarism, in contrast, the radical pos-

itions of earlier Congresses were maintained. A proposal, made by Jaurès and
endorsed by [Aristide] Briand, to declare the general strike the most effect-
ive means of social revolution was rejected. At the next Congress, in Amster-
dam in 1904, this position was partially revised. An ‘absolute’, i.e. one hundred
percent, general strike was declared impracticable and the idea of a general
strike as the solemeans of social revolution, as propagated by anarchists, was
rejected. A resolution, proposed by the Dutch delegate Henrietta RolandHolst,
was, however adopted. It emphasised that, alongside trade union and political
action, amass strike in a large number of economically important enterprises
could also, under some circumstances, be undertaken as an ‘extrememeasure’
to secure significant reforms or resist reactionary assaults on workers’ rights.
The majority resolution at the Paris Congress concerning ‘ministerialism’

had not brought about any [clear] decision: both [left and right] tendencies
sought to claim it for themselves. So these contradictions had to be fought out
again at the Amsterdam Congress (1904). In the meantime, in Germany, after
the Social Democrats had won enormous victories in the 1903 elections, the
1903 Dresden Congress condemned revisionist endeavours in general, rejected
the tactic of compromisingwith bourgeois society and accepted amore sharply
formulated version of Kautsky’s Paris resolution of 1900 against participation
in [a bourgeois] government. During the discussion of ‘International Rules for
Socialist Tactics’ at the Amsterdam Congress, the Guesdists now presented a
proposal which contained the essence of the resolution of the Dresden Party
Congress. After passionate debate this was accepted. The AmsterdamCongress
of 1904 was the highpoint of the Second International’s development. But, in
contrast to the SecondParty Congress of Russian Social Democracy, which took
place almost at the same time in London (1903),8 it failed to draw any organ-
isational conclusions from the condemnation of revisionism. On the contrary,
the so-called ‘Unity Resolution’ declared that ‘it was essential that there should
be only one socialist party in each country’. So, in the following period, it was

8 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 4 above, pp. 247–249.
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possible for the reformists to undermine the party from within. The narrow
majority against revisionism did show the preponderance of the revolutionary
wing, but also the growing strength of reformism.
This proved to be the case in the handling of the colonial question, since,

as was correctly stated at the Congress, ‘the position of social democracy on
the colonial question is a reflection of its whole development’. The opportun-
ist resolution of the English Fabians was adopted unanimously. It did con-
demn the pillage of India by England and the ‘infamous colonial system’ in
general but it only referred to ‘self-government … by the Indians themselves
(under British supremacy)’,9 whereas the London Congress of 1896 had called
for the full right of self-determination for all nations. A second resolution, jus-
tified by [Henri] van Kol, indicated positive measures to improve the situation
of colonial peoples, did likewise condemn imperialist predation and impose
upon socialists the duty of protecting the native peoples from attrocities and
being plundered but, within the perspective of complete emancipation of the
colonies, it was meanwhile their duty to ‘support the degree of freedom and
autonomy appropriate to their stage of development’.

4 The Decade of Victorious Reformism in the Second International
(1904–14)

The Stuttgart Congress in 1907 marked a decisive turn to the right, toward
reformism, in the development of the Second International, under the pres-
sure of the increasingly tense world situation and the growing antagonisms
within capitalist countries. This was underlined by the swerve to reformism,
which Bebel and Kautsky – previously representatives of the ‘centre’ of Ger-
man Social Democracy, the leading party of the Second International – almost
suddenly made after 1905 and their unity with it against the left wing.

Imperialist antagonisms intensified around the end of the nineteenth and
the beginning of the twentieth centuries and the era of military collisions star-
ted in 1894: the Sino-Japanese War, 1894; the Greco-Turkish War, 1896; the
Spanish-American War, 1898; the British war against the Boers, 1899; the inva-
sion of China by the Great Powers, 1900; the Russo-Japanese War, 1904; Italy’s
TripolitanianWar, 1911;10 the BalkanWars, 1912[–3]. Rising military tension was

9 [International Socialist Congress 1904, p. 48. Grossman’s emphasis.]
10 [The Tripolitanian War was the Italian invasion of the Ottoman Turkish province which

is now Libya.]
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also apparent in diplomatic arrangements: the loosening of the Triple Alli-
ance11 through France’s colonial concessions to Italy in 1902; the Anglo-French
Entente Cordiale of 1904 and its extension to Russia in 1906;12 and the military
tension between Germany and France in 1905 over the Morocco question. All
this gave rise to feverish preparations for war on land and at sea.
The socialists, with their vision sharpened by theMarxist historical method,

recognised the significance of these events and untiringly drew the attention
of the masses to the increasing threat of a world war.

Sharpening of domestic class antagonisms in all capitalist countries par-
alleled with this rising international tension: the great advances of the social-
ist workers movement accelerated the process by which the entrepreneurs
joined together in powerful cartels. This increasingly forced workers onto the
defensive in all economic struggles. Politically too, the great election victory
of German Social Democracy in 1903 and the Russian Revolution of 1905 led
the terrified bourgeois parties to form more solid alliances. In German gov-
ernment circles the removal of universal manhood suffrage at the national
level was under serious consideration, as well as a narrowing of the municipal
franchise. It became ever clearer that the old trade union and parliamentary
methods could not achieve any further improvements for the working class,
which found that it was forced to look around for new, more intense methods of
struggle against rising economic and political pressure from the bourgeoisie.
This was the meaning of discussions about the political mass strike. It was
clear, however, that if the state replied to the onset of political mass strikes
and mass demonstrations with armed force, this would only be the first step
in a tactic whose last must lead to a decisive struggle for power against the
class enemy. And leaders of German Social Democracy recoiled in horror from
this perspective of the final revolutionary struggle for power, precisely at the
decisive moment. Hence the sudden turn. The trade union bureaucracy did
not want to expose its positions, organisations and finances, conquered over
decades of minor skirmishes, to the risk of a revolutionary struggle. They were
therefore concerned to nip any attempt to intensify methods of struggle in the
bud. The Cologne Trade Union Congress in May 1905 declared a general strike
to be out of the question. In contrast, at the Jena Party Congress of the same
year, a victory over reformism was achieved for the last time and a resolution
was adopted obliging Party members to carry on a broadmass agitation for the

11 [The Triple Alliance was among Germany, Austria-Hungary and Italy.]
12 [The ‘Entente Cordiale’, ‘Cordial Agreement’ was a series of formal arrangements between

Britain and France which cleared the way for joint military action.]
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mass strike. If there was a desire to implement this decision, directed against
the Cologne trade union resolution then the resistance of the reformist trade
union bureaucracy would have to be broken and determined preparations for
revolutionary struggle made. This did not happen. Bebel and the Executive of
the Party did not break the resistance of the trade unions; rather the opposite
occurred: Bebel and the Executive bowed to the will of the trade unions. At a
secret conference between the Party Executive and the General Commission
of the Trade Unions, in February 1906, the Executive completely capitulated to
the trade union bureaucrats, renouncing themass strike, despite the Jena Con-
gress decision, with the excuse that the state of organisation was, for the time
being, not mature enough for it. The Mannheim Party Congress, in September
1906, accepted a resolution in these terms! Kautsky gave in to Bebel and with-
drew his own resolution, which dealt with the relationship between the Party
and the trade unions and stressed the primacy of the former.
With the transition of Bebel and the Executive from the centre to the right

wing, the revolutionary backbone of the Social Democratic Party was broken.
The phraseology of revolution continues to be used but everyone knew that the
Party had shrunk back from the decisive struggle for power. The right, openly
reformist wing of the Party, which had been condemned in resolutions passed
by all previous congresses, emerged victorious in practical terms and gained
more and more influence. As the period of imperialist wars set in around the
turn of the century, the old Party leaders, who had for decades performed the
historic task of gathering the proletarian masses together, during the period of
peaceful development, were no longer capable of grasping the new tasks of a
new period, requiring new forms of organisation and newmethods of struggle.
This change of direction within its leading party could not remain without

influence on the Second International, as was apparent soon after, at the 1907
Stuttgart Congress. The greatest historical event involving the working class
movement since the Paris Commune, the Russian Revolution of 1905, took place
between the Amsterdam and Stuttgart Congresses of the International. But the
leaders of the Second International did not consider it necessary to take a pos-
ition on the lessons of the Russian Revolution. After all, Bebel had declared at
Jena that it was incorrect ‘to say that the Social Democrats are working towards
a revolution. This idea does not even occur to us. What interest can we have
in bringing about a catastrophe in which the workers will suffer first and fore-
most?’13 It was not desirable or necessary to learn anything from the revolution,
as the decision to move in the opposite direction had already been made!

13 [Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands 1905, p. 292.]
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The complete about-turn was apparent in a particularly blatant form during
the discussions on the two most important points of the agenda: the ques-
tions of war and colonialism. Support for colonial policy was at the core of
reformist policy in all countries! Van Kol, who reported the position of its Colo-
nial Commission to the Congress, asserted that there should be more than
mere negative protests against atrocities and exploitation in the colonies, there
should rather be a positive reform programme from the viewpoint of a ‘social-
ist colonial policy’: the colonies were necessary for the present social order
because of their indispensable raw materials, as destinations for the emigra-
tion of Europe’s surplus population, lastly, asmarkets for the growing output of
European industry. The immediate transition from barbarism to socialism in
the colonies was impossible. They had first to undergo the process of capitalist
development. The ‘old twaddle about colonial atrocities’ was boring. In reply
to Kautsky, who opposed colonial policy and advocated the civilisation of the
colonies by introducing machinery, van Kol stated, to applause from the Con-
gress, that colonies should ‘be entered with weapons in hand’, not machines,
even if his opponent called that imperialism. Bernstein declared the neces-
sity for civilised peoples to exert a certain degree of tutelage over uncivilised
peoples. [Eduard] David argued for the ‘civilising mission’ of capitalist coun-
tries in order prevent the colonies from reverting to barbarism. Only a small
minority demanded that colonial policy be rejected in principle, along the lines
of the decisions of previous Congresses – unsuccessfully. The resolution adop-
ted by the majority signalled the victory of revisionism in the workers movement
of the imperialist countries.
The same about-turn was apparent in the discussion of the second ques-

tion which was a focus of interest at Stuttgart: the question of militarism and
international conflicts. The majority of the French delegation, with Jaurès and
[Édouard] Vaillant, demanded the prevention of war ‘by national and inter-
national socialist, working class actions and the use of all means, from parlia-
mentary action to mass strikes and uprisings’. In contrast, it became increas-
ingly clear that the majority of the German delegation did not want to specify
any concrete tactic for the prevention war. Bebel identified with the defence
of the fatherland, even if the state was bourgeois. His resolution referred only
in general terms to the prevention of war by using ‘means which seem most
effective’. Here too, Bebel’s abandonment of his revolutionary past and his
fear of the use of extra-parliamentary, illegal methods of struggle was appar-
ent. Mentioning the methods the Party had previous used, he explained that
‘We cannot allow ourselves to be pushed into methods of struggle beyond
these, which could have grave consequences for Party life and even in cer-
tain circumstances for the existence of the Party’. Bebel’s speech was strongly
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attacked from all sides. [Gustave] Hervé said that the attitude of the German
Social Democrats tomilitarism showed that they had becomebourgeois. Bebel,
he said, had issued a new slogan: ‘Proletarians of all countries, murder each
other!’
It was almost impossible to bridge deep conflicts among the delegates. Even-

tually a radical amendment to Bebel’s resolution, introduced by [Vladimir
Ilyich] Lenin and Rosa Luxemburg, made compromise and the unanimous
adoption of the resolution possible. This amendment contained the demand
that if war did break out ‘the economic and political crisis brought about by
the war should be used to arouse the masses politically and to hasten the over-
throw of capitalist class rule’.
At Stuttgart the parties of the Second International, above all the French

and German, took up definitive positions on the question of war, which was
at the forefront of worldwide working class interest. This revealed the deep
divisions within the Second International and its inability to act in a unified
fashion against war and militarism. In contrast, the Copenhagen Congress, in
1910, was a congress of ‘detailedwork’, on unemployment, the international res-
ults of laws for the protection of labour, the relations between cooperatives and
the political party, and the stuggle against capital punishment. The victorious
advance of reformism was apparent everywhere. On the cooperative question,
a resolution was adopted that, on the one hand, affirmed that the cooperat-
ive movement can never bring about the emancipation of the workers but, on
the other, that consumers’ associations have the task of ‘helping to prepare the
democratisation and socialisation of production and exchange’. Such a mixture
of revolutionary and reformist conceptions allowed anyone to read into the
resolution whatever they wanted.
With bourgeois nationalism advancing in Austria, the endeavours of the

Czechs to achieve national independence also coloured the attitude of Czech
Social Democracy and led to the splitting of the trade unions by the Czech
socialists (Separatists). The nationalism of the Czech reformists was a reaction
to the attitude of the German Social Democrats of Austria, who did not cam-
paign for the unrestricted right of self-determination for all nations, because
this would threaten the survival of Austria, and advocated mere autonomy,
however only within the framework of Austria! The Copenhagen Congress con-
demned the attitude of the Czech Separatists in Austria, which contradicted
trade union solidarity, and prounounced against the split in the trade unions.
The Czech reformists retorted by openly refusing to submit to the decision of
the Congress.
There was an epilogue to the decision of the Stuttgart Congress on the

important question of the International’s conduct if war broke out, in a debate
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during the discussions over – and the title of the agenda item is already char-
acteristic of the turn that had already been completed – ‘Courts of Arbitration
and Disarmament’. The danger of war had come much closer since the pre-
vious Congress. The Romanians, Serbs and Bulgarians pointed out with great
clarity the immediate threat of a storm in the Balkans. But the reformist cor-
ruption of the Second International prevented resolution of the differences
between the French and German conceptions! [Georg] Ledebour, on behalf
of the resolutions committee, proposed a series of methods of avoiding the
outbreak of a war, such as obligatory courts of arbitration and universal dis-
armament, which had long been part of the programme of bourgeois pacifism.
In contrast, Vaillant and Keir Hardie, in the name of the French and English
majorities, asserted that they regarded extra-parliamentary action, a general
strike bymunitions and transport workers, as the particularly14 effectivemeans
of opposing war. Jaurès, profoundly displeased since the Stuttgart Congress by
Bebel’s attitude, did not take part in the debate. Although he regarded legal,
parliamentary means as inadequate, he was, on the other hand convinced that
the German Social Democrats would refuse to adopt the illegal and revolu-
tionary methods of struggle which he advocated. In fact, the representatives
of Germany, Italy and Austria declared, in Copenhagen, that a resolution in
favour of a general strike would brand the party with the mark of illegality and
provide [the authorities with] the opportunity to engage in the most severe
persecution. So the confict between the two groups was, as before, unbridge-
able. [Émile] Vandervelde, a skilled lawyer, thought he could resolve these
conflicts with a diplomatic sleight of hand: the Hardie proposal, he said, is
careless and superfluousbecause the Stuttgart resolutionalready contained the
same point, although expressed in a more careful form, in that it allowed the
use of ‘all methods’ against the war, consequently a general strike and indeed
even an uprising. The Congress had not wanted to ‘declare openly for a gen-
eral strike’ to avoid giving governments any excuse for engaging in repression!
So the Hardie-Vaillant proposal was rejected and a resolution in the spirit of
Ledebour’s remarks was adopted unanimously. And the deep internal conflicts
were concealed from the world by veiling them.
The conduct of German Social Democracy since Stuttgart was not dictated

by fear of government repression alone, as Vandervelde affirmed. Rather Ger-
man Social Democracy had ‘traditionally’ declared itself in principle opposed
general and military strikes as means to prevent war. Fifteen years later,

14 [Instead of ‘particularly’, the word in the German and English minutes of the Congress,
Grossman put ‘only’ cf. International Socialist Congress 1910, p. 32.]
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the chair of the SPD, OttoWels testified to this during the ‘stab in the back trial’
in Munich (1925).15
The International Socialist Bureau summoned the Second International,

already dying from within, riddled with reformism since Stuttgart, to an extra-
ordinary congress on 24 November 1912, in Basel, which would be its last. The
motive for this Congress was the immediate danger of a world war, at a time
when the international situation had worsened considerably as a result of
Italy’s war of conquest against Turkey in 191116 and the Balkan War of 1912. No
discussions were to take place in Basel, the Congress was to have the character
of an international demonstration against the threat of world war.
In theManifesto of the International adopted unanimously by the Basel Con-

gress, there was a general overview of the dangerous situation in Europe, the
decisive paragraphs of the Stuttgart resolution were cited and ceremoniously
confirmed: to fight against war by all means, if war still occurred, to make use
of the war to hasten the social revolution. That was the last word of the Second
International.

5 The Collapse of the Second International under the Impact of the
WorldWar

When, after events in Sarajevo and the outbreak of war between Austria and
Serbia on 28 July 1914, Germany declared war on Russia; when German troops
marched into Belgium on 3 August; when theWorld War, which socialists had
predicted for a decade, finally became a reality, the great parties of the Second
International, in France and in Germany, voted for war credits! Despite all the
anti-war resolutions of the First International in 1867 and 1868; despite the
decisions of all Congresses of the Second International from 1889 to 1900;
despite the resolutions in Stuttgart in 1907 and Copenhagen in 1910, obliging
socialists to reply to the outbreak of war by hastening the social revolution;
despite the solemn, ceremonial oath in Basel in 1912, which mobilised ‘all the
moral forces of the world’ to ‘resist the crime of a world war with the whole
of their strength’; despite all this, the parties of the Second International and
their leaders went over to the camp of the imperialist bourgeoisie, which they

15 [A libel case, which the author of a publication claiming that the SPD, democrats and Jews
had led to Germany’s defeat inWorldWar I by stabbing it in the back brought against the
editor of an SPD newspaper in Munich, for identifying this claim as a falsification of his-
tory.]

16 [That is, the invasion of Tripolitania.]
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themselves regarded as responsible for the outbreak of theWar.17 Proclaiming
their ‘will to victory’ and their determination to ‘stay the course’ they placed
themselves on the side of the ruling classes and their governments, which they
had until very recently branded as criminal. They concluded a civil truce with
them and cooperated with them as the working classes engaged in mutual
annihilation at the front. The international organisation built up over decades
of working classes effort and the solidarity, was destroyed within a few days.
The Second International collapsed ingloriously. This collapse in practice was
soon followed by a theoretical collapse, when the theoretician of the Second
International, Kautsky, put forward the thesis in 1915 that the International was
‘essentially an instrument for peacetime’ but ‘not an effective tool for use dur-
ing a war’!18 Seldom in the whole history of political movements can a more
blatant contradiction between word and deed, a more open defamation of the
movement’s own past, an example of amore complete failure to put into effect
principles proclaimed for a quarter of a century be found.

17 See Grossmann 1931a, ‘Adler’ above, pp. 208–209; Grossmann 1932a, ‘Guesde’ above, pp.
349–353; Grossmann 1932c, ‘Hyndman’ above, pp. 358–360; and Grossmann 1932i, ‘Plek-
hanov’, below, pp. 419–422.

18 [Kautsky 1915, p. 38. Kautsky emphasised the whole of the first quotation. This pamphlet
was originally published as an article, Kautsky 1914.]
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chapter 27

The Internationals:
The Third (Communist) International (Comintern)
‘The International of the Deed’*
Translated fromGerman by Ben Fowkes

1 The Precursors of the Third International

Even in countrieswhere the Social Democrats had decided in favour of neutral-
ity, such as the Netherlands, the same imperialist considerations which guided
the other parties of the Second International were decisive, rather than the
principles of socialism and the interests of the working class. The central social
democratic organ, Het Volk,1 argued in favour of neutrality because a conflict
with England would directly endanger the Netherlands’ colonies!
Only a few socialist groups and parties held firm to the resolutions of the

International Socialist Congresses by defending proletarian internationalism
and opposing the World War. Thus the socialists of Serbia and Romania, the
Bulgarian Party of the ‘Narrow’ Socialists, the small group of Dutch ‘Tribunists’
and the Socialist Party of Italy. A proletarian opposition against the war, led by
Karl Liebknecht, Rosa Luxemburg, FranzMehring and Clara Zetkin, developed
slowly in Germany under the pressure of the state of siege. But only one party,
the Russian Bolsheviks, immediately took up the struggle against the war and
theTsarist government in theDuma and started revolutionarywork among the
masses of workers and in the army. Moreover, as early as September 1914 they
began to systematically explore the ultimate implications of their strategy and
tactics in the struggle against the imperialist war.2
Clara Zetkin made the first attempt to organise an international conference

during the war, when she called together an international women’s conference

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932e. Quotations from minutes of congresses are not
generally referenced separately; unless otherwise indicated, their sources are listed in Gross-
man’s bibliography at the end of the chapter. All emphases in these quotations are Gross-
man’s.]

1 [‘Het Volk’ means ‘The People’.]
2 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 7 above, pp. pp. 255–260.



378 chapter 27

in Bern in March 1915, which was soon followed by a conference of socialist
youth organisations, also in Bern, in April. Only between 5 and 8 September
1915, did the first international conference of revolutionary socialists meet
in Zimmerwald on the initiative of the Italian Socialist Party and with the
support of the Swiss socialists. Eleven countries were represented by 31 del-
egates (Russia, Germany, Italy, Switzerland, France, Poland, Sweden, Norway,
the Netherlands, Bulgaria and Romania). The Conference played a major role
in bringing together the revolutionary elements of the defunct Second Inter-
national. The so-called Zimmerwald (Leninist) Left advanced the slogan of
the transformation of the imperialist war into a civil war and called for all
revolutionary elements to join together in an independent organisation, a new,
revolutionary proletarian international. The majority, consisting of pacifists,
did not go that far but the manifesto adopted unanimously by the conference
branded the War as imperialist, condemned the treason of the Social Demo-
crats who had voted for the war credits and summoned workers to determined
struggle for a peace without annexations. The next, Kienthal Conference, (24–
30 April 1916), condemned the governmental socialists even more strongly. Its
resolution on peace unanimously declared that courts of arbitration, disarm-
ament and the democratisation of foreign policy could bring no lasting peace
on the basis of capitalism. Lastly, it proclaimed the slogan that the economic
consequences of the war should not be borne by the defeated people, i.e. the
working classes, but by the possessing classes, through the cancellation of war
debts.

2 The First Two Congresses of the Third International (1919/1920)

Only after they came to power in Russia through the October Revolution of
1917 could the Bolsheviks attempt to realise the idea of recreating an interna-
tional, which they had propagated since 1914 and particularly since the 1915
‘Declaration of the Zimmerwald Left’.3 The circumstance of revolutionary fer-
ment among the organised working class everywhere in the defeated states
(Germany, Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria), at the end of 1918, and also in the vic-
torious states (Italy and France) worked in their favour, generating much sym-
pathy for Bolshevism. In many countries of central and western Europe, and
in the Balkans, large parts of the Social Democratic Parties abandoned their
previous ties and organised themselves as Communist Parties. On 24 January

3 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 7 above, pp. pp. 255–260. [Zimmerwald Left 1915.]
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1919, in order to counter the Bern Conference,4 the Central Committee of the
Russian Communist Party issued a call for the founding of a communist inter-
national. Between 2 and 6 March 1919 the first international communist con-
gress was held in Moscow, in the midst of the blockade of Soviet Russia by the
Entente. Revolutionary groups and Communist Parties were only sparsely rep-
resented, owing todifficultieswithpassports andother obstacles.Thedelegates
from 19 countries only represented a small minority of the proletariat organ-
ised in them. Nevertheless, they embodied the greatest revolutionary power the
proletariat had ever possessed, as the ruling party of a gigantic country, the
Russian Communist Party was in their midst. This expressed the fact that the
leadership of the international revolutionary movement, which had been suc-
cessively held in the nineteenth century by the English, the French and, after
1871, the Germans, had, thanks to the victory of the October Revolution, in
practice passed on formally to the Russian proletariat, with the foundation
of the Third International. The participants in the Zimmerwald and Kienthal
Congresses who appeared in Moscow declared that, with the establishment of
the new International, the Zimmerwald movement had been liquidated. The
organisational formof thenew Internationalwasnot initially determinedmore
precisely. In contrast, the Congress laid down fundamental guidelines for the
movement, indicating its particular tasks in the current epoch and opposition
to social democracy (‘Platform of the Communist International’). The Com-
munist International (Comintern) adopted the main slogans of the October
Revolution in Russia and its methods of struggle. Following the example and
learning from the experiences of the Russian Revolution, the Comintern took
on the organisation and leadership of theworld revolution. Lenin, in particular,
presented theses on ‘Bourgeois Democracy and the Dictatorship of the Prolet-
ariat’ as a supplement to the point on ‘The Road to Victory’ in the ‘Platform’.
These indicated that dictatorship had played a great part in all revolutions
and that the bourgeoisie, in both the English revolution of the seventeenth
century and the great French revolution of the eighteenth century, were only
able to break the resistance of the feudal nobility and the monarchy with the
help of terror and dictatorship. At present, too, democracy is only a surface
appearance; as soon as the rule of the bourgeoisie is threatened, its dictatorship
becomes visible. For the working class, therefore, the choice is not democracy
or dictatorship but the dictatorship of the bourgeois classes or the dictatorship
of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie only talks about democracy, while in fact

4 [TheBernConference of 3–9 February 1919was the first step towards the revival of the Second
International. See below, p. 387.]



380 chapter 27

it subjugates the working class in the economy, bureaucracy, justice system
and education system. Genuine, proletarian democracy, can only be realised
by abolishing the apparatus of the bourgeois state and power, and replacing
it with workers and peasants coucils. Only the council system5 can secure the
participation of the broad masses in the administration of the state.
A particularly fierce struggle was declared against the conference of govern-

mental socialists and centrists –which Lenin called the ‘Yellow International’ –
meeting at the same time in Bern. It was the task of Communists to split
the revolutionary elements off from the centre, by mercilessly criticising and
exposing the centrist leaders. On the other hand, the governmental socialists,
as a counter-revolutionary party,wouldneed tobe renderedharmless bymeans
of armed force. The Congress issued a ‘Manifesto of the Communist Interna-
tional to the Proletariat of the Entire World’, which located the three inter-
nationals historically and characterised the specific task of the present epoch
as the overthrow of capitalism. The First International predicted future devel-
opments and indicated the path they would take; the Second International
assembled and organisedmillions of proletarians; theThird International is the
international of mass action and revolutionary realisation, the international of
the deed. The socialist critique of the deficient foundations of the bourgeois
world order has already fulfilled its task. The present task of the international
Communist Party is to overthrow this order and erect the socialist order in its
place. The Third International regards itself as the successor and the executor
of the programme originally proclaimed in the Communist Manifesto of 1848.6
The Third International and its Executive Committee, headed by Zinoviev,

unleashed unusually extensive activity and propaganda over the whole world
and created, in its periodical The Communist International,7 issued in four
languages simultaneously since August 1919, a special scientific organ for the
investigation of all the problems of the international movement, an organ
which has contributed greatly to increasing the profundity of thought in the
sphere of international proletarian politics.
In contrast to the vacillating attitude of the Bern Conference and its concep-

tion which counted on the reconstruction of capitalism, events that followed
the first Congress appeared to justify the Bolsheviks’ prognosis that Europe
was on the verge of a world revolution. The Spartacus Rising in Berlin (Janu-
ary 1919) was followed by the establishment of council republics in Budapest

5 [‘Council’ is ‘soviet’ in Russian.]
6 [Marx and Engels 1976.]
7 [The Communist International appeared in German, Russian, French and English. The con-

tents of the editions in different languages were not always the same.]
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(March 1919), with Béla Kun, and in Bavaria (April 1919), as well as uprisings
in Dresden and other parts of Germany. Although the two council republics
only survived for a short time, they were regarded as the first signs of a more
general movement by many European workers. The heroic struggle of Soviet
Russia against the entire Entente8 and the counter-revolutionary revolts of
[Nikolai] Yudenich, [Aleksandr] Kolchak and [Anton] Denikin supported by
them aroused widespread sympathy for the Soviet Union9 among European
workers. This was expressed in the ‘international strike’ of 21 July 1919 against
the blockade of the Soviet Union by the Entente. The capacity of the Third
International to attract support increased rapidly. In some countries, such as
Italy and Switzerland, entire socialist parties expressed their solidaritywith the
Third International. In Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Finland,
Sweden, theNetherlands and theUnited States of America large sections of the
socialist parties broke with them and formed separate Communist Parties. In
France, Spain, Italy, the USA and Central and South America people who were
previously syndicalists were on the path to abandoning their former viewpoint
and joining theComintern.The revolutionary situationbecamemore andmore
acute during 1920. Therewere general strikes in the Balkans in February; inGer-
many the Communist uprising in the Ruhr (after the Kapp putsch) in March;
mass strikes in Italy in the spring; and the general strike for the nationalisation
of the railways in France in May. Finally, the victory of the Red Army over all
its internal enemies, who had been supported by the Entente, and its victori-
ous advance on Warsaw appeared to justify the perspective of an impending
European social revolution, in which the workers of the west would join Soviet
Russia in a general revolutionary war for the establishment of a soviet Europe.
In this revolutionary atmosphere, the second Congress of the Communist

International assembled in Petrograd (19 July 1920) and then in Moscow, in the
Kremlin (23 July to 7 August 1920). The popularity of the Communist Inter-
national had grown considerably. 218 delegates from 37 countries attended.
They included explicit Communists and left radicals; innumerable left socialist
groups, such as Independents fromGermany (Crispien andDittmann) and rep-
resentatives of the Independent Labour Party from Britain, which had left the
Bern International and were requesting admittance to the Third International;
radical and revolutionary trade union groups, like the British shop stewards’
committees, the American IndustrialWorkers of theWorld (IWW), the French,

8 [The ‘Entente’ was the victorious alliance inWorldWar I.]
9 [More precisely, the Russian Socialist Federal Soviet Republic, which became part of the

newly constituted Soviet Union in 1922.]
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Spanish and Italian Syndicalists. And, as the first swallows of a new summer
in the east, representatives of the coloured peoples of Africa and Asia, from
Turkey, Egypt, Persia, India, China, Japan and Korea, who regarded the Third
International as a powerful centre in the struggle for the liberation of all the
oppressed races and nations of the world. Even at the height of its success,
at the time of the 1904 Amsterdam Congress, the Second International was
essentially an expression of the socialist parties of Europe. Of 475 delegates,
460 were from nineteen European countries, eleven from the United States of
America, two from Argentina and one each from Australia, Canada and Japan.
At Copenhagen in 1910, of 896 delegates, 871 were from 21 European countries,
24 from theUnited States of America and one fromArgentina. The 37 countries
at the Second Comintern Congress expressed the fact that it really was a world
congress, and a centre of attraction for the peoples of Africa and the orient.
The Third International had become fashionable, so to speak. But unlike the
socialists, who always regarded a mass influx of members as a success, Lenin
saw in this a danger: that the Third International might be watered down by
vacillating groups, which had not yet given up the ideology of the Second Inter-
national. In order to prevent the Comintern from becoming a gathering point
for all these indecisive elements, the Congress adopted statutes and 21 condi-
tions, to which parties and organisations had to subscribe if they were to be
accepted into the Comintern. The purpose of the conditions was to preserve
the revolutionary character of the workers parties as fighting detachments in
the epoch of impending struggles for the conquest of power. The same conflict
over organisational principles which had been fought out between Bolshev-
ism (Lenin) and Menshevism (Martov) within Russian Social Democracy in
190310 was now repeated on a world scale, in the conflict over the organisa-
tional principles of the International. These requirements did not arise from
specifically Russian conditions: democratic centralism and the absolute unity
of the Party; iron military discipline as a guarantee for the implementation of
decisions arrived at and the maintenance of revolutionary tactics; an irrecon-
cilable struggle against all forms opportunism, inherited from the thirty year
traditionof the Second International; the combinationof legal andparliament-
aryworkwith illegal revolutionary activity, particularly in the army, irrespective
of all the repressive measures of the organs of the bourgeois state (martial law,
states of emergency); the alliance of workerswith the villageproletariat and the
poorest peasants. They resulted rather from the practical task of organising the
revolution, which arose for every proletarian party in every country under the

10 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 4 above, pp. 247–249.
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conditions of civil war. They were necessary in Russia before the 1905 Revolu-
tion, when they appeared incomprehensible in the countries of western and
central Europe, which were still in a pre-revolutionary epoch. As soon as these
countries moved towards revolution they became relevant. These tendencies
were strengthened by the experiences of the War and postwar period, which
demonstrated that toleration of opportunist elements in the workers parties
had led to the collapse of the great socialist parties of the Second Interna-
tional, in 1914, and were also one of the causes of the defeat of the German
and Hungarian revolutions of 1918–9. The statutes of the Communist Inter-
national therefore specified its goal as the struggle to overthrow the interna-
tional bourgeoisie and the creation of an international soviet republic by all
means, including armed force. To achieve this goal it was necessary for theCon-
gress to clarify the relationship between party and class (‘Theses on the Role
of the Communist Party in the Proletarian Revolution’). The Party, the theses
stated, must not simply be the masses’ advocate; as their leader, it must be
ahead of them and show them the way forward. Organisationally it must break
with the Second International’s theory and practice of individual, autonomous
national parties. There are no questions of international significance and ques-
tions of purely national significance, which can be decided by national parties
without the intervention of the International. The Comintern must therefore
have a centralised organisation and it must constitute a united party for the
entireworld, on themodel of the First International. Individual national parties
can only be sections of it. The same is true of the trade unions. The neutrality
of trade unions is a bourgeois ideology. The trade unions must be subordin-
ated to the Party. Therefore the red trade unions set up on a Communist basis
must only be constituted as a particular section of the Comintern, likewise
the Youth International and the women’s organisation. World Congresses, the
highest governing body of the Comintern, and the Executive Committee of the
Communist International (ECCI), which directs the Communist International
betweenCongresses,must be concernedwith unity in international action and
ensure that all sections implement the decisions adopted by the International.
In order to secure international discipline, the statutes give these two central
authorities the right to expel people and groups in breach of its decisions from
the Communist International and consequently from their national sections.
They therefore constitute the real centre of a gigantic world organisation, a
‘general staff of the revolution’! The 21 conditions of admission to the Commun-
ist International have the same purpose. They emphasise only those aspects of
social democratic traditions which were the most difficult to overcome. They
are intended to act like a sieve: to keep out the opportunists and only admit
genuinely revolutionary elements into the Communist International and, at
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the same, provide a guarantee against the well-known opportunist practice of
agreeing to a decision popularwith themasses, in order to retain influence over
them, then sabotaging its implementation.
If, on the one hand, the Communist International must be a cadre of revolu-

tionaries, a solid, united fighting organisation of the elite of the working class,
of its most advanced and class conscious elements, on the other it must not
be isolated from the masses. Communists must, therefore, be active in all exist-
ing associations and organisations which include large proletarian strata that
are outside the Party, even if these organisations have no party character or
even have a reactionary characteristics, in order to influence them and to util-
ise them for the educational work of the Communist International. For the
same reason, Communists in every country should enter trade unions which
are under the opportunist leadership of the trade union bureaucracy, to win
influence over the masses and to remove the old bureaucracy, which makes
peaceful agreements with employers instead of leading the struggle against
them. It is therefore impermissible to create separate trade unions artificially,
without having been forced to by the terrorism of the trade union bureaucracy
(e.g. the expulsion of revolutionary groups). A Red International of Labour Uni-
ons (RILU), also called the Professional International (Profintern), was set up in
opposition to the Amsterdam Trade Union International, to bring together all
those unions organised outside theAmsterdam framework, such as theRussian
trade unions, with theirmanymillions of members, and the trade unions foun-
ded under Communist influence in parts of Asia and Africa, which had never
possessed a trade union before.
The Congress demanded an organisational break with all reformist, centrist

and social pacifist elements, on the one hand, at the same time it also drew a
dividing line which separated Communists from the anarcho-syndicalists, by
imposing the obligation to make use of parliaments and political action for
the revolutionary movement. The resolutions on the agrarian question advoc-
ated an alliance of the urban proletariat with the small andmiddle peasants as
well as the village proletarians, without which power could not be conquered
and retained in capitalist countries. These resolutions were the results of the
strategy of proletarian class struggle based on the experiences of the Russian
Revolution and also nineteenth century revolutionary struggles in Western
Europe. The Second International, did not previously and does not at present
have a revolutionary strategy because it never seriously posed the question of
revolution and of the revolutionary conquest of power by the proletariat.
While the industrial proletariat of capitalist countries sought allies against

the class enemy at home, a resolution on the colonial question, indicated the
necessity of winning allies among colonised peoples. The Communist Interna-
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tional would mobilise hundreds of millions of people in the colonies through
the struggle for the unrestricted right of self-determination of all nations.

3 The Episode of the Two and a Half International:11 The
InternationalWorking Union of Socialist Parties

The centrists, under the pressure of the masses, who were demanding affil-
iation with Moscow, asked for admittance to the Third International at the
second Congress of the Comintern. They spoke of their readiness to engage
in revolution and ‘recognised’ the dictatorship of the proletariat, based on
the council system. But in reality they had not altered their previous practice
of cooperating with the bourgeois classes, as was soon apparent in the atti-
tudes of the Unabhängige Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands (USPD),
in Germany,12 and particularly the Italian Socialists. When the Italian workers
went over to the armed occupation of factories and the latifundia, in September
1920, when the bourgeoisie was completely disorganised and both the soldiers
and the peasants were in sympathy with the proletariat, the leaders of the
Italian trade unions, in return for some meaningless promises from the gov-
ernment, succeeded in terminating the struggle. Such conduct not only had
to lead the Comintern to break with the centrists in Italy but everywhere. The
most important centrist parties, the Independent Labour Party (ILP) in Bri-
tain, the USPD, and the Sozialdemokratische Partei der Schweiz,13 decided at
a preliminary conference in Bern (5–7 December 1920) to set up an Interna-
tional Working Union of Socialist Parties (IWUSP), which had left the Second
International without joining the Third International. They were later joined
by the Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs and the Russian Men-
sheviks.14 The IWUSP declared that the Second International was dead but also
that the decisions of the second Congress of the Comintern arose from spe-
cifically Russian conditions and were therefore inapplicable to other countries;
for example, the decisions on organisational centralism, which abolished the
autonomy of national parties and trade unions. An international conference in

11 [The mocking designation ‘Two and a Half International’ was coined by the Communist
Karl Radek, Radek 1922.]

12 [‘Unabhängige Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands’ means ‘Independent Social
Democratic Party of Germany’.]

13 [‘Sozialdemokratische Partei der Schweiz’ means ‘Social Democratic Party of Switzer-
land’.]

14 [‘Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Österreichs’ means ‘Social DemocraticWorkers Par-
ty of Austria’. Other parties were founding members of or later joined the IWUSP.]
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Vienna (22–27 February 1921) established the ‘Working Union’ of these parties,
i.e. the international association of centrist elements. The proceedings of this,
the only conference of the IWUSP, clearly demonstrated its lack of any leading
political idea onwhich theWorkingGroup could be based: it only endeavoured
to take an intermediate position between the Second and Third Internation-
als, the line of ‘on the one hand – on the other hand’ (hence the label ‘Two
and a Half International’). The resolution on ‘Imperialism and Social Revolu-
tion’ repeated, in awatered-down form, the theCommunist International’s line
of reasoning. It declared itself opposed to the military policies of the ruling
classes, the ‘defence of the fatherland’ and civil peace, and in support of using
the revolutionary crisis for the conquest of political power. It was decided, at
the same time, that parties standing on the ground of social patriotism could
not be admitted into the IWUSP.
The ‘guidelines’ on ‘The Methods and Organisation of Class Struggle’ adop-

ted after FriedrichAdler’s report stressed the inadequacyof exclusively employ-
ing the democraticmethods of the restored Second International, because the
bourgeoisie would ‘break’ democracy wherever there was a threat that demo-
cracy might be used against it. This was a recognition that the working class
could no longer conquer power through the ballot box but ‘only through direct
action (mass strikes, armed rebellions etc.)’ and that it could only maintain it
against the conquered bourgeoisie ‘through dictatorship and repression’. Des-
pite this recommendation of Bolshevik principles of struggle, the guidelines
opposed any ‘stereotyped imitation’ of the Russian Revolution, without clari-
fying this contradiction. In relation to organisation, too, Adler endeavoured to
distance himself from the traditions of the Second International: the decisions
of international conferencesmust bebinding and the autonomyof the separate
national parties was thus restricted. Nevertheless, he rejected the ‘centralism
of the Third International’. Indeed, Richard Collingham Wallhead, of the ILP,
openly declared that no international decisions would bind the ILP. As regards
the Russian Revolution, the Conference regarded the possible defeat of the
Soviet Union as a victory for world reaction, and therefore declared that the
defence of the Soviet republic was one of the tasks of the International. Never-
theless, the IWUSP necessarily had to be hostile to the proletarian state, since
it included the Russian Mensheviks. Later on, in fact, after the IWUSP merged
with the Second International, an open struggle against Soviet Russia became
one of the main tasks of the united International!
This contradictory attitude of the IWUSP can be explained by its fear of a

decisive fight for the conquest of power. For, despite its revolutionary phrases,
despite its recognition ‘in principle’ of the main slogans of the Third Interna-
tional – the dictatorship of the proletariat, the council system, the necessity
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for social revolution and armed uprising – in fact it stood on the same ground
of social patriotism and civil peace as the Second International, which it con-
demned, because it shrank back from the final struggle for power. This was
despite its condemnation of the Second International and despite its verbal
revolutionism. After scarcely two years, therefore, the IWUSP returned to the
bosom of the International of the governmental socialists (final conference
of the IASP in Hamburg, 20 May 1923). The declaration of the minority, led
by Ledebour, protesting the decision to merge with an International in whose
ranks there are ‘malicious fascist organisations’, was not even allowed tobe read
out!With this fusion,which in fact signified the collapse of the ideology of cent-
rism, the brief episode of the ‘Two and a Half International’ came to an end.

4 The Postwar Reconstruction of the Second International: The
Labour and Socialist International (LSI)

Attempts to rebuild the Second International began immediately after the end
of the World War. Using an expression of Friedrich Adler, ‘the shipwrecked
survivors of the old International’15 came together at the conference in Bern (3–
9 February 1919) to take a position on the discussions of the Great Powers at
Versailles and to influence the Versailles peace settlement, as did the confer-
ence in Lucerne (2–9 August 1919). The German, French and Austrian centrists
no longer participated in the next conference, in Geneva (31 July–4 August
1920), because they were in negotiations with Moscow over admission to the
Comintern, whose failure led to the foundation of the Two and a Half Interna-
tional. The Labour and Socialist International (LSI) was only established at the
Congress in Hamburg (21–25 May 1923), with the fusion of the ‘Two and a Half
International’ with the remains of the old Second International. The Amster-
dam International Federation of Trade Unions (IFTU) declared its readiness to
cooperate with the LSI, while asserting its equality and full independence. The
LSI held its second Congress in Marseilles in August 1925, its third in Brussels
in August 1928 and its fourth in Vienna in July 1931.
It was characteristic of the political stance of the LSI that it continued pre-

war revisionism after theWar, despite the obvious intensification of class con-
flicts in the meantime. In practice it sought to cooperate with bourgeois parties
and to participate in bourgeois governments. This was already provided for in

15 [Quoted in Kay 1919, p. 30. The extract of Adler’s speech in the original English version
did not include the phrase Grossman quoted, but it is present in the longer extract in the
German ‘translation’.]



388 chapter 27

Article 15 of its statutes, which specifies that, in order to ‘spare the LSI from the
problem of ministerialism’, members of its executive who become ministers
immediately lost their positions on the executive, regaining it later once they
are no longer in office. At theViennaCongress ÉmileVandervelde referredwith
pride to this ‘closeness to government’, to the fact that ‘there are few socialist
parties today which have not already spent some time in the government of
their country’. This was a consequence of the LSI’s fundamental conception
of the tasks of socialist parties and of the tendencies of economic development,
expressed particularly at its [1928] Brussels Congress under the influence of
the long economic boom in America and the 1927 recovery in Germany. Hope
in capitalist breakdown, it was said there, had turned out to be illusory: ‘Cap-
italism has not yet played out its historical role.’ It had, however, undergone a
transformation ‘in which elements of a socialist economy are already visible’.
Owing to the growing influence exerted on the state and the economy by the
working class, the new capitalism of the postwar era increasingly incorporated
socialist elements. This ‘organised capitalism’, characterised by an ever greater
degree of planning, was able to avoid crises because, thanks to unemployment
insurance, it was able to shape workers’ incomes according to plan and inde-
pendently of the accidental fluctuations of the market. Peacefully and demo-
cratically, it was gradually ‘growing into’ a socialist economy through socialist
parties’ ‘control of governments’.
In the sphere of international politics, too, the LSI takes on existing insti-

tutions and hopes to gradually reduce friction among nations and preserve
peace through democracy and social reform, entirely in the spirit of bourgeois
pacifism.The Leagueof Nations, therefore, stands at the centreof the LSI’s inter-
national policies, along with the questions placed on its agenda, from time to
time by governments, such as reparations, international arbitration and dis-
armament. Admittedly, at the Hamburg Congress, Otto Bauer did state that in
Austria, under the protection of the League of Nations, the reactionaries were
growing stronger and that the League had degenerated into a centre of inter-
national reaction. [Henry] Brailsford pointed out that the League of Nations
was a means of keeping small new states in a condition of economic and
political dependence, through the military hegemony and still more through
the financial strength of the great powers. Nevertheless, the resolution adop-
ted expressed the hope that the League of Nations could be shaped into an
instrument for securing peace and the rights of all nations by ‘democratising
its organisation’. The LSI, on the other hand, as a consequence of its closeness
to governments is beset by the same antagonisms that divide capitalist states in
the League of Nations. It protests against the ‘imperialist peace’ of Versailles,
which it regards as a ‘crime’ and an ‘instrument for extending war’. At the same
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time, its leading members include Vandervelde, one of those who drafted the
dictated peace of Versailles, and Léon Blum, who affirmed that France was not
imperialist and that ‘the principle of reparations expressed an ideal concep-
tion’.
The LSI’s open adaptation to the imperialist requirements of the colonial

powers can be seen in the resolution on the colonial question adopted at the
Brussels Congress in 1928. It did reject ‘political domination over the colo-
nial peoples in principle’ but distinguished two groups, those from whom ‘it
is already possible to remove alien rule’ and those who are not yet mature
enough for freedom and must first be ‘educated according to a plan’ by their
oppressors. It demanded the full right of self-determination only for China
and India. For other colonies whose populations have amore progressive civil-
isation there is only to be a certain degree of self-government. For colonies
‘without a developed civilisation’, finally, there could be no self-administration
at all, only a series of ‘protective measures’ (a code of rights of ‘native people’)
under the control of the Permanent Mandates Commission of the League of
Nations.
At the 1931 Vienna Congress, when the world economic situation had

changed, the diagnosis of the tendency of capitalist development advanced in
Brussels was abandoned; actually, an admission of the correctness of the eco-
nomic perspectives of the Comintern at its 1921, 1922, 1924 and 1928 Congresses.
Thus Otto Bauer declared that the period of postwar capitalism’s ‘temporary
stabilisation’ was now over. A period of most severe convulsions had begun (as
if they had spoken at Brussels in 1928 of ‘temporary stabilisation’ rather than
the beginning of a rising era of ‘organised’, ‘new capitalism’!). [Otto]Wels asser-
ted that ‘the timbers of capitalist society were cracking’ and that in Germany
andAustria ‘the death knell of capitalism’ could be heard. This altered situation
did not, however, lead to the conclusions that the breakdown of capitalismwas
accelerating, that a final struggle for power was necessary but that questions of
tactics in the struggle for the conquest of state power must take a back seat
‘this time’ in face of the urgent task of the moment – saving democracy. In the
situation of the worst economic crisis in the history of world capitalism, Otto
Bauer did not seek to transcend capitalismwith socialism in relation to the sec-
tor of capitalism most threatened by the world crisis – Germany. The world
crisis of capitalismwas rather to be saved by the capitalists, bymeans of the cap-
italist instrument of a big international loan and the reduction (not abolition!)
of German reparation payments. In this way, capitalism or, as [Rudolf] Breit-
scheid expressed it, the ‘economy’, will be saved. Bauer as well as Breitscheid
appealed to ‘international capital’ for solidarity, asking it to hasten to the aid
of collapsing German capitalism, in its own interests, to ward off the threat
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of breakdown and the ‘risk of civil war’. If, however, capitalism should prove
incapable of mastering the crisis and the economic catastrophe and demo-
cracy nevertheless cave in, social democracy would then adopt revolutionary
methods. Finally, the Congress called on governments to put into effect ‘an
immediate programme of constructive international action’ to ‘stem the world
economic crisis’.
It is difficult to imagine a greater contradiction: they identifed the enorm-

ous world crisis as the failure of capitalism and, nevertheless, ‘demanded’ of
this collapsing capitalism and its governments a programme for overcoming
the crisis – a programme they did not possess themselves. Thus this socialist
Congress in Vienna in fact turned into a congress for the salvation of capitalism!
The opposition at theCongress – a smallminority – headed by [James]Maxton
(ILP) drew attention to this nonsense. He regarded the overthrow of capitalism,
not its salvation, and the seizure of power by the working class as the only way
out of the crisis.
[Louis] de Brouckère’s report on disarmament and the danger of war re-

vealed a similar contradiction and impotence. Armaments had increased in
comparison with the period before the World War, he said, despite the prom-
ises enshrined in the Treaty of Versailles. The LSI must be careful not to put
forward far-reaching demands for disarmament because theywould not be ful-
filled. Itwas,moreover, likely that even themodest programmeof disarmament
the LSI intended to propose to the League of Nations would end in failure. One
should not, nevertheless, despair; again and again, after each failure, demands
for disarmament should be initiated afresh.
Here too the obvious contradiction: disarmament resolutions are adopted

by LSI Congresses, but where the parties of the LSI are members of or ‘toler-
ate’ governments, they vote for armaments, openly or in a disguised form! (The
‘armoured cruiser Socialists’ in Germany, the armaments policy of the Socialist
Party of Poland (PPS) etc.) Pierre Renaudel rightly asked: ‘Why work out new
resolutions, when the old ones have not yet been carried out?’ The opposition’s
declaration (from Switzerland) pointed out that the LSI, in placing its hopes
in the League of Nations, instead of placing ‘the chief burden’ of the struggle
against war on the working class, was giving rise to ‘illusions and lack of clarity’
in the working class, over the possibility of international disarmament carried
out by capitalist governments.
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5 The Comintern in the ChangedWorld Situation (1921–8)

In 1920 the Red Army was beaten back before Warsaw. This strategic defeat
was followed by a political decline in the international working class move-
ment and a series of severe defeats in various European countries, above all
the repession of the workers’ rising in central Germany after the Kapp putsch
(March 1921).16 With the help of social democracy, the bourgeoisie had over-
come the first revolutionary wave, the acutely revolutionary crisis of 1918–9,
the struggle of the proletariat for power, and had reconstructed its state appar-
atus and power. Under these circumstances, the Third Comintern Congressmet
in Moscow from 22 June to 12 July 1921. Approximately 600 delegates, from 52
countries were present. The Congress had to take a position on the tasks of the
international proletariat in a completely different world situation. The Russian
proletariat could not count on immediate support from proletarian revolution
in western Europe and Lenin proclaimed the transition to the New Economic
Policy (NEP).17 In the capitalist countries of Europe theworkersmovement also
had a need for rest and bread, after somany years of hunger during theWar and
postwar period. Reformists were trusted anew, when they spoke of ‘reconstruc-
tion’. So the Comintern had to draw conclusions from the temporarily slower
tempo of revolutionary development. The tactic it chose depended on its dia-
gnosis of the economic development of Europe over the next period. The ebb
of the revolutionary tide led the Independent Social Democrats in Germany,
like centrists everywhere, to decide that the revolution had ended and to com-
plete a full swing to the right. Otto Bauer, the theoretician of theTwo and aHalf
International, spoke of the bankruptcy of the Comintern, as the world revolu-
tion it had predicted had not come to pass. In this situation, the Communist
International was faced with the question of whether its approach to revolu-
tion was correct. According to its conception, the slow-down in revolutionary
development by no means signified a definitive stabilisation of capitalism. In
his report to the thirdCongress on the ‘TheWorld EconomicCrisis and theNew
Tasks of the Communist International’, [Leon] Trotsky said that the collapse of
capitalism was making further progress, that the recovery was only transitory

16 [The Kapp putsch, in March 1920, was an attempted coup, headed by former Prussian
bureaucratWolfgang Kapp and GeneralWalther von Lüttwitz. It was defeated by working
class mobilisations, under the leadership of the social democratic trade unions. In March
1921, the Communist Party of Germany attempted to launch an uprising, known as the
‘March Action’, without mass support.]

17 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 9C above, pp. 272–274. [The New Economic
Policy had been initiated in March 1921, before the Third Comintern Congress.]
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and apparent, that the economic centre of the world had shifted from Europe
to the USA and that all the previously leading economic powers had emerged
economically and financially ruined from the War. A colossal level of unem-
ployment had become a permanent phenomenon. The third Congress had
absolutely no intention of abandoning the revolutionary perspective. Accord-
ing to Lenin’s theory, the world revolution was not an event to be expected
at a particular point in time but a whole historical epoch of declining capit-
alism, prevaded by civil wars and revolutions, during which the revolutionary
crisis and class antagonisms intensify and attain ever higher forms, in spite of
any temporary setbacks and defeats suffered by the proletariat. Furthermore,
it was stated at the Congress, capitalism itself would soon destroy all reform-
ism’s hopes for its recovery. Capitalismeverywhere hadutilised theweakness of
the workers movement and the proletariat’s aversion to struggle by going over
to the offensive, worsening workers’ conditions of existence and imposing the
cost of theWorldWar on them. All the promises of the Second and Two and a
Half Internationals that the situation would improve therefore had, inevitably,
to remainunfulfilled.Thusworkerswould learn from experience that they could
not improve their situationwithout revolutionary struggle. Themere fact of the
origin and growth of mass Communist Parties in themost important countries
was an expression of the intensification of class antagonisms and the matura-
tion of the revolutionary epoch.
The problem of tactics in the altered world situation lay at the centre of dis-

cussions. During the first years after the war, Communists hoped the conquest
of power would take place simply because the masses were revolutionary. The
failure of the revolution is to be explained by the fact that theCommunistswho
headed the movement were only a small group, that nowhere outside Russia
were there well organised Communist Parties which could take over the lead-
ership. The peculiarity of the present situation and the defeats of 1921 could
be explained by the circumstance that, although large Communist Parties had
emerged, they only constituted a vanguard, isolated from the masses. The con-
quest of power can, however, only be achieved by the masses and not by the
struggles of their vanguard. Themost important task of the third Congress was
therefore to adapt the tactical methods of the Communist Parties to the new
world situation, in the period of ‘temporary retreat’. Not the immediate struggle
for power but the slogan ‘win the masses’ was now in the foreground, as the
precondition for revolution. The Congress brokewith currents, such as that rep-
resented by Paul Levi inGermany, which, despairing of revolution, went over to
the camp of reformism. But it also rejected the putschist conception that the
fight for power could be conducted by the vanguard alone, without the sup-
port of the broad masses. Hence it adopted the ‘tactic of the proletarian united
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front’, which initially led tomajormisunderstandings in theCommunist Parties
of some countries and gave rise to disagreements at several Congresses of the
Communist International, but subsequently proved to be successful. When its
opponents asked why, after breaking with them, it was now proposed to pro-
ceed hand in hand with the reformists, supporters of the united front tactic
replied that what it did not involve reconciliation or organisational fusion, not
even compromises or electoral agreements with the reformists. It was not a
matter of agreements with the people ‘at the top’ of the reformist organisa-
tions but of ‘unity from below’, in the depths of the working masses. The Com-
munist Parties should approach social democratic, syndicalist and non-party
workers with the challenge to form a common front of struggle against the bour-
geoisie in all their great and small daily struggles, over vital interests and specific
demands, in order to satisfy the powerful urge of theworkingmasses to unity in
the struggle against the class enemy. Since the reformist leaders did not desire
such a struggle and in fact side with the bourgeoisie, the united front tactic will
expose their treacherous policies. As the masses do not learn from books and
theories but from their own experiences, a gradual separation of them from
their reformist leaders will result, first in daily economic and subsequently also
political struggles, their mobilisation for the revolutionary struggle to achieve
the seizure of power will succeed.
After the third Congress, at a Conference of the Enlarged Executive Commit-

tee of the Communist International (March 1922), the question of the threat of
a war against the Soviet Union by the imperialist powers was raised. This never
subsequently disappeared from the agenda of Congresses of the Communist
International. The stronger Soviet Russia becomes, the greater the progress it
makes in economic construction, the greaterwas the danger of an armedattack
by a coalition of capitalist powers. It was therefore the task of the whole world
proletariat to repel this attack with a counter-attack.
While the Comintern had its greatest difficulties in Germany and Italy in

1920 and 1921, the implementation of the united front tactic led to great fric-
tion in the French section of the International, in 1922. Similar differences
arose in Italy, Norway and Czechoslovakia and led the Comintern to become
divided into factional groupings, a right, centre and left, while at the same time
a ‘Workers Opposition’ developed within the Russian Communist Party, which
protested against the united front and ‘bureaucratic’ methods.18 These internal
difficulties were the main theme of the fourth Congress of the Comintern,

18 [The Workers Opposition existed between 1920 and 1922 and was primarily concerned
with issues within Soviet Russia.]
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which was held in Moscow from 5 November to 5 December 1922, immedi-
ately after the victory of fascism in Italy and during the celebrations of the fifth
anniversary of the October Revolution. The Congress confirmed the ‘progress-
ive decay of the capitalist economy’, without excluding the possibility of short
lived periods of apparent upturn. Precisely the instability of its domination
compelled the bourgeoisie to abandon the cover of legal and parliamentary
methods and have recourse to open violence and to create illegal white guard19
organisations. Fascism was not, therefore, a purely Italian phenomenon but
rather a danger with which the proletariat has to reckon in all capitalist coun-
tries. The Congress approved the united front tactic but indicated the dangers
involved in applying it. Finally, it advanced the slogan of a ‘workers government’,
as opposed to coalition with the bourgeoisie, which the social democrats advoc-
ated. Provided that there were guarantees that a ‘workers government’ would
conduct a struggle against the bourgeoisie, such a collaboration between the
Communists and the non-Communist workers parties would be a stage in the
development of the united front tactic.
The Congress declared, further, that the fusion of the centrist elements (the

Independents) with the open social traitors (the Majority Socialists), whether
in Germany or in the international context (the merger of the Second and
Two and aHalf Internationals)was advantageous for the revolutionaryworkers
movement. It would dissolve the fiction of a second revolutionary party along-
side the Comintern. At a time of rapid revolutionary upsurge, under pressure
from the masses, the centrists had declared themselves in favour of prolet-
arian dictatorship and taken the road to the Third International but they had
always adopted a vacillating position, obstructing revolutionary activities. Now
that the wave of revolution had temporarily subsided, they had returned to the
camp of the open reformists and revealed their true character to the masses.
Aswell as the ‘Theses on Communist Action in theTradeUnions’, the ‘Theses

on the Eastern Question’ and, as a supplement to the latter, ‘Theses on the
Black Question’ were of great significance. While the second Congress of the
Communist Internation had only declared in principle that colonial peoples
had the right of self-determination, the Comintern now proceeded to raise a
concrete tactical programme for the colonial question, on the basis of an ana-
lysis of the real class forces in the countries of the east. Bourgeois national-
revolutionary movements, which pursued national independence and unity,
were to be supported by independent Communist Parties, to the extent that

19 [‘White guard’, a reference to the counter-revolutionary forces during the Russian civil
war.]
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the local bourgeoisiewere conducting the struggle against imperialism andnot
trying to reach a compromise with it. A radical agrarian programme is to be
raised in order to draw the broad peasant masses of the colonial countries into
the struggle against imperialism, with the goal of an agrarian revolution, the
expropriation of the big landowners to benefit of the peasant masses. The slo-
gan of the anti-imperialist united front has the same function in the colonial
countries as the tactic of the united front has in the countries of developed
capitalism. The alliance with the proletariat of the west did not merely, there-
fore, have the task of shaking off the yoke of imperialism. The soviet system
constituted, moreover, the most painless form for the transition of backward
colonial peoples from their primitive conditions of existence to communism,
the highest economic form. Marx never asserted that all nations and coun-
tries – independently of the circumstances of their historical milieu – had to
pass through all economic stages (primitive economy, feudalism, capitalism,
socialism) and that the only route to socialism was through capitalism. The
assertion that there is no possibility for colonies to leap over the stage of cap-
italism was a reformist distortion of Marx’s teachings.
Finally, this Congress also laid the foundation for International Red Aid,

whichwas a neutral, non-party organisation devoted to providing financial and
other kinds of assistance (struggle for the right of political asylum, amnesties
etc.) for the growing number of casualties in the revolutionary struggle.
1923 was a year of severe defeats for the international proletariat. In Ger-

many, after the occupation of the Ruhr by French troops and the tremendous
fall in the value of the Mark in its wake, and the general strike organised by
the Communists, the following uprising was bloodily suppressed by the gov-
ernment with the help of Social Democracy. Under different circumstances, a
rising by peasants andworkers in Bulgaria in September 1923was also defeated
by the local fascist government, headed by [Aleksandar] Tsankov, again with
the active assistance of Social Democracy, whose representative DimoKazasov
participated in the government. It was the defeat of the revolutionary workers
movement in Germany, which had been the most important focus of unrest in
Europe during the five years between 1918 and 1923, which created the condi-
tions for the financial involvement of international finance capital in Europe
and led to the adjustment of reparations by the acceptance of the Dawes Plan
and the grant of international loans to Germany. This made [the resumption
of] German reparation payments to the Allies as well as the reconstruction of
Germany’s finances and industry possible.
Not only the bourgeoisie but also the Social Democrats were of the opinion

that the revolutionary ferment of 1919–23 was purely a sequel to theWorldWar
and was now well and truly over. Indeed, Hilferding advanced the thesis that a
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new era of expansion of productive forces had begun for capitalism. In this situ-
ation, several hundreds of delegates from 55 countries gathered Moscow for
the fifth Congress of the Communist International (17 June–8 July 1924), some
months after Lenin’s death. The Congress had to take positions on the defeats
mentioned above and, as a fighting organisation committed to a revolution-
ary seizure of power, had to carry out a severe self-criticism of Communist
Parties’ mistakes in recent struggles. According to Lenin, the proletariat can
only be prepared for the revolutionary deed by carefully analysing and correct-
ing errors. After fierce debates, the Congress agreed that the Kommunistische
Partei Deutschlands (KPD)20 had failed to take advantage of the objectively
revolutionary situation in 1923. Its rightist leaders ([Heinrich] Brandler and
[August] Thalheimer) had not freed themselves entirely from the opportunist
tendencies they had inherited fromSocial Democracy. They had therefore been
unable to implement the sloganof aworkers governmentproperly.They entered
a coalition with left Social Democrats in Saxony, participated in the formation
of a Social Democratic government and, instead of arming the proletariat, had
slept through the revolutionary situation, so that the bourgeoisie was able to
utilise the fateful error of the workers government by intervening rapidly to
suppress themovement. In France, too, rightist leaders had succumbed to paci-
fist illusions and made agreements with the right-wing socialists to cooperate
in the elections of May 1924. Communist Parties inmany other countriesmade
similar errors. The Congress did not only condemn all these ‘right deviations’
and replace the rightist leaders in Germany with a left leadership, it also adop-
ted the slogan of the Bolshevisation of the Communist Parties, directed against
right, opportunist but also ultra-left currents. Bolshevisation was intended to
reinforce the adoption of Russian Communist experiences, which had an inter-
national significance, by the sections of the Communist International. This was
a matter of the organisational and tactical principles whose correctness had
been confirmed by the long experience of the Russian Bolshevik Party, gained
in three revolutions, those of 1905, February 1917 and October 1917, and finally
in the Civil War which followed the victory of the proletarian revolution. The
‘Theses on Bolshevisation’, worked out in more detail by the Enlarged ECCI
Plenum (April 1925)21 shifted the organisational and agitational focus to the
masses. While the organisation of the social democratic parties was adapted
to parliamentary elections and constructed on the basis of members’ places
of residence, for the Communist Parties the fundamental organisation was the

20 [‘Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands’ means ‘Communist Party of Germany’.]
21 [Communist International 1959.]
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party cell in the the factory, workshop, mine. At the same time, the statutes of
the Communist International were modified to centralise the worldwide Party
more strictly. Lastly, the fifth Congress countered the social democratic the-
ory of a new period of capitalist prosperity by asserting that there was only a
relative and temporary stabilisation of capitalism, which would not prevent its
overall decline from advancing still further, as already demonstrated by the tre-
mendous level of unemployment. The Congress also confirmed the decisions
on the united front formulated for this period.
Resolutions on the national and colonial question supplemented the deci-

sions of the second and fourth Congresses.
The sixth Congress of the Communist International (17 July to 1 September

1928), attended by 576 delegates representing 59 Communist Parties from all
over theworld, didnotmeet until four years after thepreviousCongress, follow-
ing violent conflicts over political orientation within the Russian Communist
Party and the Communist International, which ended with the destruction of
the so-called Trotskyist opposition. In the meantime, events of great interna-
tional significance had occurred. The Soviet Union was recognised de jure22 by
several great powers in 1924; English and Russian trade union representatives
oftenmet in 1925 and 1926 (the Anglo-Russian Committee); aminers strike and
general strike took place in Britain in 1926, then the break in Anglo-Russian
diplomatic relations [in 1927]. There was a series of revolutionary strikes and
uprisings in the colonial regions: risings in Syria, Morocco and Indonesia; in
India, strikes by Bombay textile workers and Calcutta railway workers; and
above all the great historical event of the revolution in China. The reports of
the ECCI on its activity and on the world situation since the third Congress
thus constantly gained in significance, expressing the character of the Com-
munist International as an international of the deed. They offered the Congress
the opportunity to consider whether the ECCI’s evaluation of the world situ-
ation and the tactics it had chosen had proved to be correct. The extensive
resolution of the sixth Congress on ‘The International Situation and the Tasks
of the Communist International’ provided a unified picture of the world eco-
nomic and political situation from the proletarian viewpoint. It described all
the more important events in international relations and within each country,
the regroupment of class forces in the bourgeois and proletarian camps, and
the successes and failures of proletarian tactics.
After the preliminary work of the fourth and fifth Congresses on the ques-

tion of the programme, the sixth Congress adopted the final ‘Program of the

22 [‘De jure’ means ‘legally’.]
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Communist International’,23 one of the most significant documents in the his-
tory of the modern working class movement. It integrated the totality of the
proletariat’s wisdom and experience of revolutionary struggles and differed
fundamentally from the programmes of the Second International. Those pro-
grammes, following the example of the ‘Erfurt Program’,24 distinguished be-
tween aminimumprogramme for the present and amaximumprogramme for
the distant future. In relation to the latter, they supposedly indicated tenden-
cies of development, which capitalismmust first have experienced if socialism
is to eventuate in the future.Thenewprogrammeof theComintern rejects such
a dichotomy.On the contrary, it proclaimed that thematerial conditions for the
realisation of socialism were already ripe and that, consequently, history had
placed the revolutionaryoverthrowof capitalismon the agenda.This revolution-
aryprocess could, however, bebrought about by theproletariat of thedeveloped
capitalist countries alone. The world system of capitalism is not restricted to
the most advanced countries of Europe and America but embraces all coun-
tries and peoples, including to the most primitive colonial territories of Asia
and Africa, in its system of exploitation. So the revolutionary process also has
an international character. The programme therefore distinguished different
stages of the revolutionary process in different types of country, according to
their level of economic development, and the specific tasks that fall to revolu-
tionary parties at each stage. International imperialism, assailed by proletarian
revolutions in the highly developed capitalistmother countries and the revolu-
tions of millions of people in the colonies, will necessarily break down and
make way for the world system of communism.
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chapter 28

Jaurès, Jean*
Translated fromGerman by Joseph Fraccia

French socialist and one of the most distinguished orators in France and the
Second International. Born on 3 September 1859 in Castres in southern France,
he came from a bourgeois family of little means. Thanks to the financial sup-
port from the school inspector [Félix] Deltour, he was able to attend an aca-
demic secondary school. After brilliantly completing his studies at the College
of Castres, he attended the École Normale Supérieure, the nursery of French
intellectual culture,wherehe graduated, togetherwith [Henri] Bergson, in 1881.
Jaurès became a lecturer and later Professor of Philosophy at the University
of Toulouse. He spent some time in Germany. In 1885, at the age of 26, he
was elected as a moderate radical to the Chamber of Deputies and moved to
Paris. There he continued his philosophical studies and became well acquain-
ted with the world of socialist thought. The fruit of his labour is a dissertation
in Latin (see below under Writings) devoted to the origins of German social-
ism, which Jaurès traced back to [Martin] Luther, [Immanuel] Kant, [Johann
Gottlieb] Fichte, and [GeorgWilhelm Friedrich] Hegel. In it, he developed his
idealist conception of history, according to which history is the product of
the human mind. In 1893, Jaurès declared his commitment to socialism to the
Chamber, entered the socialist movement and worked with [Aristide] Briand,
[Alexandre] Millerand, and [René] Viviani in the ‘Indépendents’ group, which
in 1901 united with several smaller socialist parties to form the Parti Socialiste
Français (PSF). The core of his commitment, to which he remained true for
his entire life was that political democracy, established through revolutions,
must be completed through economic democracy; the nation that rules sover-
eignly over its political institutionsmust also rule sovereignly over its economic
institutions. Socialism is simply the logical consequence of the democratic
republicanism which the great French Revolution identified as its ideal. Jaurès
saw himself as the intellectual descendent and inheritor of the men who pro-
claimed the rights of man. As a democratic republican, Jaurès advocated the
tactic of peaceful socialist progress, was in favour of the notion of the unity of
the people and fought against the theory of class struggle, of unbridgeable con-

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932f.]
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flict between capital and labour, promulgated by the Guesdists. He also fought
against their theory of the conquest of political power through force. Because
the wage labour proletariat in France would scarcely ever constitute a major-
ity of the population, it would have to seize political power as a minority and
carry out the transformation of society in a dictatorial manner, which Jaurès
regarded as a relapse into [Graccus] Babeuf’s and [Louis Auguste] Blanqui’s
ideas about dictatorship. Jaurès declared himself in favour of socialists politic-
ally cooperating with bourgeois parties. Social justice can be realised in every-
day reformist politics and will crown the work begun by the men of 1789–93.
He was active along these lines at the parliamentary tribune, in meetings and
in newspapers. In 1899 he supported Millerand’s participation in a bourgeois
government (Ministerialism). On the other hand, at the Bourdeaux Congress
(1903) he admitted that democracy is adulterated and turned into its opposite
by class antagonism and by the economic predominance of one class. Thus he
was able, without contradicting himself, to comply with the resolution on class
struggle passed by the International Socialist Congress in Amsterdam (1904)
and finally to unite with the Guesdist POF to form the Parti socialiste unifié at
the Paris Congress (23 April 1905).1 During the period 1905–14, Jaurès became
the real political leader of the unified Party. He possessed the ability to express
the feelings that ruled the masses in convincing formulations. As the working
masses were radicalised by the experience of the Millerand case, Jaurès – the-
oretically a reformist – became, under pressure from the masses, ready to fight
the class struggle; he increasingly valued the role of the proletariat in the his-
torical process and, shortly before his death, was inclined to centrist and leftist
positions, while the orthodoxMarxist [Jules] Guesde2 underwent the opposite
development and, in his practice within the Party, stood on its right wing.
In contrast to Guesde, who veiled his political abstentionism in radical for-

mulas, Jaurès engaged in all the important political events of his time. He
was extraordinarily effective in the struggle for appeals in the Dreyfus case,3
which also gave him the opportunity to oppose militarism. As vice-president
of the Chamber of Deputies, he influenced foreign policy, criticised its nation-
alist and imperialist tendencies and, in the spirit of pacifism, tried to dispel

1 [‘Parti socialiste unifié’ means ‘Unified Socialist Party’. Its official namewas ‘Section française
de l’ internationale ouvrière’, ‘French Section of theWorkers’ International’. The POF was the
Parti ouvrier français, (FrenchWorkers Party).]

2 See Grossmann 1932a, ‘Guesde, Jules’, above, pp. 349–353.
3 [During the ‘Dreyfus Affair’ of 1894–1906, French Jewish army Captain Alfred Dreyfus was

falsely and repeatedly accused and convicted of being a German spy, before eventually being
exonerated.]
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national antagonisms, without ever having truly understood their imperial-
ist roots. He favouredGerman-French understanding, international arbitration
courts, fought against colonial and armaments policies, as well as the proposed
law to prolong military service. Nevertheless, he remained committed to the
necessity of national defence andmade proposals in the Chamber for the abol-
ition of the standing army and its replacement by a democraticmilitia, built on
new foundations. As late as twoweeks before the outbreak of thewar, on 15 July
1914, he declared at the Paris Congress – in contrast to Guesde – that themass
strikewas the best weapon to prevent war, which he regarded as a crime of the
ruling classes. Because of his pacifist politics, Jaurès wasmurdered by a nation-
alist on the eve of the World War (31 August 1914), and became its first victim.
Hismurderer was found not guilty by the court. The great tribune of the people
died at the right time to avoid having to experience the political collapse of his
Party.
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1899 [1886–99], Action socialiste, premiére serie: le socialisme et l’ enseignement; le social-
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4 [Most of the content of this book is in Jaurès 1908.]
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Kropotkin, Peter*
Translated fromGerman by KenTodd

Russian, communist anarchist, of princely descent, the most significant theor-
etician and leader of recent anarchism in Europe,1 born on 9 December 1842
in Moscow. At the age of 15 he entered the Corps of Pages, in which he stud-
ied mathematics, Russian literature and natural sciences. As his father wished,
he chose a military career in 1862 and spent five years as an officer with a
Cossack regiment, stationed on the Amur in Siberia. There Kropotkin had the
opportunity to study the semi-communist social organisation of primitive east
Siberian peoples (Dukhobor community).2 During the period of intellectual
ferment after the liberation of the peasants in 1861, when there was much
talk of progress and liberal reform in intellectual circles, Kropotkin concerned
himself with the ‘internal mainspring of social life’. In 1867 he left the mil-
itary service, dedicated himself to mathematical and geographical studies at
Saint Petersburg University, participated in the clandestine reform movement
and affiliated himself with Nikolai Tchaikovsky and [Sergei] Stepniak (Sergei
MikhaylovichKravchinsky). In early 1872, he left Russia and travelled to Switzer-
land. Here he came in contact withmembers of the International and the Paris
Commune. But he showed no sympathy for Marx’s historical materialism and
remained on the ground of historical idealism: he was the typical heir of the
French Enlightenment of the eighteenth century and considered reason, the
sense of moral duty and science to be the creative forces of history. Under the
influence of the anti-authoritarian clock makers of the Jura region, influenced
by Bakunin, he became an anarchist. In contrast to Bakunin, who primarily
strove for the destruction of all that existed, Kropotkin emphasised the con-
structive powers of the social process, rooted in ‘mutual aid’.3 In 1873, Kropotkin
returned to Russia and became a member of the Tchaikovskist secret society;
arrested in 1874, in 1876 he escaped, with Stepniak’s assistance, from the Peter
and Paul Fortress to London. From 1877 he lived in Geneva, where he published

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932g.]
1 See Grossmann 1931b, ‘Anarchism’ above, pp. 210–235.
2 [The Dukhobors were a spiritualist Russian Christian sect.]
3 [Kropotkin 1904.]
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the semi-monthly journal Le revolté,4 from 1879, which later became Les temps
nouveaux (Paris).5 Deported from Switzerland in 1881, Kropotkin lived in Lyon
in 1882, where he was among those arrested after a bomb attack and in 1883
was sentenced to five years in prison. Pardoned in 1886, he took up permanent
residence in London, where he collaborated actively on anarchist journals and
published several works. In 1897 he gave anarchist lectures in New York. Dur-
ing theWorldWar, he, like most Russian, French and Dutch anarchists, aligned
himself with the imperialist bourgeoisie, signed together with a number of his
comrades (Jean Grave, Charles Malato) a manifesto (28 February 1916) against
a ‘premature peace’, for fighting on until Germany was defeated and for the
defence of the ‘great democracies’ of the Entente.6 Kropotkin even became a
collaborator with the bourgeois Russkie Vedomosti.7 In June 1917, he returned
to Russia after an absence of forty years, supported the Kerensky government
and the bourgeois republic. After the October Revolution, Kropotkin refrained
fromall political activity. In a private letter, (24April 1919) published in 1920, ‘To
the workers of western Europe’, Kropotkin acknowledged the historical neces-
sity of the Bolshevik dictatorship, despite his dislike for it, and warned foreign
countries against any military intervention against Soviet Russia.8 He died on
8 February 1921.

Writings

Deserving of mention amongKropotkin’s numerouswritings, which appeared inmany
editions in almost all civilised languages:

1992 [1885], Words of a Rebel, translated by George Woodcock, Montréal: Black Rose
Books.

1913 [1892], The Conquest of Bread, London: Chapman and Hall.
1901 [1899], Fields, Factories andWorkshops, London: Swan Sonnenschein.
1899,Memoirs of a Revolutionist, London: Smith, Elder.
1904 [1902],Mutual Aid, London: Heinemann.

4 [‘Le revolté’ means ‘The Rebel’.]
5 [‘Les temps nouveaux’ means ‘New Times’.]
6 [Kropotkin and Grave 1964; and Kropotkin and Grave 2012. The manifesto dealt with the

concept of ‘premature peace’ but did not use the phrase. Neither the words nor the concept
of the ‘great democracies’ were present.]

7 [‘Russkie Vedomosti’ (‘Russian News’) was a liberal Russian newspaper, published in Moscow.]
8 [Kropotkin 1970, p. 253.]
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1903, Modern Science and Anarchism, Philadelphia: The Social Science Club of Phil-
adelphia.

1919 [1905], Ideals and Realities in Russian literature, New York: Knopf.
1909, The Great French Revolution, London: Heinemann.

Kropotkin’s shorter writings appeared in an anthology under the title
1970 [1927], Kropotkin’s Revolutionary Pamphlets, with an introduction, biography and
bibliography by Roger N. Baldwin, New York: Dover.

Here only the following are mentioned:
1921 [1880], An Appeal to the Young, New York: Maisel.
1903 [1891], Anarchist-communism: Its Basis and Principles, London: Freedom.
1970 [1891], Anarchist Morality, in Peter Kropotkin, Kropotkin’s Revolutionary Pamph-

lets, New York: Dover pp. 80–113.
2010 [1908], Syndicalism and Anarchism, libcom.org, available at: http://libcom.org/
library/syndicalism‑anarchism‑peter‑kropotkin (accessed 23 February 2017)
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chapter 30

Lenin (Pseudonym for Ulyanov), Vladimir Ilyich*
Translated fromGerman by Ben Fowkes

Theoretical leader and practical organiser of the victorious proletarian revolu-
tion in Russia (1917) and the founder of the first proletarian state – the Soviet
Union –was born on 10 (23 [old Russian calendar]) April 1870 in the city of Sim-
birsk on the Volga (now renamed after him Ulyanovsk), the son of a primary
school inspector of peasant origin.1 His oldest brother, Aleksandr, who had
a lasting influence on Vladimir’s development, was a member of Narodnaya
Volya2 who was executed for planning to assassinate Tsar Aleksandr III (1887).
In the same year, after finishing his academic high school education, Lenin
entered the Law Faculty of the University of Kazan but, after a fewmonths, was
already expelled from the university and condemned to exile in the village of
Kokushkino, for participating in revolutionary student disturbances and as the
brother of an executed terrorist. In Autumn 1891, he completed his law degree
in Saint Petersburg as an external student and began to practice law in Samara,
where he organised a Marxist circle. This was the start of his activity as a ‘pro-
fessional revolutionary’, the first few years of which were dominated by the
struggle against Populism. Despite his admiration for the leaders of Narodnaya
Volya for their heroic struggle against Tsarism at a time when there was still no
workersmovement in Russia, through systematic study of Marx, Lenin came to
anewconceptionof the tasks of the revolution and the role of theworking class
in it. In his first scientific work, ‘New Economic Developments in Peasant Life’
of 1893,3 Lenin pointed out the growing influence of capitalism on the tradi-
tional peasant system of production, in contrast to dominant Populist theory.
Another pamphlet directed against the Populists ([Nikolai Konstantinovich]
Mikhailovsky),What the ‘Friends of the People’ Are and How they Fight against
the Social Democrats of 1894,4 marked the independence of the Marxist social
democratic movement. Lenin’s sketch ‘On the so-called market question’, dir-

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932h.]
1 [More precisely, the Russian Socialist Federal Soviet Republic, which became part of the

newly constituted Soviet Union in 1922.]
2 [‘Narodnaya Volya’ means ‘the People’s Will’, a populist, terrorist organisation.]
3 [Lenin 1960f.]
4 [Lenin 1960g.]
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ected against Vasilii Pavlovich Vorontsov, stemmed from the same period and
was later expanded into A Characterisation of Economic Romanticism (second
edition 1899).5 Here, Lenin attacked a theory originated by Sismondi, advoc-
ated by the Russian Sismondists and sixteen years later placed anew in the
centre of discussion by Rosa Luxemburg. This was the theory that the existence
of non-capitalist external markets constitute the necessary prerequisite for the
existence and growth of capitalism.
At the end of 1893 Lenin moved to Saint Petersburg, where he entered into

contactwithworkers and intellectuals by giving lectures to small, illegal circles.
These groups united into the illegal League of Struggle for the Emancipation of
the Working Class, with Lenin’s leading participation, in 1895. In the summer
of the same year he established personal connections with the ‘Emancipation
of Labour’ group ([Georgii] Plekhanov and Pavel Akselrod), during a short stay
in Switzerland. Those years of direct contact with the workers of Saint Peters-
burg and through profound study of Marx’s theory of class struggle imbued
Lenin with his deep conviction in the invincible and creative strength of the
proletariat, its infallible class instinct and the historic mission and leading role
of the working class in the coming struggles for the liberation of all working
people. In 1895, he also started towrite hismajorwork against thePopulists,The
Development of Capitalism in Russia, only published in 1899, which, together
with Plekhanov’s writings, delivered the intellectual death blow to Populism.
His attack on [Pyotr] Struve in 18956 opened the second period in Lenin’s activ-
ity, the years of struggle against ‘Economism’ and ‘LegalMarxism’,7 although he
also temporarily collaborated, in the winter of 1897–8, for example, with the
left-wing organ of Legal Marxism, Novoe Slovo,8 edited by Struve. On 9 Decem-
ber 1895 Lenin was arrested, along with many other members of his revolu-
tionary organisation, and an issue of the illegal popular periodical, Rabochee
Delo,9 which he had prepared for publication, fell into the hands of the police.
On 29 January 1897, after a year in prison, during which he worked on his
book, and drafted a programme for a united social democratic party (1895),10
Lenin was condemned to three years of exile in eastern Siberia, on the Mon-
golian border. He was accompanied by his co-worker and life-long companion
NadezhdaKonstantinovnaKrupskaya,whohadalsobeenexiled for three years.

5 [Lenin 1960h.]
6 [Lenin 1960i.]
7 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 3, above, pp. 245–246.
8 [‘Novoe Slovo’ means ‘The NewWord’.]
9 [‘Rabochee Delo’ means ‘TheWorkers’ Cause’.]
10 [Lenin 1960b.]
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In exile Lenin remained in constant contact with the movement, engaged in
economic studies and had the opportunity to get to know the Siberian village
thoroughly. The founding Congress of the Russian Social Democratic Labour
Party, in Minsk (14 March 1898), chose the exiled Lenin to be the editor of its
planned central organ, Rabochaya Gazeta.11 In Siberia, he organised the 1899
‘Protest of the seventeen’12 Social Democrats living in exile against ‘Econom-
ism’. During his last year in exile Lenin, finally conceived the plan of organising
a centralised, All-Russian, united political party of the proletariat, which he
developed later in Iskra, in the pamphletWhat is to be Done? (1902) and in A
Letter to a Comrade on Our Organisational Tasks (1902).13 By creating an all-
Russian central organ abroad, through which all the strands of the Russian
workers movement would have to operate together, the scattered circles of
intellectuals andworkers,workingwithout connectionswith each other,would
be joined together, step by step, and the path to the foundation of the Party
and the calling of a Party Congress prepared, ideologically and organisationally.
In the summer of 1900, Lenin travelled abroad, after securing correspondents
and connections in all parts of Russia. Over three years, initially in Munich
(from September 1900), then London and, after April 1903, Geneva, he edited
Iskra (The Spark, the first issue appeared on 24 December 1900) – the ‘Lenin-
ist Iskra’. In its pages, he provided direction by clarifying current questions of
organisation, the Party programmeand the tactics of the revolutionaryworkers
movement.14 This began the third, constructive phase in his activity, the period
of sowing the seed of his revolutionary ideas. At that time, when the Party was
still united and included Plekhanov, Akselrod, [Vera] Zasulich, [Julius] Martov
and [Aleksandr] Potresov in its ranks, he became, in practice the leader of the
Russian workers movement unlike the ‘old guard’, whoweremore interested in
the theoretical organ Zarya (Dawn) and, in emigration, were isolated from the
mass of Russian workers. So Lenin started to work on the task that was only
completed in 1917: preparation for the great proletarian revolution in Russia.
Since then, the story of Lenin’s life, living as a homeless emigrant abroad for
almost seventeen years, cannot be separated from the history of the Russian
workers movement and, since 1917, from the history of the Russian October
Revolution and the Soviet state. For a discussion of the most important stages
of this history as well as Lenin’s most significant theories (such as his theory
of imperialism, his conception of the state and the theory of the dictatorship

11 [‘Rabochaya Gazeta’ means ‘Workers’ Newspaper’.]
12 [Lenin 1960i.]
13 [Lenin 2008; Lenin 1961a.]
14 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 3, above, pp. 245–246.
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of the proletariat, his theory of the leading role of the Party in its relation to
the class) see the articles ‘Bolshevism’ and ‘International’.15 Lenin’s personality
and his towering leadership qualities were revealed in the decisive moments
of his life: each time the movement stood at a crossroads, he guided it with a
firm hand onto the path that led to the intended goal. Lenin’s authority and
strength as a leader did not consist in his ‘authoritarian character’ but in the
fact that his Party comrades were convinced, again and again on the basis of
their own experience, that he had shown them the historically correct path.
The events of 1903 are an example. With unbending determination, through
the historic split in the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) and
by organisationally remoulding it to create the necessary instrument for future
battles and victories, he completed the breakwith Plekhanov andMartov, leav-
ing the editorial board of Iskra. This opened the fourth phase in his activity:
ruthless, decades-long struggle against opportunism in his own ranks, the fight
against the Mensheviks, once they had abandoned the terrain of revolution-
ary Marxism. Struggling alone, at first against the authority of Plekhanov, the
Central Committee and the whole Party apparatus, later against the authority
of international social democracy ([August] Bebel) which took the side of the
Mensheviks, Lenin founded a new organ, Vpered,16 to combat Iskra. He mas-
terfully assailed the Mensheviks in One Step Forward, Two Steps Back (1904),17
a pamphlet in which he drew conclusions from the Congress at which the split
took place. He was soon able to win the support of the organised masses of
revolutionary Russia for his ideas.
The second decisive moment in Lenin’s life occurred in 1905. In the coming

revolution, Lenin saw a transformation of a new kind –proletarian revolution –
that would move beyond the bounds of the bourgeois world in its goal, instru-
ments and tactics. It was already clear to Lenin at that time that it would not
be limited to completing the tasks of a bourgeois revolution. With clear vis-
ion, Lenin immediately recognised the essence and the future historical role
of the workers councils (soviets) which arose in 1905. For him they were not
organs of a day to day struggle, like the trade unions, but organs of the prolet-
arian struggle for power, organs which would replace parliaments everywhere
and be the embryo and bearers of power of a new type of state, the soviet
state.

15 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ above, pp. 239–291; and Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Inter-
nationals: The Third International’, above, pp. 377–402.

16 [‘Vpered’ means ‘Forward’.]
17 [Lenin 1962e.]
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Moreover, by advocating the tactic of an armed uprising, rejected by west-
ern European social democrats, and connecting it with the political general
strike, Lenin created the tactical methods which were to lead to the seizure of
power.
Without being in the public eye, he directed theMoscow uprising of 1905, in

part from Saint Petersburg, in part from the small Finnish village of Kuokkala.18
While Mensheviks later regarded the defeated revolution of 1905 as a ‘mis-
take’, Lenin considered that his tactics were correct and that the defeat, which
happened because the peasantry became involved in the course of the revolu-
tion too late, was only temporary. The revolution of 1905 did in fact prove to
be the ‘dress rehearsal’ which made the victorious revolution of 1917 possible,
through the experience and the lessons it provided.
Finally, at that time, in 1905, Lenin laid the foundations for revolutionary

working class strategy. As a theorist of the agrarian question, he did not deal
with this from the viewpoint of the correctness or incorrectness of Marx’s eco-
nomic theories but first and foremost from the viewpoint of the proletariat,
in its struggle for power and search for allies in this fight. Lenin discovered
the peasantry, not as an economic category but as the ally of the revolution,
without whose support the proletariat could not be victorious. Lenin, present
in the gallery of the first Saint Petersburg Workers Soviet in 1905 but invisible
to the public, was therefore the principal figure in the revolution of 1905.
Leninhad to flee to Finland in 1906/1907.While there [and then fromoutside

the Russian Empire from late 1907], during the dismal years of the counter-
revolution and internal factional struggles of 1906–10, he directed the activities
of his Party, theoretically andpractically conducted the retreatof the revolution
with strategic mastery, gathered together the scattered forces of the revolution
and moulded his Party into the organisational and intellectual shape which
would later enable it to play a great historical role. In foreign exile again from
1907, Lenin took part in International Socialist Congresses and Conferences
(Stuttgart 1907); thanks tohis endeavours the illegal newspapers of theBolshev-
iks, Proletary and Sotsial Demokrat,19 were published, first in Geneva and then
in Paris. Lenin also found time to write a philosophical polemic in favour of
Marxistmaterialism and against theMachism,20whichwaswidespread among
Social Democrats (Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, 1908).21 This period of

18 [Kuokkala, close to Saint Petersburg, is now in Russia and called Repino.]
19 [‘Proletary’ means ‘The Proletarian’. ‘Sotsial Demokrat’ means ‘The Social Democrat’.]
20 [Machism was a positivist philosophy propounded by the physicist Ernst Mach.]
21 [Lenin 1962e.]
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retreat, inwhich Lenin demonstrated his true leadership qualities, is ‘one of the
most significant of his whole career’ (Zinoviev).22
In January 1912 the founding Congress of the Bolshevik Party and thus the

definitive break with the Mensheviks took place in Prague. In July 1912 Lenin
moved to Kraków, from there he directed the work of the Bolshevik caucus in
the Duma23 and participated in editing his Party’s daily newspaper (Pravda),24
published legally in Saint Petersburg.
When the War broke out, he was arrested by the Austrian authorities in

Kraków but was soon released. He moved to Switzerland, where he was act-
ive against the imperialist war and the Second International, which had gone
over to the camp of the bourgeoisie. In his slogan of turning the imperialist
war into a civil war, which was attacked by social democrats everywhere as
‘a fantasy of revolution’ and mocked by Plekhanov as a ‘farcical dream’,25 he
correctly foresaw the course of events. While until 1914 Lenin was only the
leader of the Russian proletariat, from the outbreak of the World War he also
stood at the head of the international revolutionary workers movement as the
War’s resolute opponent and he became the intellectual leader of the Zimmer-
wald (left) movement and anti-imperialists in all countries. After the February
Revolution broke out in Russia, while still in Switzerland, he wrote his ‘Letters
fromafar’ (March 1917),26 already calling for the sharpest possible opposition to
the Provisional Government. With a small group of Russian exiles he returned
to Petrograd (3 April) via Stockholm, after an absence of ten years, having
travelled through Germany in the so-called ‘sealed train’. In sharp contrast to
the entire leadership of his own Party, which until his arrival had a concili-
atory attitude to the Provisional Government, he called for the overthrow of
the Provisional Government and the concentration of the entire power of the
state into the hands of the soviets, in his famous ‘April Theses’, one of the most
important documents of the revolution. In his speeches, pamphlets and essays,
couched in his bold, simple language, he electrified and fascinated the masses
and demonstrated the need for his programme to be put into effect. In scarcely
fourweeks, he succeeded in completing the struggle for the intellectual rearma-
ment of his Party on the path to the revolutionary seizure of power. After bloody
clashes between a Bolshevik demonstration and the state power (3 to 5 July

22 [Sinowjew 1920, p. 20. The English translation in Zinovieff n.d., p. 27 is poor.]
23 [The Duma was the Russian parliament which had no control over the Tsarist govern-

ment.]
24 [‘Pradva’ means ‘Truth’.]
25 [Quoted in Lenin 1964k, p. 118.]
26 [Lenin 1964i.]
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1917), Lenin had to hide from persecution by Provisional Government. He went
to Finland and from there directed preparations for the October Revolution,
although he also found time to write his The State and Revolution, which was
fundamental for the coming dictatorship [of the proletariat]. After the revolu-
tion of 25October (7 November in themodern calendar) 1917 and the seizure of
power by the workers and peasants soviets, Lenin became the Chairperson of
theCouncil of People’s Commissars and in practice guided the fate of a gigantic
empire of 140 million people. As a youth, he began his political career with the
question ‘What is to be done?’; as a mature man he acted at the decisive histor-
ical moment. Bearing the banner of the victorious Russian Revolution, Lenin
became the symbol of a new epoch in human history: a time when the world
began to be rebuilt on socialist foundations.
At the controls of state power, Lenin concentrated all his strength on amuch

more difficult task: preservation of the power that had been conquered against
external and internal enemies, under themost unfavourable circumstances. He
combined unconditional commitment to that goal, with an unusual flexibility
in the means used to attain it. He resolutely accomplished the forcible dissolu-
tion of the Constituent Assembly (18 January 1918) and its replacement by the
dictatorship of the proletariat in the form of the soviets. In the same year, in the
fiercest struggle against the opposition of the majority of his Party comrades,
he insisted on the conclusion of an immediate peace with Germany (Treaty of
Brest-Litovsk, 3 March 1918), in order to save the revolution and gain time (a
‘breathing space’)27 bymaking unavoidable concessions to a stronger enemy. In
March 1919, on Lenin’s insistence, the (Third) Communist International, which
he had called for since 1914, was already founded. Thus an organisation, similar
to that created by Lenin at the split Congress in 1903, in preparation for the
Russian revolution, was established on a global scale in preparation for world
revolution.
The first years after the seizure of power were a period of the greatest eco-

nomic, political and social upheavals known to history. They were a period of
the expropriation of industrial and commercial capital, bold land reforms, the
development of the soviet system and the new state. In this, Lenin initiated tre-
mendous initiatives in all areas, as an organising statesperson. He not only pro-
posed large-scale plans, pursuing their implementation in great detail but also
engaged in more mundane daily work, speaking at congresses and meetings,
writing numerous treatises and newspaper articles.28 Aman who never posed,

27 [For example, Lenin 1965d, pp. 79, 82.]
28 Such as Lenin 1965e; Lenin 1965f; Lenin 1965g; Lenin 1966.
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an asceticwhodemandedof himself the greatest possible effort and capacity to
withstandprivation, Lenin also understoodhow to spur theproletarianmasses,
suffering from the greatest austerity, on to immense exertions. Although per-
sonally gentle, Lenin was able to defeat all his opponents and keep power in
the hands of the proletariat through iron severity and ruthlessness towards
the class enemy (the ‘red terror’), during the period of the wars of interven-
tion, the Allied blockade, the counter-revolution, initiated from abroad in favour
of the dispossessed classes, and the most bitter civil war, 1918–21 ([Aleksandr]
Kolchak, [Nikolai] Yudenich, [Anton] Denikin and [Pyotr]Wrangel). In 1921 at
the height of his creative powers, Lenin once again showed his superiority as a
leader by recognising that the situation created in the previous period of war
communism was untenable and that more remote objectives of socialist con-
structionwere for the present unrealisable. InMay 1921 he accomplished a bold
change in economic policy, pushing through the ‘New Economic Policy’ (NEP),
whichpreserved the existence of the Soviet state.On 13August 1918 the Socialist
Revolutionary Fanya Kaplan attempted to assassinate Lenin, who was able to
recover from the consequences for a time. He died on 22 January 1924 at Gorki,
near Moscow.
As a theorist, Lenin rested entirely on the theories of Karl Marx; he was,

nevertheless, an independent thinker, unlike those Marxists to whom Marx
referred when he wrote he had ‘sown dragons’ teeth and harvested fleas’.29
Lenin clarified the true meaning of Marx’s demands, after they had been dis-
torted by the social democrats, for themasses; reconstructed the whole polem-
ical, class combative thrust of the original theory and discharged it in open
struggles. Lenin did leave few studies devoted to general questions of Marx-
ism behind. If the meaning of theory does not, however, consist of the con-
struction of abstract systems and formulae but in being an intellectual tool
that helps us to grasp reality then Lenin must be counted as one of the great
theorists of socialism. His greatest theoretical achievement was that, unlike
anyone before him and in contrast to epigones of Marxism like [Karl] Kautsky
and [Rudolf] Hilferding, he recognised the fact that capitalism as an economic
system had already passed the high point of its development and entered its
declining phase, in which it was pregnant with wars and revolutions. Lenin’s
‘keenpracticality’,30 his rare ability to foresee future developments in the essen-
tial features of the circumstances of the moment, was only the result of his
theoretical superiority in assessing the total capitalist process. All his activity,
his strategy and his tactics reflected this understanding.

29 [Marx and Engels 2010, p. 510, attributing the quote to Heinrich Heine.]
30 [Herzen applied this phrase to Francis Bacon, Herzen 1956, p. 261.]
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Writings

The titles of Lenin’s more important writings have already been indicated in the text.
Complete works:

Lenin, Vladimir Ilych 1960–70, CollectedWorks, 44 volumes, Moscow: Progress.
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Plekhanov, Georgii Valentinovich*
Translated fromGerman by KenTodd

Leading Russian Social Democrat and outstanding Marxist theoretician, born
on 25 November 1856 at Lipetsk (Tambov Governate), into a noble family. After
graduating from Military Academy, he studied at the Petersburg Mining Insti-
tute, where he joined the revolutionarymovement of theNarodniki (Populists)
and, like all the Narodniks, was heavily influenced by the works of Bakunin.
Pursued by the police, because of a speech he had made at a demonstration
in Saint Petersburg, he fled abroad in 1876. He returned illegally the next year
and, from 1878, worked in the Narodnik organisation Zemlya i Volya1 as co-
editor of its journal of the same name. After the Narodniks split in (1879),
Plekhanov joined their non-terrorist wing, Chyornyi Peredel,2 which continued
propaganda among workers, and was the co-founder of a journal of the same
name. After the production of the first issue, he had to flee abroad. There he
devoted himself to comprehensive philosophical and economic studies, broke
with Narodnik ideology and became a Marxist. In 1883 he published the fam-
ous polemic against the Narodniks, Socialism and Political Struggle, followed in
1884 by an anti-critique,OurDifferences, against the leader of theNarodovoltsi3
LevAlexandrovichTikhomirov. In thatwork, demonstrating the inevitability of
capitalist development inRussia,whichwould slowlybut surely undermine the
old regime, Plekhanov propagandised about the necessity for the the working
class to struggle politically for its own liberation and thus identified a new path
for the defeated Narodnik movement.
In exile, with Pavel Borisovich Axelrod, Vera Zasulich, [Leo] Deutsch and

[Vasily] Ignatov, he founded the first Russian Marxist social democratic organ-
isation, GruppaOsvobozhdenieTruda,4 in September 1883. Its theoretical basis
was contained in the two works by Plekhanov mentioned above and in two
drafts of a programme, in 1883 and 1887–8. Plekhanov participated in the

* [Originally published as Grossmann 1932i.]
1 [‘Zemlya i Volya’ means ‘Land and Freedom’.]
2 [‘Chyornyi Peredel’ means ‘Black Redistribution’.]
3 [Plekhanov 1974a. The Narodovoltsi were the members of the populist, terrorist organisation

‘Narodnaya Volya’, which means ‘the People’s Will’.]
4 [‘Gruppa Osvobozhdenie Truda’ means ‘Emancipation of Labor Group’.]
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founding Congress of the Second International, in 1889, as the delegate of the
Russian Social Democrats and outlined the tasks of the Russian proletariat
before an international forum for the first time.5 Over the following years,
Plekhanov – a brilliant stylist and an extremely astute and adroit polemicist –
engaged in extremely prolific activity as a writer, collaborated with Neue Zeit,6
edited by Kautsky, and played a leading role in the Second International. In
the era of Bernsteinian revisionism in the 1890s, Plekhanov conducted the
struggle against international opportunism in the workers movement and its
Russian variant (‘economism’, ‘Struvism’),7 as one of the most brilliant cham-
pions of dialectical materialism. In 1889 Plekhanov was temporarily expelled
from Geneva and in 1895 permanently from Paris ‘as an anarchist’. In 1900,
togetherwith Leninhebecameaneditor of Iskra.8 At the same time, hewas one
of the principal collaborators on the theoretical monthly Zarya,9 published in
Geneva. At the 1903 Congress in London, which split, he initially sided but soon
broke with Lenin andwas inclined to theMensheviks. During the revolution of
1905he is a pronouncedopponent of theBolsheviks and condemned the armed
uprising they led in Moscow. From 1905, he published the Dnevnik Sotsialde-
mokrata (Diary of a Social Democrat) in Geneva and then in Saint Petersburg.
During the period of reaction 1906–12, he supported Lenin in the philosophical
fight against empirio-criticism in the camp of the Russian Social Democrats,
and likewise in the struggle against the ‘legalism’ and the ‘constitutional illu-
sions’ of the Menshevik ‘Liquidators’.
At the outbreak of the World War, Plekhanov placed himself on the side of

defence of the fatherland against German imperialism, in alliance with the
tsarism which he had previously fought for four decades. In that cause, he
worked on the magazine Prizyv (The Call), published in Paris. After the Febru-
ary Revolution he returned to Russia, assumed the editorship of the newspaper
Yedinstvo10 and fiercely combatted the Bolsheviks – without success. During
the last years of his life, he progressively lost influence in the Russian workers
movement, from which he was now completely alienated. After the October
Revolution, he regarded attempts to take violent action against the Bolshev-
iks as futile. In his last essay, published shortly before his death, he did regard
the forcible dissolution of the Constituent Assembly as a mistake but acknow-

5 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ above, pp. 239–291.
6 [‘Neue Zeit’ means ‘New Times’.]
7 [Advocated by Petr Struve, a leading legal Marxist, hostile to revolution.]
8 [‘Iskra’ means ‘The Spark’.]
9 [‘Zarya’ means ‘The Dawn’.]
10 [‘Yedinstvo’ means ‘Unity’.]
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ledged the right of the revolutionary state to defend itself by dictatorial means.
Embittered by the disappointments of recent years, he died on 30 May 1918 in
Terijoki, Finland.11
As a politician, Plekhanov vacillated on tactical questions. His estimation of

the political situation during the World War and both the revolutions of 1917
proved to be mistaken. As a writer, he distinguished himself by the diversity
of his scientific works. Along with numerous investigations into the prob-
lems of the Russian workers movement, he wrote economic studies of [Johann
Karl] Rodbertus and [Nikolai Gavrilovich] Chernyshevsky, philosophicalworks
critical of empirio-monism ([Aleksandr] Bogdanov) and the search for God
([Anatoly Vasilyevich] Lunacharsky), contributions to the history and theory
of dialectical materialism, studies of utopian socialism and the development
of socialism into a science.12 The core of Plekhanov’s achievements lay in his
historical and sociological works. He created the materialist sociology of cul-
ture and art. His greatest, unfinished work, on which he laboured from 1909,
was the posthumously published History of Russian Social Thought,13 edited
by David Riazanov, which was in reality a history of Russia. In it, Plekhanov
succeeded in explaining the historical development of Russia in materialist
terms.

Writings

Plekhanov’s numerous writings were translated into almost all civilised languages.
There is a complete Russian edition of his works:

1923–7, Sochineniia, 26 volumes, Moskva: Gosudartstvennoe Izdatelstvo.14
Akselrod, Pavel Borisovich and Georgii Valentinovich Plekahnov 1967 [1925], Perepiska

G.V. Plekhanova i P.B. Akselroda, The Hague: Europe Printing.

Plekhanov’s correspondence with Potresov, Martov and Lenin in:
Potresov, Aleksandr Nikolayevich and Boris Nikolayevski 1967 [1928], Sotsial-Demo-

kraticheskoe Dvizhenie v Rossii: Materialy, The Hague: Europe Printing.

11 [Plekhanov 1921. Terijoki now in Russian and known as Zelenogorsk.]
12 [For example: Rodbertus, Plekhanov 1923; Chernyshevsky, Plekhanov 1980; Bogdanov,

Plekhanov 1976b; Lunacharsky, Plekhanov 1976c; history of materialism, Plekhanov 1976a
and Plekhanov 1976e; theory of materialism, Plekhanov 1974c; utopian socialism, Plek-
hanov 1976d; scientific socialism, Plekhanov 1976f.]

13 Plekhanov 1967.
14 [Not translated into English but see Plekhanov 1974–6.]
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In addition, meriting individual mention:
1976 [1890], N. G. Chernyshevsky, in Georgii Valentinovich Plekhanov, Selected Philo-

sophicalWorks. Volume 4, Moscow: Progress, pp. 45–168.
1937 [1891], ‘Ibsen, Petty Bourgeois Revolutionist’, in Friedrich Engels et al., Ibsen, edited
by Angel Flores, translated by Emily Kent, Lola Sachs and Pearl Waskow, New York:
Critics Group.

1976 [1893], Essays on the History of Materialism, in Georgii Valentinovich Plekhanov,
Selected PhilosophicalWorks. Volume 2, Moscow: Progress, pp. 31–182.

1894 [1895], Anarchism and Socialism, translated by Eleanor Marx Aveling, Minne-
apolis: New Times Socialist Publishing.

1976 [1908], Fundamental Problems of Marxism, in Georgii Valentinovich Plekhanov,
Selected PhilosophicalWorks. Volume 3, Moscow: Progress, pp. 117–83.

1921, God na Rodine: Polnoe Sobranie Statei i Rechei 1917–1918, two volumes, Paris: Povo-
lozky.

1967 [1925],History of Russian Social Thought, translated by BorisM. Bekkar and others,
New York: Fertig.

1926, Introduction á l’histoire sociale de la Russie, translated by Euginia Batault-Plék-
hanov, Paris: Bossard.

Lenin, Vladimir Ilyich andGeorgii Valentinovich Plekahnov 1928, L.N.Tolstoi imSpiegel
desMarxismus; eine Sammlung von Aufsätzen,Wien/Berlin: Verlag für Literatur und
Politik.15

Literature

Deich, Lev Grigorovich 1922, G. V. Plekhanov: Materialy Dlia Biografi, Moskva: Novaia
Moskva.

Deich, Lev Grigorovich (ed.) 1923–8, Gruppa ‘Osvobozhdenie Truda’: (iz arkhivov G.
V. Plekhanova, V. I. Zasulich i L. G. Deicha), six volumes, Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe
Izdatelstvo.

Gorev, Boris Isaakovich 1925, Georgii Valentinovich Plekhanov, Moskva: Gosudarstven-
noe Izdatelstvo.

Riazanov, David Borisovich, biographical material in Sochineniia, cited above.
Verow, N.E. 1918, ‘G. Plechanow’, Neue Zeit, 36, vol. 2, no. 11, 14 June: 359–64.
Volfson, Semen Yakovlevich 1924, Plekhanov, Minsk: Beltrestpechat.
Zaslavsky, David Yosifovich 1923, G. V. Plekhanov, Moskva: Raduga.
Also see the articles ‘Bolshevism’, above pp. 239–291; ‘International’, above pp. 361–402;
‘Lenin’ above pp. 410–418.

15 [Also see Plekhanov 1981a; Plekhanov 1981b.]



© Rick Kuhn, 2021 | doi:10.1163/9789004432116_034

chapter 32

Rodrigues, Olinde*
Translated fromGerman by KenTodd

Born in 1794 in Bordeaux, came from a family of Jewish bankers, became a
teacher of mathematics at the École Polytechnique in Paris in 1812, director
of the Caisse hypothécaire1 from 1823. In the same year he became acquain-
ted with [Henri de] Saint-Simon and supported the latter financially during
the last years of his life. After the death of the master in 1825, Rodrigues foun-
ded the journal Le Producteur (1825–6),2 to propagate the ideas of Saint-Simon
and became the sponsor of the Saint-Simonian sect, which soon developed
from being a political and social opposition into a religious community. On
31 December 1829 appointed Amand Bazard and [Barthélemy Prosper] Enfan-
tin as the Pères suprêmes3 of the new religion, preached class harmony and
declared himself opposed to the revolutionary tactics of the revolt in Lyon.4
After the dissolution of the sect (1832), he lived in retirement and edited the
works of Saint-Simon (two volumes 1832).5 In 1841 he published the Poésies
sociales des ouvriers,6 in order to show the bourgeoisie the great social thought
that was alive in the proletariat. He died in 1851 in Paris.

Literature

D’Allemagne, Henry-René 1930, Les saint-simoniens, 1827–1837, Paris: Gründ.
Charléty, Sébastien 1896, Histoire du saint-simonisme (1825–1864), Paris: Hachette.
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* [Originally published as Grossmann 1933a.]
1 [A mortgage bank.]
2 [‘Le Producteur’ means ‘The Producer’.]
3 [‘Pères suprêmes’ means ‘supreme fathers’.]
4 Rodrigues 1831. [In early November 1831, silk workers in Lyon rose up and took control of the

city. The uprising was suppressed by the French army on 3 December.]
5 [Saint-Simon 1832.]
6 [Rodrigues 1841.]
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chapter 33

Social Democratic and Communist Parties*
Translated fromGerman by Ben Fowkes

1 Concept

Previously, all political partieswith a socialist programme, i.e. aiming to achieve
a reconstruction of the legal, economic and social order on a socialist basis
after gaining state power, were described as ‘social democratic’. Since the War
and the split in the working class movement of almost all countries between
social democrats andCommunists, those partieswhich aspire to conquer polit-
ical power solely by parliamentary means, seek to cooperate with bourgeois
parties and to participate in bourgeois governments are described as ‘social
democratic’. The Communist Parties, by contrast, want to conquer power in
a revolutionary, extra-parliamentary way. They use the tribune of parliament
essentially for purposes of propaganda, to arouse themasses and consider that
it is only possible to realise socialism through thedictatorship of theproletariat.1
The preconditions for the emergence of stable mass organisations, apart

from freedom in the choice of profession and of movement, are, on the one
hand, a certain level of technical-economic development of the mode of pro-
duction, large-scale enterprise; on the other hand, that political rights, such as
the rights to organise unions, assemble, petition and vote have been conceded
and are not limited to people of wealth and education. For large-scale enter-
prises automatically bring workers together, while at the same time econom-
ically oppressing them and constantly reinforcing their ranks, at the expense
of the small enterprises through their superior competitive power. Moreover,
even a minimal level of political freedom, particularly in the initial stages of
the workers movement, makes it possible to organise and educate the masses
politically.

* [Originally published as Grünberg and Grossmann 1933. The text here only includes material
written by Grossman, primarily about the period afterWorldWar I, and excludes that written
by Grünberg and carried over from the Grünberg 1911c.]

1 See Grossmann 1931d, ‘Bolshevism’ section 8, above, pp. 260–268.
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2 France

After the outbreak of the World War, the Section française de l’ internationale
ouvrière [SFIO]2 joined the civil peace of ‘défence nationale’. Jules Guesde and
Marcel Sembat became Ministers of State in the bourgeois war cabinet of the
‘Union sacrée’.3 Aftermid-1915, however, therewas a divisionbetween the social
democratic majority and a minority. The majority, led by [Pierre] Renaudel,
were for a fight to the finish. Theminority, led by Jean Longuet, wanted a nego-
tiated peace. Somemembers of theminority took part in theZimmerwaldCon-
ference. The influence of the minority increased in 1917–18; in October 1918 it
gained amajority in the Party leadership. In the elections of 1919, the still united
Party received 1,615,000 votes and 68 parliamentary seats. Communist tenden-
cies became increasingly assertive after 1918 and at the Tours Party Congress
(December 1920) [Marcel] Cachin’s and [Ludovic-Oscar] Frossard’s motion to
join the Third International was carried by 3,208 votes to 1,022. The Party split:
the Communist majority constituted itself the French Communist Party (PCF),
at the Marseilles Congress (December 1921), while the minority remained in
the old SFIO. 55 socialist parliamentary deputies stayed with the old Party and
only 13 went over to the PCF. The socialists replaced L’Humanité,4 which the
Communists had taken over, with a new central organ, Le Populaire,5 edited by
Léon Blum, who currently leads the socialist group [in the Chamber of Depu-
ties]. The extraordinary [socialist] Congress held in Paris (January 1926) did
reject all cooperation with the government but in fact the SFIO supported it in
foreignpolicy (the socialist [Joseph] Paul-Boncourwas the leader of the French
delegation at the League of Nations) and domestic policy (Paul-Boncour also
formulated the newmilitary laws). At the elections of 1928 the [SFIO] received
1,620,000 votes and 102 seats, at the elections of 1932 they received roughly two
million votes and 129 seats.
When the PCF was set up, in 1921, revolutionary elements rushed to join;

manywere, however, unable to accept Bolshevik tactics. A series of crises, splits
and expulsions resulted. A large part of the PCF membership was lost. At the

2 [‘Section française de l’ internationale ouvrière’ means ‘French Section of theWorkers’ Inter-
national’.]

3 See Grossmann 1932a, ‘Guesde, Jules’, above, pp. 349–353; Grossmann 1932f, ‘Jaurès, Jean’,
above, pp. 403–406; Grossmann 1932d, ‘The Internationals: The Second International’, above,
pp. 367–376. [‘Défence nationale’ means ‘national defence’; ‘Union sacrée’ means ‘Sacred
Union’.]

4 [‘L’Humanité’ means ‘Humanity’.]
5 [‘Le Populaire’ literally means ‘The Popular’.]
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elections of 1924 the PCF received roughly 800,000 votes and 27 seats; in 1928
1,070,000 votes and 13 seats; and in 1932 roughly 800,000 votes and 10 seats.
The Parti socialiste communiste,6 which was outside the Third International,
obtained 6 seats in 1928 and 11 seats in 1932.

3 Germany

The reformist disintegration of Social Democracy became particularly appar-
ent after the outbreak of the World War in August 1914. Both the revisionist
majority and the so-called orthodoxMarxists took the side of the German gov-
ernment, in contradiction with all the resolutions passed by Congresses of the
International against war, and concluded a civil trucewith the government and
industrialists in the interest of the defence of the fatherland. The trade uni-
ons called off all industrial action and collaborated with the government and
the military authorities in the most diverse areas. At the meeting of the SPD
parliamentary caucus of 4 August 1914, just 14 out of 110 members called for
the rejection of war credits but still voted in favour, with the majority. Only
slowly, under the pressure of the state of siege, did a proletarian opposition to
the war develop. With Karl Liebknecht, Franz Mehring, Rosa Luxemburg and
Clara Zetkin at its head, it founded the journal Die Internationale, in March
1915 and, from 1916, distributed the illegal Spartakusbriefe.7 Seventeen voted
against the second round of war credits in the caucus but only Karl Lieb-
knecht8 in the Reichstag. His written justification for doing sowas not included
in the minutes. The third round of war credits (March 1915) was opposed by
32 in the caucus; by two in the Reichstag,9 (Karl Liebknecht and Otto Rühle,
which led to their expulsion from the caucus). Caucus discipline broke apart
over the fourth round of war credits (August 1915), as the annexatist plans
of the six large business associations had become known in the meantime.
Forty-four were against in the caucus, 20 cast a negative vote in the Reichstag,
giving reasons for their action and without informing the caucus beforehand.
Led by Hugo Haase, the opposition to the majority socialists now came out
into the open and set up the ‘Social Democratic Working Group’ (24 March

6 [The Parti socialiste communiste, Socialist Communist Party, was made up of members who
had split at different times from the PCF.]

7 [‘Die Internationale’ means ‘The International’. ‘Spartakusbriefe’ means ‘Spartacus Letters’.]
8 See Redaktion 1932a.
9 [The Reichstag was the lower house of the German parliament.]
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1916). After the Party executive expelled the new grouping (18 January 1917) it
constituted itself the Unabhängige Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands
(USPD),10 at a congress in Gotha (6–8 April 1917). From now on, it worked
together with the Spartakusbund,11 founded on 1 January 1916 and active illeg-
ally, for an immediate negotiated peace, without annexations or reparations.
The increasing dissatisfaction of the masses became apparent in mutinies and
large strike movements (treason trial of sailors in the navy, 1917; January 1918
strike in Berlin). These were also evidence that the masses did not agree with
the openly imperialist policies of the Majority Socialists, who had supported
the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk (3 March 1918), imposed by force on the Bolshev-
iks, and later the Treaty of Bucharest. Despite its numerical weakness and lack
of organisation, the Spartakusbund, in close associationwith the ‘Zimmerwald
Left’,12 exerted a strong influence on the course of the German revolution. It
took the initiative in and led the revolutionary struggle and with its assistance
the political idea of councils [of workers, soldiers and sailors] had tempor-
ary success (1918–19). The USPD meanwhile vacillatied indecisively between
left and right. The November Revolution of 1918 was an unwelcome occur-
rence for the Majority Socialists ([Philipp] Scheidemann), who had already
participated in the last imperial wartime government and wanted to retain the
dynasty (with a parliamentary government). Only after the collapse of imper-
ial Germany, when power had fallen into the hands of the working class and
workers and soldiers councils had emerged everywhere, did they associatewith
the revolutionary movement, to secure its leadership for themselves and pre-
vent its further radicalisation. They regarded the achievements of November,
the democratisation of government and protection of workers, as the revolu-
tion and rejected demands that went any further. Standing on the ground of
bourgeois democracy, they wanted no social revolution, no socialisation, no
expropriation of the industrial and landowning capitalists, no dictatorship of
the proletariat. Unlike the Independent Social Democrats, who favoured the
council system, they declared support for elections to the National Assembly
and immediately reached agreementwith the SupremeCommand of the Army
to suppress the revolution (the [Friedrich] Ebert-[Karl] Groener agreement).
The coalition government of the People’s Representatives, made up of Major-

10 [‘Unabhängige Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands’ means ‘Independent Social
Democratic Party of Germany’.]

11 [‘Spartakusbund’ means ‘Spartacus League’.]
12 See Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Internationals: The Third International’ section 1, above, pp.

387–390.
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ity Socialists (Ebert, Scheidemann and [Otto] Landsberg) and Independents
(Haase, [Wilhelm] Dittmann and [Emil] Barth), formed after the ‘German
Socialist Republic’ was proclaimed, could not be sustained. During the final
weeks of December 1918 and the first weeks of January 1919, there were bloody
workers’ struggles for a council republic, led by the Spartakusbund and then
the Kommunistische Partei,13 which emerged from it at the end of December.
The Majority Socialists ([Gustav] Noske), with the aid of mercenary soldiers
from the old army, suppressed themovement of proletarian insurgentswithout
mercy. Its leaders Karl Liebknecht, Rosa Luxemburg and Leo Jogicheswere bes-
tially murdered. The way was now open for the liquidation of the power of the
workers and soldiers councils and the creation of theWeimarConstitution.The
Social Democrat Ebert became president of Germany. The [Majority] Social
Democrats initially assumed government alone, subsequently in coalitionwith
bourgeois parties, and in opposition to the left wing of the workers movement.
A large section of the working class left was unhappy with this turn of events
and, at an extraordinary Congress of the USPD in Halle (12–17 October 1920),
split the Party to go over to the KPD14 (Unification Congress in Berlin, from 4 to
7 December 1920). The remaining right wing, which consolidated in themean-
time and won 74 seats at the Reichstag elections of June 1920, returned to the
bosom of Majority Socialism (1922).
The SocialDemocrats, in linewith their altered character, replaced theErfurt

Programof 1891with a newParty programme, adopted at theirGörlitz Congress
of 1921. It calls for ‘the transfer of the large concentrated economic enterprises
to the communal economy and further the progressive reshaping of the whole
capitalist economy into a socialist economy’, by democratic means. The only
immediate demands in economic policy were for the ‘Reich to supervise the
means of production owned by the capitalists’ and for the ‘progressive exten-
sion of the enterprises owned by the Reich, states and public bodies’.15 These
demands could have been included in the programme of a bourgeois reform
party. The Heidelberg Programme, adopted at the September 1925 Party Con-
gress, concentrated evenmore on immediate demands.16 At theKiel Party Con-
gress, in May 1927, an Agrarian Programwas adopted.17
Social Democracy’s development in the Reichstag was as follows.

13 [‘Kommunistische Partei’ means ‘Communist Party’.]
14 [KPD, ‘Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands’ (‘Communist Party of Germany’).]
15 [Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands 1921, pp. 3–4. Grossman’s emphasis. The coun-

try was still officially called the ‘Reich’, i.e. ‘Empire’, during the interwar period.]
16 [Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands 1925.]
17 [Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands 1927, pp. 273–82.]



social democratic and communist parties 429

Year Socialist votes in millions % of all votes Number of deputies

1919 11,509 37.7 163
1920 6,104 21.6 112
1924 6,008 20.2 100
1924 7,881 25.6 131
1928 9,150 29.3 153
1930 8,575 24.3 143

The Social Democrats in 1930 were represented in German parliaments as fol-
lows (the total number of seats in brackets): Reichstag 143 (577), Prussia 137
(450), Baveria 33 (129), Saxony 33 (96), Württemberg 21 (80), Baden 18 (88),
Hamburg 61 (160), Bremen 50 (120), Lübeck 34 (80).
The Social Democrats participated repeatedly in different coalition govern-

ments, most recently, after the elections of May 1928, with Hermann Müller as
Chancellor and Rudolf Hilferding18 as Minister of Finance. When the cabinet
agreed to the construction of an armoured cruiser and, at the same time, pur-
sued dubious tax and protective tariff policies, therewere fierce debates within
the Social Democratic Party. After [Hermann] Müller’s resignation (March
1930) the Centre Party politician, Heinrich Brüning, took over the government.
Despite his reactionary economic and social policy – reductions in wages and
social insurance benefits, restrictions on political rights in the constitution and
policy of emergency decrees – he was supported by the Social Democrats.
The feeble opposition of the ‘Left’ inside the Party to this policy was a com-

plete fiasco at the Leipzig Party Congress (May 1931). Shortly afterwards the
severe measures of the Party Executive against the opposition led it to split
away (October 1931).
The Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands (KPD) as a section of the Com-

munist International is most closely connected with it, programmatically and
tactically.19 In Reichstag elections it received: June 1920 589,000 votes; May
1924 3,728,089 votes (12.7 percent) and 62 seats; December 1924 2,708,176 votes
(9 percent) and 45 seats; May 1928 3,262,254 votes and 54 seats; and Septem-
ber 1930 4,590,160 votes and 77 seats. The recent elections to the Landtag20 of

18 [Müller and Hilferding were both Social Democrats.]
19 SeeGrossmann 1932e, ‘The Internationals:TheThird International’ sections 2 and5, above,

pp. 378–385, 391–398.
20 [‘Landtag’ means ‘State Parliament’. Prussia was by far the largest German federal state.]
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Prussia (April 1932) showed that theKPDhasnot succeeded inbreaking thepre-
dominant influence of Social Democracy over the proletarian masses, despite
the working class’s extreme distress, as a consequence of the economic crisis,
cuts in wages and social insurance benefits.
The repeated splits by left and right oppositions [from the KPD] are numer-

ically insignificant.

4 Other Countries

a Switzerland
During thewar, the Social Democrats supported the Zimmerwaldmovement.21
The Party’s Aarau Congress (20 November 1915) moved still further left and
called for the War to be ended by the revolutionary action of the working
class, which caused the Grütli Association to split away in 1916. In line with the
Zimmerwald Left, the extraordinary Party Congress in Bern (9–10 June 1917)
declared its opposition to all military institutions of the bourgeois class state
and for ending the War by unleashing a revolution. The workers congress in
Basel (27–29 July 1918) adopted a similar resolution.Workers’ disappointment,
as a consequence the failure of a general strike (11–14November 1918), led by the
so-calledOltenActionCommittee,22 and an attempted general strike inAugust
1919 closed the revolutionary period. The extraordinary Party Congress in Basel
(16–17 August 1919) resolved by 318 to 147 votes to adhere unconditionally to the
Third International; this resolutionwasoverturnedbya voteof thewholemem-
bership. When the Party Congress in Bern (10–12 December 1920) voted by 315
to 213 to reject the Third International’s 21 conditions,23 the left wing withdrew
from the Party and established the Kommunistische Partei der Schweiz24 (5–
6 March 1921). Both parties acted together in the autumn of 1922 to defeat the
‘subversion referendum’.25 In 1919 the Social Democrats received 175,000 votes

21 See Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Internationals: The Third International’ section 1, above, pp.
377–378.

22 [The Olten Action Committee was established to lead workers’ struggles and was made
up of seven representatives of the trade unions and Social Democratic Party. It first met
in the town of Olten.]

23 See Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Internationals: The Third International’, above, p. 392.
24 [‘Kommunistische Partei der Schweiz’ means ‘Communist Party of Switzerland’.]
25 [A law against sedition, the ‘Federal Law on the Amendment of the Federal Criminal Law

of 4 February 1853 Concerning Crimes against Constitutional Order and Internal Security
and Concerning the Introduction of Conditional Imprisonment’, was forced to a referen-
dum, on 24 September 1922, and defeated.]
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and 41 seats in elections for the Nationalrat,26 in 1922 171,000 votes and 43 seats,
in 1925 192,000 votes and 49 seats (of 198), and at the elections of October 1928
220,000 votes and 50 seats. At the Basel Party Congress (30 November 1929)
the main subject of discussion was the question of participation in govern-
ment. At theBasel PartyCongress of 1928, anagrarianprogrammewas adopted,
raising demands which would benefit small peasants. The Social Democrats
made great progress in communal elections. In Zürich they obtained an abso-
lute majority (1931); in Geneva 42 percent of the votes.
After the Party split of 1920 the Swiss Social Democrats joined the so-called

Two and a Half International,27 although at the beginning of 1927 they finally
returned to the Second International they had once fought against.
The Communist Party received 14,387 votes (two percent) and three seats in

the elections of 1925; in 1928 it received 14,818 votes and two seats.

b Austria
During theWorldWar, the Austrian Social Democrats, led by Victor Adler, sup-
ported the government’s war policy. After the fall of the Austrian Empire they
took part in the government and, until 1920, played the leading role in the new,
much smaller Austrian republic. Since then, in opposition again, they have
been happy to use revolutionary phraseology, as there was no way out of the
Austrian crisis and, given the intensification of class antagonisms, not least as
a consequence of the ‘reconstruction’ of the state’s finances under the aegis
of the League of Nations (September 1922). The Linz Party Congress of 1926
adopted a new general programme for the Party, which included the agrarian
programme, proposed at the Vienna Congress (November 1925), and even flir-
tedwith the idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Of course, in practice the
Party is always ready to pursue a policy of compromise with and toleration of
bourgeois reaction, just like the Social Democratic Party of Germany. This con-
tradiction between verbal radicalism and practical opportunism ismost appar-
ent in the report presented by Otto Bauer, the intellectual leader of Austrian
Social Democracy, to the most recent Congress of the Second International, in
Vienna (1931).28 Austrian Social Democracy is one of the best organised parties
of the Second International. It has achieved its greatest influence in Vienna,

26 [The Nationalrat is the Swiss federal parliament.]
27 [See ‘The Internationals: The Third International’, section 3, above, pp. 385–387.]
28 See ‘The Internationals: The Third International’, section 4, above, pp. 387–390. [For

Bauer’s verbal report to the Congress on the situation in Germany and central Europe,
see Bauer 1931.]
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where it completely dominates the City Council and has engaged in brisk activ-
ity in the spheres of education, training, welfare and housing policy, as well as
municipal enterprises. The Party obtained 41 percent of the vote in the 1919
elections to the Nationalrat,29 36 percent in 1920, 40 percent in 1923, 42 per-
cent in 1927 and 41 percent in 1930. Its number of parliamentary seats rose from
68 in 1923 to 71 in 1927 and 72 (of 165) in 1930. In recent years the Social Demo-
crats have led a so far successful defensive struggle againstHeimwehr30 fascism,
which has gained strength with the open support of the bourgeoisie, particu-
larly since the events of July 1927 (the demonstrationbyworkers inVienna,who
stormed the Palace of Justice in reaction to the not guilty verdict in the Schat-
tendorf murder trial, and the subsequentmassacre by the police – 90 dead and
almost 1,000 wounded).
The Party has seven daily newspapers, the most important of which is

the Arbeiter-Zeitung in Vienna, and over 18 monthlies. Its monthly theoretical
journal is Der Kampf (Vienna).31 The trade union movement, with 896,000
members in 1923 and 737,300 members in 1930 (a year of crisis), is most intim-
ately connected with the Social Democratic Party.
The Communist Party of Austria has no great significance. In the elections

of 1923 it received 22,164 votes (0.7 percent), 1927 16,119 votes (0.4 percent), 1930
20,951 votes (0.6 percent). It has seats neither in the Austrian parliament nor
in the City Council of Vienna.

c Belgium
During the World War the Parti ouvrier belge32 (POB) stood on the side of the
bourgeois government. [Emile] Vandervelde became a Minister. After the end
of theWaruniversal suffragewas introducedand theparliamentary elections of
November 1919 brought the Party 70 seats. Fourmembers of the POBwereMin-
isters in the coalition government of 1919–21. In the 1921 elections the Partywon
68 seats; in the 1925 elections it obtained 820,116 votes (39.4 percent) and had
the strongest caucus in the parliament, with 78 of 187 seats. In the Senate it had
39 of 93 seats. It participated twice, each time with four Ministers, in coalition
governments between 1925 and 1927. The parliamentary elections of May 1929
brought theParty only 803,347 votes (36percent) and the loss of eight seats.The

29 [The Nationalrat is the lower house of the Austrian federal parliament.]
30 [The ‘Heimwehr’ (‘HomeGuard’), was a far-right Austrian nationalist, paramilitary organ-

isation, with links to the Christian Social Party.]
31 [‘Arbeiter-Zeitung’ means ‘Workers’ Newspaper’. ‘Der Kampf ’ means ‘The Struggle’.]
32 [‘Parti ouvrier belge’ means ‘BelgianWorkers Party’.]
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Party Congress in Brussels, 4–7April 1931, adopted a newprogramme.The Party
has six daily newspapers (among them Le Peuple,33 published in Brussels).
The Communist Party of Belgium emerged from a split in opposition to the

POB’s patriotic line during the war. In the elections of 1925, it won 29,422 votes
(0.4 percent) and two seats. In the 1929 elections the pro-Stalin tendency won
43,237 votes and one seat, the Communist opposition (the pro-Trotsky tend-
ency) won 7,237 votes.

d The Netherlands
During theWorldWar the Sociaal-Democratische Arbeiderspartij supported a
policy of neutrality but for imperialist reasons.34 After the war the Party con-
ducted a campaign for disarmament and put a bill to this effect before the
parliament but it was rejected (8 March 1927). Among its other demands, the
call for the workers to be granted the right of co-determination in factories
should be mentioned. In the first post-War elections of 1922, in which women
could vote, the Party obtained 567,769 votes and 20 seats. In the elections of
July 1925, 706,689 votes (22.9 percent) and 24 of the 100 seats. In the elections of
July 1929 the number of votes rose to 804,714 but the number of seats remained
the same. A special Agrarian Congress, in Wageningen (October 1928), called
for a law to protect tenant farmers and set the socialisation of the land as the
final goal, in the interests of 400,000 Dutch agricultural workers and roughly
100,000 proletarianised tenant farmers. The demands of the Party with regard
to the colonial questionwere originally adapted to the imperialist requirements
of the colonial powers, in line with the resolution of the Brussels Congress of
the Second International.35 It called for ‘a system of reforms to alleviate the
economic distress of the indigenous people’. Only at a special Party Congress
on Colonial Questions in Utrecht (January 1930), in response to revolutionary
disturbances in the Netherlands East Indies, was a new colonial programme,
disavowing colonial imperialism and ‘unconditionally recognising the right to
national independence’ adopted.36
The Party’s left wing, which had existed for several years (with its own news-

paper, De Socialist), split away at the Party Congress of Easter 1932, in Haarlem,

33 [‘Le Peuple’ means ‘The People’.]
34 See Grossmann 1932e, ‘The Internationals: The Third International’ section 1, above, pp.

377–392. [‘The Sociaal-Democratische Arbeiderspartij’ means ‘Social Democratic Work-
ers Party’.]

35 See Grossmann 1932d, ‘The Internationals: The Second International’, above, p. 389.
36 [Sociaal-Democratische Arbeiderspartij in Nederland 1930, pp. 45–9.]
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and set up theOnafhankelijke SocialistischePartij37 (OSP) under the leadership
of Edo Fimmen.
TheCommunist Party received 53,664 votes (1.8 percent) and two seats at the

elections of 1922, 36,786 votes and one seat in 1925, and 37,770 votes and one
seat in 1929. There were repeated splits in the Communist Party. The [David]
Wijnkoop group obtained 29,860 votes and one seat at the 1929 elections; it
subsequently rejoined the official Communist Party. The ‘CommunistWorkers
Party’ (the group of Herman Gorter) remains outside the Communist Party.

e The Scandinavian Countries: Denmark, Sweden and Norway
Denmark

At the endof April 1924, the SocialDemocratswon55of 148 seats in theFolketh-
ing, 25 of 76 in the upper house and 36.6 percent of the votes.38 With the sup-
port of the 20 Left Liberals, the Social Democrats formed the government and
Thorvald Stauning became Prime Minister. After 19 months (December 1926),
the coalition fell apart over the Social Democrats’ proposals for unemployment
relief and lower taxes on the less well off. The [following] conservative govern-
ment limited social legislation, reduced support for the unemployed, restricted
the municipal franchise and lightened the tax burden on the wealthy. At the
elections of May 1929, the Social Democrats received 41.8 percent of votes and
61 seats, while the Left Liberals only returned with 16 seats. The two left parties
then again formed a government (of nine Social Democrats and three Left
Liberals) under Stauning. Its programmewas primarily the reversal of the Con-
servatives’ restrictions. In 1928, about 310,000 workers were organised in trade
unions.
The Communist Party obtained 6,219 votes at the 1924 elections; 3,656 votes

in 1929.

Sweden
In the postwar period, as a result of the electoral reform of 1919 which intro-
duced universal suffrage with proportional representation, the number of
Social Democratic deputies who sat in the Second Chamber rose to 99.39

37 [‘Onafhankelijke Socialistische Partij’ means ‘Independent Socialist Party’.]
38 [The Folkething was the lower house, while the Landsting was the upper house of the

Danish parliament.]
39 [The Social Democrats had 93 seats after first elections under universal suffrage in 1921;

the Social Democratic Left Party, formed by those expelled from the Communist Party for
their opposition to theComintern’s 21 conditions, had six seats andmergedwith the Social
Democratic Party in 1923.]
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[Hjalmar] Branting [had already] formed the first purely Social Democratic
government (March 1920),which surviveduntilOctober. Branting’s secondgov-
ernment, formed after the Party’s victory in the 1921 elections, lasted until April
1923. In the September 1924 elections the Social Democrats won 725,407 votes
(41.1 percent) and 104 seats. The third Social Democratic minority government,
from January 1925 to June 1926, was overthrown by a coalition of bourgeois
parties, which feared that the workers parties (including the Communists)
would eventually gain amajority, which required only sevenmore seats. At the
elections of September 1928, the Social Democrats only won 90 seats, although
their vote increased to 873,931. In order towin over layers of small peasants, the
Party Congress of 3–9 June 1928, passed resolutions for an agrarian programme,
which called for land reforms involving the abolition of ground rent, the pro-
tection of tenant farmers and the promotion of agricultural settlement. The
other demands concernedold age andunemployment insurance, aswell as dis-
armament. The Swedish Social Democratic Party is among the best organised
parties in the Second International. It is strongly represented in the municipal
councils of many cities, in Malmö, Göteborg and, since 1931, Stockholm it has
had absolutemajorities. The socialist tradeunions had 39,000members in 1900
and 313,000 in 1924. The total number of workers organised in trade unions in
1924 was 350,000.
Half of the left socialists, who had split from the Social Democrats in 1917,

went over to the Communists in 1919 and founded the Swedish Communist
Party in 1921. In elections to the Second Chamber, it won 7 seats in 1921, 5 seats
and 65,283 votes in 1924, and 8 seats and 151,567 votes in 1928. This Party of
so-called National Communists was expelled from the Third International in
1929.40 The official Party of the ‘Moscow’ Communists has no parliamentary
seats.

Norway
After the war, in 1921, the Norwegian Labour Party joined the Third Interna-
tional. This led the Social Democrats, under Magnus Nilssen, to split away and
form the Social Democratic Party of Norway.When the Labour Party, however,
refused to unconditionally accept the Comintern’s 21 conditions fromMoscow
it was expelled from theThird International in 1923. The supporters of Moscow,
in consequence, left the Labour Party and set up the Communist Party. At the
elections of October 1924 to the Storting,41 the Labour Party received 179,567

40 [Formally, most leaders andmembers of the Party were expelled by the Comintern, rather
than the Party as a whole.]

41 [The Storting is the Norwegian parliament.]
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votes and 24 seats, the Social Democrats 85,743 votes and 8 seats, the Commun-
ist Party 59,401 votes and 6 seats. In 1927 the Labour and Social Democratic
Parties united. Their united parliamentary group had 34 members. The Party
received 368,106 votes (36.8 percent) and won 59 (of 150) seats, in the Storting
elections of autumn 1927. Theworkers government formed in January 1928 only
lasted 14 days, overturned by the State Bank.
The Communist Party received 40,074 votes (4 percent) in the elections of

1927 and its representation in the Storting fell from the previous 6 to 3 seats.

f Italy
In 1914, the Italian Socialist Party took a decisive position against intervening
in the World War. [Benito] Mussolini, who was then the editor of the Social-
ists’ central organ, Avanti,42 did go over to the interventionists and leave the
Party (November 1914) but the Party itself remained true to its anti-war policy
and participated in the Zimmerwald and Kienthal Conferences. After the end
of the War, the Socialist Party benefitted from this stance, when demobilised
soldiers returned home disappointed. Awave of revolutionary strikes and local
uprisings floodedover the country.The Socialist Party becamemore radical: the
Bologna Congress of October 1919 proclaimed its entry into the Third Interna-
tional but did not expel the opportunist rightwing anddid not understandhow
to lead the revolutionary masses. At the November 1919 elections it received
1,840,000 votes and 156 seats (of 850), which made it the strongest party in the
country. But the indecisive attitude of the divided Party leadership in themidst
of revolutionary ferment, as the working masses move to the armed occupa-
tion of factories and large landed estates (August–September 1920), disappoin-
ted the masses and allowed the reformists, who made a pact with [Giovanni]
Giolitti behind the scenes, to throttle the movement. At the Livorno Congress
in January 1921 the Communists vainly tried to push through acceptance of
the 21 conditions for admission to the Third International. This would have
resulted in the expulsion of the reformists. When the Congress rejected the
21 conditions, the Communists left and organised themselves as a separate
Communist Party of Italy. But cleavages continued to open within the workers
movement. After the reformists were expelled from the Party at the RomeCon-
gress (beginning of October 1922) therewere two social democratic parties side
by side: the openly reformist Partito Socialista Unitario Italiano (supporters of
Turati) and the centrist Partito Socialista Italiano (Maximalists).43 Weakened

42 [‘Avanti’ means ‘Forwards’.]
43 [‘Partito Socialista Unitario Italiano’ means ‘United Italian Socialist Party’. ‘Partito Socia-

lista Italiano’ means ‘Italian Socialist Party’.]



social democratic and communist parties 437

and fragmented, the socialist workers movement was unable to successfully
resist Fascism, which was supported by the terrified bourgeois classes on the
quiet. The Fascists’ ‘March on Rome’ and Mussolini’s seizure of power already
took place on 28 October 1922.
The elections of 6 April 1924 were held on the basis of a fascist electoral

law. Despite fascist terror, the Maximalists (who had kept hold of the Party’s
central press organ, Avanti) obtained 360,694 votes (5 percent) and 22 seats;
the Reformists (who had founded the newspaper Giustizia as their central
organ) obtained 422,957 votes (5.9 percent) and 25 seats; the Communist Party
obtained 268,191 votes (3.7 percent) and 19 seats. After the government dis-
solved the Partito Socialista Unitario in (November 1925) it was immediately
refounded under the name Partito Socialista Unitario dei Lavoratori Italiani.44
Again forcibly dissolved by the government (November 1926), it transferred its
headquarters to Paris (7 November 1926), where its first Congress abroad was
held (18–19 December 1927). Its Action Program sets as its task the restoration
of the unity of Italian socialism and the overthrow of fascism. A unification
congress of the Maximalists and Reformists did in fact take place in Paris (19–
20 July 1930), the old Party name Partito Socialista Italiano was again adopted
and the Avenire del Lavoratore, which had appeared for the previous 34 years
in Switzerland, was converted into the new organ of the united Party under the
name Avanti.

g The Balkan Countries: Bulgaria, Yugoslavia and Romania
α Bulgaria
The Bulgarian Social DemocraticWorkers Party was formed in 1893 and in 1894
adopted a declaration of principles modelled on the Erfurt Program. It split
in 1903 into a revolutionary, or ‘Narrow’ (orthodox Marxist) tendency and an
opportunist or ‘Broad’ tendency. The latter took part in the imperialist policies
of the bourgeoisie, justified the Balkan War of 1912 and the World War, and
voted for war credits. The Narrows was one of the few socialist groups which,
like the Serbian and Romanian socialists, defended proletarian international-
ism and fought against the World War. The Bulgarian Broad Social Democrats
emerged compromised from the lost War; the working masses followed the
Communists (the former Narrows). In 1919 the Social Democrats joined with
the bourgeoisie in the coalition government of [Teodor] Todorov in the hope
that once the Communist Party had been smashed up themasses would follow

44 [‘Partito Socialista Unitario dei Lavoratori Italiani’means ‘Unitary Socialist Party of Italian
Workers’.]
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them. They took part in the coup against [Aleksandar] Stambulisky’s govern-
ment (June 1923) and sent a Social Democrat, Dimo Kazasov, into the newly
formed fascist government of [Aleksandar] Tsankov. They also took part in
the elections of November 1923 in coalition with the fascist government block
and voted for the first ‘Law for the Protection of the State’, which dissolved
the Communist Party and made it illegal. The rising of peasants and workers
against government terror was defeated with the active assistance of the Social
Democrats.45 Two Communist deputies were murdered and the remainder
were expelled from parliament (early in 1925). A fresh rising, in April 1925, was
also bloodily suppressed. Not until the Party Congress of January 1926 were the
co-conspirators in the fascist coup of June 1923, Kazasov and Arsen Tsankov
(the brother of Prime Minister Tsankov), expelled from the Party! At the elec-
tions of March 1927 to the Sobranie,46 the compromised Social Democrats
could only obtain 10 seats, while the illegal Communist Party, under the name
‘Workers Party’, received 29,210 votes and 4 seats. In the elections of 21 June
1931, the Social Democrats only obtained 27,323 votes and 5 seats, the illegal
Communist Party (‘Workers Party’) gained 168,281 votes and 31 parliamentary
seats.

β Yugoslavia
After the collapse of Austria-Hungary, the SocialistWorkers Party of Yugoslavia
was formed from fragments of the old Austrian and Hungarian Social Demo-
cratic Parties.47 In 1918–19 the social democratic leaders took part twice in
coalition governments. At the Socialist Congress in Vukovar (20 June 1920), the
Party as a whole joined the Third International, though the Social Democrats
remained within it as a right wing. In the first elections after the war (1921) the
Communist Party gained 58 seats. Only after the government had imposed an
emergency law ‘for the protection of the state’, which expelled the Commun-
ist deputies from the Skupstina48 and outlawed the Communist Party, did the
Social Democrats set up a United Social Democratic Party (December 1921).

45 [An ill-timed Communist uprising took place on September 1923, after the Communist
Party had been inactive during the coup against Stambulisky’s elected and popular gov-
ernment in June 1923.]

46 [The Sobranie is the Bulgarian parliament.]
47 [In addition to Bosnian, Slovenian and Croation Social Democratic Parties, which had

existed on the former Austrian andHungarian territories of Yugoslavia, and theMontene-
gran Social Democrats, the Social Democratic Party of Serbia not only fused itself into the
new organisation but also provided its two most prominent leaders.]

48 [The Skupstina was the Yugoslav parliament.]
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In the elections to the Sobranie of September 1927,49 the Social Democrats
received 25,000 votes andwonone seat, theCommunists (‘Independent Party’)
also received 25,000 but no seats. After the coup of January 1929 the Social
Democratic Partywas dissolvedby the dictatorship and all political activitywas
forbidden.
The free trade unions did continue to function. At the beginning of 1930

they had approximately 40,000members. The Chambers of Labour, consultat-
ive bodies which represent the interests of the working class, have so far been
spared by the dictatorship.

γ Romania
Immediately after the end of the War, the workers movement in Romania
experienced a tremendous upsurge, under the leadership of Communists. As a
result of the failure of the general strike (October 1920), which the government
defeated bymilitarising the railways, themovement collapsed. There was ruth-
less repression. In June 1921 the Federation of Socialist Parties was founded at
the Ploeşti Congress. This combined the socialist parties of old Romania and
the newly acquired parts of Austria and Hungary. It received 25,000 votes and
one seat (of 369) in the elections of March 1922. In December 1924 the govern-
ment imposed an emergency law, directed against the workers movement. At
theCongress of May 1927, the previously federal organisationwas unifiedunder
the name Partidul Social Democrat din România (Social Democratic Party of
Romania). In the elections of July 1927 the Social Democrats received 50,059
votes (1.8 percent), as against 40,594 (1.6 percent) the previous year, but did
not win a seat. After the resignation of the Liberal government in November
1928, the Social Democrats concluded an electoral alliance with the govern-
ing National-Peasant Party, in order to make use of the semi-fascist electoral
law which favoured whichever party was in power. They won 9 seats. In the
elections of June 1931 (after the resignation of the National-Peasants from the
government) they received 94,957 votes (3.3 percent) and 6 seats.
The illegal Communist Party received 38,851 votes (1.4 percent) and no seats

in the 1928 elections. It received 73,716 votes and five seats in the elections of
1931 but the Chamber annulled this result. Themembership of the trade unions
amounts to roughly 41,400.

49 [Sobranie is the Bulgarian/Macedonian equivalent of theCroation/Serbian Skupstina, the
Yugoslav parliament.]
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h England
In 1918 universal suffrage was introduced in Great Britain and the number
of members of the House of Commons was fixed at 615. In the same year,
the Labour Party adopted a socialist programme (common ownership of the
means of production). It was extended in 1928. At the elections of 1918 it
received 2,171,230 votes and 57 seats; in 1924 5,281,626 votes and 151 seats; in
1929 8,048,968 votes and 287 seats.
After its victory in the 1924 elections, the Labour Party formed its firstminor-

ity government, with [Ramsay] MacDonald as Prime Minister. It lasted from
January until the end of October and was overturned when it decided to enter
into closer commercial and financial relations with the Soviet Union. In the
summer of 1929 the Labour Party again formed a government and restored
diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, which had been broken off by the
Conservative government in 1925. It did not implement any socialist measures
and its policy on the question of unemployment was essentially to provide
charity. It nevertheless collapsed after two years because, in the Empire’s crit-
ical financial condition, industrial and banking circles demanded reductions
in unemployment benefits. The overwhelming majority of the Labour Party
opposed this anti-working class policy but the cabinet and the Party caucus
were split. MacDonald and [Philip] Snowden openly went over to the idea of
forming aNational Government andMacDonald became the PrimeMinister of
a conservative cabinet of ‘national concentration’.50 At the elections of 27Octo-
ber 1931 the Labour Party received a mere 6,081,826 votes and 46 seats. The
experiences of this period have contributed to the radicalisation of the English
working class movement.
The Communist Party of England (CPE)51 has no influence worth mention-

ing. It received about 70,000 votes at the last elections.

i The United States of America
The Socialist Party fought fiercely against the entry of the United States into
the World War. Its leader, Eugene Debs, called for a civil war against the war
between the nations, for which he was sentenced to ten years in prison.52 The

50 [More accurately, MacDonald presided over a coalition government of Labour rats, Con-
servatives and Liberals. The term ‘national concentration’, meaning a government of the
right, was advocated by the German conservative Centre Party politician and chancellor
in 1932, Franz von Papen. This approach led to Hitler’s appointment as Chancellor in 1933.
The term was not current in Britain at the time Grossman wrote.]

51 [The Party’s name was in fact the ‘Communist Party of Great Britain’.]
52 [Debs did not, in the speech for which hewas convicted, explicitly call for civil war but did
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Socialist Party suffered severe losses as a result of government terror during
the last years of the War and because the Communists split away (1921). The
courts took advantage of the political indifference of workers, a consequence
of the long period of prosperity, to cancel a number of important labour laws.
At the congressional elections of November 1924, the Socialist Partywon 2 seats
(in New York and Milwaukee) of 531. It did not stand a candidate of its own,
in the presidential election of 1924, and supported the candidature of Robert
La Follette. The Socialist Party has been more active since 1926 when, as a
consequence of extreme rationalisation, 3 to 5 million workers were already
unemployed.This led towage reductions and strikes (the year long strikeof coal
miners). The Socialist Party won 40,536 votes at the congressional elections of
1928 but no seats. Its candidate, NormanThomas, received amere 267,478 votes
in the presidential election of 1928. In the congressional elections of 1930 the
Socialist Party received 238,797 votes. Almost half the Party is organised in for-
eign language sections (Finnish, Yugoslav, Italian, Lithuanian, Jewish).
The Farmer-Labor Party, founded in 1919, received 277,540 votes in the con-

gressional elections of 1930. The Communist Party (Workers Party), founded
in 1921, received 60,385 votes at the same elections. The Socialist Labor Party
belongs to the past (30,532 votes in 1930).

k Russia
For the development of socialism in Russia, see the article ‘Bolshevism’.
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chapter 34

Sorel, Georges
Translated fromGerman by Joseph Fraccia

French socialist, anti-democratic thinker and theoretician of revolutionary
syndicalism, born on 2November 1847 in Cherbourg, into a pious Catholic fam-
ily. After completion of an academic secondary education, Sorel attended the
École polytechnique in Paris,1 became an engineer and was employed by the
state in ‘bridge and road construction’. Having been named a chief engineer
in 1892, Sorel departed from state service, renouncing his pension in order to
be able to devote himself to his studies with complete independence. He had
alreadybegunhis literary activity in 1889 as aProudhonistmoralist,with a short
essay, ‘The trial of Socrates’.2 In the following years, he immersed himself in
Marx and joined the socialist movement (1893). From then on he devoted him-
self to the cause of the proletariat. Armed with an encyclopaedic knowledge,
he researched proletarian struggles, sensibilities and daily life, and engaged in
extraordinarily fruitful intellectual activity for 30 years. No leader and always
outside the workers movement, he lived first in Paris and then, after the death
of his wife, whose origins were humble, in complete isolation in Boulogne-sur-
Seine.
Sorel begins his first stage as a reformist, when he is a principal contributor

to two Marxist reviews L’ère nouvelle (1893–4) and Le devenir social (1895–
7);3 he hopes that cooperation between the proletariat and other classes will
lead to the realisation of socialism which he called the ‘workers movement in
democracy’. When, however, it became apparent after the victory of [Alfred]
Dreyfus’s appeal, that the sublime struggle formorality and justice had become
a political business, a trade in ministerial posts and also that the rising wave
of reformism in other countries similarly resulted in a parliamentary morass,
Sorel saw democracy as a threat to the future of the proletariat and socialism.
In his period of greatest creativity 1900–10, he turned to revolutionary syndical-
ism, to which he remained loyal until his death. In this spontaneousmovement
of workers in France, its ruthless disavowal of state action and parliamentar-
ism, its appeal for ‘direct action’, for violence and the general strike, its bitter

1 [‘École polytechnique’ means ‘Polytechnic University’.]
2 [Sorel 1889; an extract in English: Sorel 1976a.]
3 [‘L’ère nouvelle’ means ‘The New Era’. ‘Le devenir social’ means ‘The Social Future’.]
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struggle against intellectuals, Sorel believed he had found the correct path for
the proletarian struggle for emancipation and set himself the task of provid-
ing it with a deeper theoretical foundation. During this period his major works
appeared: Reflections on Violence, The Illusions of Progress and ‘The Decom-
position of Marxism’.4 Together with Hubert Lagardelle, [Victor] Griffuelhes
and Édouard Berth, he was at the same time also a principal contributor to Le
mouvement socialiste (1899–1910).5
Early on, Sorel recognised theweakness of social democracy, whose theoret-

ical leaders (Jules Guesde, Karl Kautsky) were, in the pre-war period, regarded
as the recognised representatives of exemplary Marxism. With bitter mockery
he began to combat the dominant ideologies of social democracy and to work
out a theory of revolutionary syndicalism, in which he attempted to unify, in
a very original fusion, the influences of Marx and Proudhon. Sorel’s historical
significance consists in having understood that, at a time when, in the ranks
of the Marxists themselves, Marxism had generally become superficial, at a
time of reformist abandonment of original goals, it was necessary to crystal-
lise, with intelligence, courage and energy, the revolutionary core of Marxism; to
return the class struggle in all of its sharpness to theprimaryposition, to fiercely
combat parliamentary socialists’ accommodation with bourgeois democracy
and to emphasise again and again the catastrophic aspect of the social revolu-
tion. Drawing on the fundamental Marxist idea of social revolution and on
[Giambattista] Vico’s theory of revolutionary leaps (ricorsi), Sorel emphasised
the impulsively volatile character of the social movement. He combated the
shallow application of the evolutionary idea, which the reformist socialists had
taken over from bourgeois democracy, that was socially reactionary, despite all
the radical ‘progressive’ phrases.
Influenced by [Henri] Bergson’s anti-intellectual philosophy, Sorel turned

against the overestimation of the intellectual factor in the workers movement
and against the Marxist simplifiers of historical materialism, according to
whom progressive capitalist development will automatically be accompanied
by a corresponding growth of the class consciousness and revolutionary will
of the proletariat. In contrast, Sorel emphasised that the broadmasses’ revolu-
tionary will to fight is not a question of appropriating Marxist ideas but rather
of instinct, which is formed through experience of the class struggle in daily
life and which drives the spirit of the masses forward. Starting with the fact
that the ideas and party programmes, formulated in a comprehensible man-

4 Sorel 1999, with an appendix, ‘In defence of Lenin’ from the fourth edition of 1920; Sorel 1969;
Sorel 1961.

5 [‘Le mouvement socialiste’ means ‘The Socialist Movement’.]
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ner by a handful of intellectuals, only influenced the proletarian masses to a
very small degree, Sorel attempted to complete theMarxist epistemology of the
class struggle through the analysis of the psychologicalmechanism of the class
struggle. Fromthis viewpoint, Sorel delivered aprincipled critiqueof democracy
as a system and of its political form: the state and parties.
Sorel saw the cause of the weakness of the workers movement in its inab-

ility to adapt to the unique characteristics of the proletarian soul, in order
to be able to comprehend workers as producers, in the context of their activ-
ity in the labour process. Among socialists of all countries the organisation
of the party has stepped into the place of the organisation of the proletarian
class. The mechanism of the political party has a corrupting effect: it is open
not only to proletarian elements but to members of all classes, that is, also to
bourgeois elements, on the basis of which a cleavage emerges between pro-
gramme and practice and the proletarian character of the workers movement
is weakened. The ‘party’ is the old grouping fromGreek antiquity into the nine-
teenth century; it replaces the rule of one cliqueof intellectual leaderswith that
of another, without preparing for the end of rule itself. The true organisational
form of workers as a class is, on the contrary, the trade union (syndicat), the
embryo of social renewal, which encompasses workers as producers and can
therefore emotionally influence them. The true form of working class struggle
is therefore not the ballot paper but rather the strike and the general strike, as
revolt of the producers on the field of production itself. So Sorel arrives at his
theory of ‘myths’ as guiding ideas in the formation of revolutionary proletarian
class consciousness. One such great idea is the general strike as the means to
the revolutionary transformation of society.
In order, however, to be able to carry out this transformation, the working

class must achieve confidence in itself and in its historical mission: the con-
struction of a new economic order. It must generate its own cultural elements,
and – in contradiction with the solely consumer culture of the bourgeoisie –
develop a pure producer morality that strengthens its proletarian conscious-
ness and will to act.
Sorel providedno self-contained theory of the proletariat, constructed on an

historical and economic foundation – as Marx did – which gives rise to prolet-
arian tactics.He concentratedhis entire theory on a single point: the realisation
of socialism by the determined proletarian elite, which is resolutely prepared
for the decisive battle (bataille napoléonienne), encompassed in organisations
of producers.6

6 [‘Bataille napoléonienne’ means ‘Napoléonic battle’.]



sorel, georges 453

When French syndicalism, despite its healthy revolutionary core, strayed
along opportunistic detours, after 1910, andwas just as little able to preserve the
momentum of the French proletariat as the Second International of reformist
socialists, which fell apart at the beginning of the World War despite its dec-
ades of educational work, Sorel descended into the blackest pessimism and
despaired over the future of the proletariat. He saw in the ‘Great War’ the
struggle of plutocratic interests in democratic disguise. As Lenin unleashed the
Russian Revolution and the Bolsheviks seized power, Sorel gained new hope
for the future of the proletariat. Seventy-three years old and near death, he
defended the proletarian Soviet Republic with touching boldness.While Kaut-
sky, Guesde, [Rudolf] Hilferding and other representatives of official Marxism
conducted the most bitter vendetta against the proletarian Russian state, the
anarcho-syndicalist Sorel wrote his famous ‘In Defence of Lenin’ (1920),7 for
Lenin the Marxist. He died on 28 August 1922.

Writings

Apart from the writings mentioned in the text, also see
1976 [1898], The Socialist Future of the Syndicates, in Georges Sorel, FromGeorges Sorel:
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7 [Sorel 1999, pp. 283–92.]
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Bauer, Otto (1881–1938) Austrian social demo-
cratic theorist and the most prominent
party leader afterWorldWar I 14, 18,

289, 312, 388–9, 391, 431, 442, 456
Bax, Willem (1836–1918) Netherlands pastor

and prominent Social Democrat 31,
336

Bazard, Amand (1791–1832) French opponent
of monarchist absolutism, later leader of
the Saint-Simonian sect 325, 423

Bebel, August (1840–1913) founder and leader
of the Social DemocraticWorkers Party
and its successors the Socialist Workers
Party and the SPD 22–3, 203, 236–8, 340,

363, 369, 371–4, 413, 445, 461
Becker, Bernhard (1826–1882) German writer

and socialist, cofounder of Ferdinand
Lassalle’s General GermanWorkers Asso-
ciation 201, 456

Belinsky, Vissarion Grigoryevich (1811–1849)
Russian literary and social critic 354

Bergson, Henri (1859–1941) French philo-
sopher, emphasised the importance of
intuition 403, 451
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Bernstein, Eduard (1850–1932) early leader
and Marxist theoretician of German
Social Democracy and later the leading
theoretician of the party’s non-Marxist,
revisionist wing 238, 244, 266, 367, 372,

399, 445
Berth, Édouard (1875–1939) French journalist

and writer, theorist of syndicalism and
follower of Georges Sorel 226–7, 451,

454
Beskow, Natanael (1865–1953) Swedish theo-

logian, principal of the Birkagården
people’s university 337

Bierfass, Jakob member of the JSDP 81
Biétry, Pierre (1872–1918) initially a socialist

then a leader of the right-wing ‘yellows’
trade union and political current 300

Birnbaum, Rubin member of the JSDP 81
Bissolati, Leonida (1857–1920) Italian social-

ist journalist and politician, expelled
from the Italian Socialist Party for his
pro-imperialist stance in 1912 257, 447

Biville, Raoul (1863–1909) French professor of
law and Christian socialist 328

Blanqui, Louis Auguste (1805–1881) French
revolutionary socialist 195, 240, 404

Blasbalg, Abrahammember of the JSDP 81
Bliss, William Dwight Porter (1856–1926) US

Episcopal minister and Christian socialist
338, 340, 456

Blum, Jonas (–194?) founder of the JSDP and
party agitator 81, 110

Blum, Léon (1872–1950) French non-Marxist
socialist theoretician and leader, Prime
Minister in the Popular Front government
of 1936–7 389, 406, 425

Blumhardt, Christoph (1842–1919) German
Lutheran theologian and social demo-
cratic parliamentarian 320, 324,

330
BoerWar 258
Bogdanov, Aleksandr Aleksandrovich (1873–

1928) Russian medical doctor, philo-
sopher, science fiction writer, Bolshevik
1903–1909 254, 421, 474

Böhm-Bawerk, Eugen (1851–1914) Austrian
economist and the preeminent figure
in the second generation of the Aus-
trian school of economics, senior public

servant and Austro-Hungarian Finance
Minister 201

Bolshevik Party 253, 264, 289, 415
Bolshevism 19–20, 27, 29–30, 239, 241, 243,

245, 247, 249, 251, 253, 255, 257, 267–9,
413

bourgeois democracy 267, 356, 379, 427
bourgeoisie 38–43, 52, 54–5, 57–8, 90–1, 152,

250–51, 257–63, 266–7, 309, 349–51,
365–67, 379, 385–6, 393–6

Brailsford, Henry Noel (1873–1958) British
journalist, editor and, on and off, mem-
ber of the Independent Labour Party and
Labour Party 388

Brandler, Heinrich (1881–1967) German
union leader, left Social Democrat, found-
ing member and later prominent leader
of the Communist Party of Germany, after
his explusion in 1928 cofounder with
August Thalheimer of the Communist
Party Opposition 28, 396

Branting, Karl Hjalmar (1860–1925) leader
of the Swedish Social Democratic Party,
1907–1925, Prime Minister 1920, 1921–1923,
and 1924–1925 435

Brauer, Theodore (1880–1942) German
Catholic academic social ethicist and
economist, associated with the Christian
trade union movement 308, 340, 456

Breitscheid, Rudolf (1874–1944) German
social democratic parliamentarian and
foreign policy spokesperson 389

Briand, Aristide (1862–1932) French socialist
journalist and politician, initially close to
revolutionary syndicalism before mov-
ing to the right after entering parliament,
Minister 1906–1913, Prime Minister 1913,
1915–1917, 1921–1922, Foreign Minister
1925–1932 368, 403

Brno, Brünn in German, currently in the
Czech Republic 78, 91, 93–4, 96, 101, 118,

125–6, 128, 131, 208
Bros, Jakob (1883–1942) close friend of Gross-

man at university, leader of the Jewish
Social Democratic Party of Galicia, later a
lawyer 81

Brouckère, Louis Gustave Jean Marie
Théodore de (1870–1951) Belgian social-
ist politician and diplomat 390
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Brousse, Paul (1844–1912) French medical
doctor and anarchist, later reformist
socialist 361–2

Brown,WilliamMontgomery (1855–1937)
US Episcopal minister and bishop,
after adherence to Marxist materialism
became an Old Catholic bishop 339, 341,

456
Brussels, Bruxelles in French 229, 246, 351,

355, 359, 361, 363–65, 387–9, 433
Bücher, Karl Wilhelm (1847–1930) German

academic economist and founder of
media studies 309

Buchez, Philippe Joseph Benjamin (1796–
1865) French medical doctor, social
scientist and politician, a Saint-Simonian
then Christian socialist 297, 463

Bukharin, Nikolai (1888–1938) Bolshevik and
Russian Communist theorist and leader.
His alliance with Stalin, from 1924, ended
in 1929 27, 29, 276, 289

Bund, Algemeyner yidisher arbeyterbund in
Lita, Poylen un Rusland, General Union of
JewishWorkers of Lithuania, Poland and
Russia, founded in 1897, the largest Marx-
ist organisation in the Russian Empire
until the Russian Revolution of 1905–1906

1–5, 7, 9, 13–14, 24, 69, 71, 89–90, 161–
2, 188–90, 247, 254–5, 312, 322–4,
459

Bundism 1–5, 7, 9, 12, 13–4, 23–4, 66–7, 69,
71, 89–90, 161, 188–9, 244, 247, 249,
323–4

Buonarroti, Philippe (1761–1837) Italian sym-
pathiser with and then participant in the
Great French Revolution, as a Jacobin;
member of Babeuf’s Conspiracy of Equals

201, 456
bureaucracy 32, 165, 261, 268, 380

Cachin, Marcel (1869–1958) French social-
ist, member of Guesde’s POF, then SFIO
parliamentarian, took a pro-War position,
after theWar led the SFIO into the Third
International, prominent Communist
leader and parliamentarian 425

Cadet Party 253, 264
Calvinism 293, 296
Cameralism 203

capitalist development 35, 38, 43, 51, 53, 58,
103–4, 179, 187, 273, 275, 372, 389, 419

capitalist society 5, 38, 42, 58, 182, 186–7,
189, 206–7, 227, 280, 351, 365, 389

Carbonell, Ángel, Spanish Catholic author
313, 456

Carlyle, Thomas (1795–1881) British historian
and social commentator 332

Carr, Edward Ellis (1866–1953) US Christian
socialist 328, 338

Catherine II, ‘the Great’ (1729–96) Russian
Tsarina, ruled in her own right 1762–1796,
pursued expansionist and modernising
policies 240

Catholicism 177, 293, 295, 298–300, 302–6,
308, 310–2, 321, 324, 328–9

Cathrein, Victor (1845–1931) German Jesuit
priest and reactionary moral and legal
philosopher 305, 456

Chalmet, Jozef (1897–1962) Belgian, Flem-
ish protestant and Belgian Labour Party
parliamentarian 329

Chernyshevsky, Nikolai Gavrilovich (1828–
1889) Russian literary critic, philosopher,
novelist socialist and advocate of revolu-
tion 356, 421–2, 474

Chkheidze, Nikolai Semyonovich (1864–1926)
Georgian socialist, leader of the Men-
shevik Duma group 1912–1917 258

Christianity 31, 212, 292, 297, 300, 305–6,
308–9, 317–18, 324, 328–31, 333, 335–6,
338, 341–2

civil war 26, 259–60, 266, 270, 272, 277, 345,
378, 383, 392, 394, 396, 415, 417

class antagonisms 38, 40, 44, 330, 351, 392,
404, 431

Coeurderoy, Ernest (1825–1862) French med-
ical doctor, journalist and early anarchist
writer 220, 233

Cohen-Reuss, Max (1876–1963) right-wing
social democratic journalist and politi-
cian 321

Colins, Jean Guillaume César Alexandre Hip-
polyte (1783–1859), theorist of rational,
collectivist socialism 297, 457, 463

Cologne, Köln in German 236, 306, 308, 312,
320, 370–1

Colonial question 22, 366, 369, 384, 389,
394, 397, 433
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colonies 21, 259, 369, 372, 385, 389, 395,
398

Communist International 26, 28–30, 377,
379, 382–83, 385, 387, 389, 391, 393–4,
398, 434–5, 443

Communist Manifesto, The 133, 179, 183, 188,
265, 380

competition 4–6, 41, 213, 217, 300, 315, 327
Copenhagen, København in Danish 23, 363,

373–75, 382
counter-revolution 20, 270, 273, 276, 417
CPSU, Communist Party of the Soviet Union

15, 21, 26–7, 29, 239, 276, 278
credit 16, 218, 236–37, 269–70, 274, 284
CrimeanWar 241, 355
CSRP, Christlich-Soziale Reichspartei, Chris-

tian Social Imperial Party 306

Damaschke, Adolf Wilhelm Ferdinand (1865–
1935) German teacher and Christian
advocate of land reform 313

Dante Alighieri (1265–1321) classical Italian
poet 61

David, Eduard Heinrich Rudolph (1863–1930)
German social democratic leader and
parliamentarian, Minister in several gov-
ernments of the earlyWeimer Republic
then a senior administrator 81, 133, 151,

233, 256, 372, 421–2, 434, 457
De Leon, Daniel (1852–1914) US leader and

theoretician of Socialist Labor Party 23–
4, 237, 347–8

Debs, Eugene (1855–1926) US founder and
leader of American Railway Union and
Socialist Party of America, opposedWorld
War I 23, 345–7, 440–1, 457, 461

Decembrists 240, 354
Dehn, Günther (1882–1970) German

Lutheran pastor, theologian and Chris-
tian socialist 321–22, 457

Déjacque, Joseph (1821–1864) early French
anarcho-communist, editor and poet

220, 233
Deltour, Félix (1822–1904) French teacher,

school inspector and senior public ser-
vant 403

Denikin, Anton (1872–1947) Russian imperial
general, then a commander of counter-
revolutionary forces in southern Russia

and Ukraine during the Civil War 381,
417

Deutsch, Leo (1855–1941) pioneering Russian
Marxist, later a Menshevik 230, 242, 419

Diamand, Herman (1860–1931) Jewish law-
yer and a leader of the nationalist Polish
Social Democratic Party of Galicia 4, 55,

117–8, 122, 132, 178
dictatorship 25, 230, 247, 250–51, 260–1,

264–7, 368, 379, 385–6, 404, 412, 416,
427, 431, 439

Dietz, Eduard (1866–1940) German lawyer,
Social Democrat and Christian socialist

237–8, 323, 340–1, 401, 444, 446, 465,
470–1, 478

Dittmann,Wilhelm (1874–1954) German
social democratic politician, a leader of
the USPD, member of the Council of the
People’s Deputies, i.e. the German govern-
ment November-December 1918, rejoined
the SPD with the rump USPD 1922 381,

428
Dorfmann, J. member of the JSDP 81
Dutki, Zachariah member of the JSDP 81

Ebert, Friedrich (1871–1925) prominent
leader of the Sozialdemocratische Partei
Deutschlands, first President of Germany
1919–1925 427–8, 460

ECCI, Executive Committee of the Commun-
ist International 383, 393, 396–97, 402

Eckert, Erwin (1893–1972) German Lutheran
pastor, Marxist, Social Democrat then,
from 1931, Communist 323–4, 458

economic policy 16–17, 26–7, 203, 271, 274,
278, 290, 366, 417, 428

Eddy, Sherwood (1871–1963) US Christian
missionary and Christian socialist 339

Einäugler, Karol (1885?–) leader of Jewish
Social Democrats in L’viv and cofounder
of the JSDP 11, 81

Ely, Richard Theodore (1854–1943) US pro-
fessor of economics, leader of the Pro-
gressive movement and social reformer

338, 341
Enfantin, Barthélemy Prosper (1796–1864)

French businessperson and religiously
oriented leader of the Saint-Simonian
sect 423
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England 16, 33, 180–1, 225, 330, 332–33,
341–2, 344, 362, 367, 369, 377, 440, 443–
4

Enka, see Vlies, Anke van der 336
Ewald, Oskar (1881–1940) Austrian philo-

sopher and Catholic socialist 312
exploitation 105, 219, 221, 257, 275, 284, 306,

327, 358, 372, 398
expropriation 217, 269–70, 272, 350, 364,

395, 416, 427

factories 50, 138, 176, 202, 226, 272, 279, 281,
385, 397, 408, 433, 436

Fallot, Tommy (1844–1904) French protestant
pastor, theorist and leader of the French
Protestant social movement 327, 343,

458
Fargel, Franciszka, member of the JSDP 81
fascism 307, 325, 394, 437
Fast, Maurycy member of the JSDP 67
February Revolution 26, 162, 260, 415,

420
Feiler, Arthur (1879–1942) German social lib-

eral economic journalist and professor
273, 282, 458

Felsenfeld, Maks member of the JSDP 81
Ferrier, François-Louis-Auguste (1777–1861)

French politician 297
Fesch, Paul (1858–1910) French priest, author

and journalist 299
feudalism 194, 224, 395
Fichte, Johann Gottlieb (1762–1814) German

idealist philosopher and political theorist
403, 405

Fimmen, Edo (Eduard Carl) (1881–1942)
Netherlands trade union leader, left Social
Democrat and a founding leader of the
OSP 434

First Duma 148, 252
First WorldWar 1, 16, 23, 26, 28–29
Five Year Plan 27, 274, 277–84, 286–7
Flemmig, Georg (1874–1950) founder of the

German Christian socialist youth group
Neuwerk, schoolteacher and educationist

323
Fodéré, François-Emmanuel (1764–1835)

French medical doctor and researcher,
medical-legal theoretician and public
hygienist 297

Fourth Duma 256
Fraenkel, Joachim (?–1904) assimilationist

Jewish leader of the nationalist Polish
Social Democratic Party of Galicia

98
Franco-GermanWar 236, 298, 349
French Revolution 183, 213, 224, 355
Freppel, Charles-Émile (1827–1891) French

bishop and royalist politician 298
Fritze, Georg (1874–1939) German Lutheran

pastor, theologian and Social Democrat
320

Frossard, Ludovic-Oscar (1889–1946) French
socialist, founding member of the SFIO,
its secretary-general 1918–20, founding
secretary-general of the PCF 1920–2 352,

425
Fuchs, Emil (1874–1971) Lutheran, later

Quaker theologian, workers education-
ist and Social Democrat 324

Galen, Ferdinand Heribert von (1831–1906)
German aristocrat and Centre Party poli-
cian 301

Galicia 1–16, 63–4, 66–1, 76–8, 82–4, 103–
6, 108–11, 113–7, 134–5, 148–50, 161–63,
165–67, 169–70, 173–4, 176–82

Galicia, Galicja in Polish, Halychyna in
Ukrainian, Galizien in German, now in
Poland and Ukraine 1–16, 62–4, 66–71,

76–8, 81–84, 103–17, 119–20, 125–8, 134–
5, 148–50, 161–63, 165–7, 169–70, 173–4,
176–82

Gapon, Georgi (1870–1906) Russian Ortho-
dox priest, founder and leader of a legal
workers organisation, police agent

249
Gardner, Lucy (1863–1944) English Quaker,

charity worker 333
Garnier, Théodore (1850–1920) French Cath-

olic priest and antisemitic Christian
democratic journalist and organiser

299, 474
Gautsch, Paul (1851–1918) Austrian public

servant and politician, three times Prime
Minister of Austria 106, 110, 137

Gayraud, Hippolyte (1856–1911) French Cath-
olic priest and Christian democratic
politician 299
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George, Henry (1839–1897) US economist and
journalist, advocate of a single tax, on
land, to overcome poverty 329, 338, 342,

344, 347, 359, 400, 408, 443–4, 455, 467,
472, 479

Germany 20–22, 31–32, 194–95, 202–5,
300, 309–10, 312–5, 320–1, 329–30,
361–2, 374–5, 377–8, 381, 388–96, 426–
8

Gesell, Johann Silvio (1862–1930) German
businessman and advocate of land and
monetary reform 313

ghetto 6, 47, 55–60, 62, 76, 81, 89, 120, 179–
80

Gide, Charles (1847–1932) French professor of
political economy, historian of economic
thought and advocate of cooperativism

327, 340, 406
Giolitti, Giovanni (1842–1928) liberal Italian

politician, Prime Minister five times
between 1892 and 1921 436

Girondists/Girondins 250
Glückstein, Szymon member of the JSDP

81
Godwin,William (1756–1836) English journ-

alist and social philosopher, forerunner of
anarchism 212–3, 459, 463

Göhre, Paul (1864–1928) German Protestant
theologian subsequently social demo-
cratic politician 317–9

Goldstein member of the JSDP 314, 317–9,
459

Gompers, Samuel (1850–1924) conservative
US leader of the Cigar Makers’ Interna-
tional Union and the American Federa-
tion of Labor (1886–1924), the peak body
of craft unions 345, 449

Gorky, Maxim (1868–1936) Russian play-
wright, novels and short story writer, and
Marxist 61, 255

Gorter, Herman (1864–1927) Dutch poet,
founding member of the Social Demo-
craticWorkers Party, which became the
Communist Party, from 1919 a council
communist 434

Gorter, Herman 434
Gosplan 277, 280
Gosplan, the Soviet Union’s State Planning

Commission 277, 280

Gotha Programme 17, 204–7, 265, 471
Gounelle, Élie (1865–1950) French Protestant

pastor, proponent of Christian socialism
and ecumenism 328, 459

Gouth, Louis (1853–1920) French pastor and
founder of the French Protestant social
movement 327

Gozhansky, Shmuel (1867–1943) pseudonym
Lonu, founding Bundist leader and theor-
ist 9, 50

Graetz, Heinrich (1817–1891) pioneering
historian of the Jews from a Jewish per-
spective 57, 459

Grave, Jean (1854–1939) French anarchist
author and follower of Kropotkin 233,

295, 408, 467
Gregory XVI, Bartolomeo Alberto Cappel-

lari (1765–1846) particularly conservative
Catholic Pope 1831–1846 297, 459

Griffuelhes, Victor (1874–1922) French revolu-
tionary syndicalist theorist and union
leader 226, 451

Groener, Karl EduardWilhelm (1867–1939)
German general, in effect deputy head
of the armed forces 1918, then head 1919,
Minister in several governments between
1920 and 1932 427

Gross, Adolf (1862–1936) Polish lawyer and
politician, leader of the Party of Inde-
pendent Jews and member of Kraków city
council 11–2, 141–2, 159–60

Grosser, Bronisław (1883–1912) pseudonyms
Henryk Biro-Jakubowicz and Sławek,
Bundist leader and theorist 4, 34, 67

Grossman, Herz/Henryk (?–1896) Polish
businessman, father of Henryk Grossman

2
Gruber, member of the JSDP 151
Grün, Karl (1813–1887) German socialist and

philosopher 219, 228, 445
Grundlach, Gustav (1892–1963) German

Jesuit and social ethicist 309, 464
Grundleger, N. member of the JSDP 81
Guchkov, Aleksandr Ivanovich (1862–1936)

Russian industrialist and liberal politician
260–1

Guesde, Jules (1845–1922) French Marxist
journalist, founder, leader and parlia-
mentary representative of the Parti
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Ouvrier Français, participated in the first
national unity government duringWorld
War I 16, 23–4, 247, 256, 349–53, 361,

367, 376, 404–5, 425, 444, 451, 453, 462,
464

Haase, Hugo (1863–1919) German SPD
then USPD parliamentarian, member
of the Council of the People’s Deputies,
i.e. the German government Novem-
ber–December 1918 426, 428, 446,

478
Hardie, Keir (1856–1915) Scottish union

leader, socialist and pacifist; first labour
member of the British parliament, a
founder and leader of the Scottish Labour
Party, Independent Labour Party and the
British Labour Party 374

Hauptmann, Gerhart Johann Robert (1862–
1946) German naturalistic playwright and
novelist 61

Haywood,William Dudley (Bill) (1869–1928)
militant US union leader, co-founder and
leader of the Industrial Workers of the
World 347–8, 448

Headlam, Stewart Duckworth (1847–1924)
English Anglican priest, founder of the
Christian socialist Guild of St Matthew
and Fabian 333

Hegel, GeorgWilhelm Friedrich (1770–1831)
most influential German philosopher of
the early nineteenth century 354, 403,

405
Heidelberg Programme 428
Heijermans, Heman (1864–1924) Netherlands

socially critical playwright 61
Heimann, Eduard Magnus Mortier (1889–

1967) German academic economist and
social scientist, religious socialist 320,

325
Heinen, Anton (1869–1934) German Catholic

priest and educational theorist 307,
464

Heller, factory owner in Kolomiya 176
Heller, Vitus (1882–1956) German Catholic,

pacifist, editor and politician 306
Herrmann,Wilhelm (1846–1922) German

academic, Lutheran theologian 317,
343

Herron, George Davis (1862–1925) US Protest-
ant minister and Christian socialist 338

Hervé, Gustave (1871–1944) French pacifist
socialist, later fascist politician 256, 352,

373
Herz, Johannes (1877–1960) German

Lutheran pastor and theologian 2, 319,
354, 464

Herzen, Alexander (1812–1870) Russian social
commentator, pioneering democrat and
socialist 19, 30, 232, 241, 354–7, 417, 462–

4, 468
Hess, Moses (1812–1875) German socialist and

philosopher 219, 228, 480
Hilferding, Rudolf (1877–1941) Austrian-

German social democratic theorist and
politician, twice German Finance Minis-
ter during the 1920s 395, 417, 429, 453

historical materialism 32, 44–5, 108, 330,
407, 451

Hitze, Franz (1851–1921) German Catholic
priest, professor, Centre Party politician
and advocate of Catholic workers associ-
ations 302, 305

Hohenlohe, Konrad (1863–1918) high Aus-
trian aristrocrat and senior public servant,
Prime Minister and Interior Minister of
the Austrian side of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire May–June 1906 137

Hohoff, Wilhelm (1848–1923) German Cath-
olic priest, defender of Marx’s theory of
value and class struggle 305–6, 340,

464–5
Horkheimer, Max (1895–1973) German philo-

sopher, from 1932 Director of the Institute
for Social Research 32

Hryniewiecki, Ignacy (1856–1881) Polish-
Russian member of the People’s Will,
assassin of Tsar Aleksandr II 241

Hüber, Anton (1861–1935) German Austrian
social democratic politician and secretary
of the Austrian social democratic Trade
Union Commission 313–4, 465

Huber, Victor Aimé (1800–1869) conservative
German Protestant journalist and advoc-
ate of cooperatives 96

Hugenholz, FrederikWillem Nicolaas (1868–
1924) Netherlands pastor and social
democratic politician 336
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Humboldt, Wilhelm von (1767–1835) Prussian
philosopher, linguist and senior public
servant 212

Hybeš, Josef (1850–1921) Austrian and Czech
social democratic politician and editor of
German and Czech party publications

99
Hyndman, Henry (1842–1921) English Marxist

publicist, founder of Social Democratic
Federation 16, 23, 358–60, 376, 444, 462,

465

ideology 20, 110, 162, 182–3, 185, 241, 259,
265, 382, 387

IFTU, International Federation of Trade Uni-
ons 231, 387

Ignatov, Vasily Nikolaevich (1854–1885)
Russian revolutionary, cofounder and
principal financier of the Emancipation
of Labour group in Geneva 242, 419

ILP, Independent Labour Party 381, 385–6,
390

imperialism 20–21, 24, 255, 258–9, 372, 386,
395, 460

industrial development 241, 243, 275
industrialisation 2, 5, 105, 277–8, 281
intellectuals 17, 67, 178, 240, 308, 411–2, 451–

2
ISB, International Socialist Bureau of the

Second International 363
Iskra 245–47, 412, 420
Italy 228, 240, 257, 349, 356, 359, 362, 370,

374, 377–8, 381, 385, 393–4, 436, 446–7
Ivano-Frankivsk, Stanislau in German, Stan-

isławów in Polish, now in Ukraine 107,
174–5

IWMA, InternationalWorking Men’s Asso-
ciation, later known as the First Interna-
tional 188, 198, 228–9, 236

IWUSP, InternationalWorking Union of
Socialist Parties, the ‘Two and a Half
International’ 385–7, 401

IWW, Industrial Workers of theWorld 345–
8, 381

Jäckh, Gustav (1866–1907) German social
democratic journalist, editor and publi-
cist, wrote a history of the First Interna-
tional 109

Jannet, Claudio (1844–1894) French lawyer
and conservative Catholic social theorist

298
Jewish Agitation Committee 77, 79, 117, 122
Jewish bourgeoisie 36, 40–2, 52, 80, 103, 110,

115, 128, 157–8, 183
Jewish masses 41, 43, 66–7, 73, 75–7, 84–

5, 87–89, 119, 148–50, 159–60, 164–6,
169–70, 181–82, 184–5, 190

Jewish question 4–7, 9, 12, 35–37, 39–47,
49, 51, 53–7, 59–62, 109, 134, 161, 168,
178–84, 187–9

Jewish Social Democratic Party 9, 70, 80,
86, 102, 112, 114, 116, 121–22, 134, 140, 160,
163

Jogiches, Leo (1867–1919) Polish Marxist,
founder with Rosa Luxemburg of the
Social Democracy of the Kingdom Poland
and Lithuania, a leader of the Spartakus-
bund in Germany and a founder of the
KPD 28, 428

Jong, Année Rinzes de (1883–1970) Neth-
erlands Protestant pastor, Christian
anarchist and editor 336

Joos, Joseph (1878–1965) German Catholic
journalist and Centre Party politician

310, 342
JSDP, Yudishe Sotsial-Demokratishe Partey

in Galitsye, Jüdishe sozial-demokratishe
Partei in Galitsien, Jewish Social Demo-
cratic Party of Galicia 6–12, 14–5, 70, 80,

86, 102, 114, 116, 121–2, 126, 133–6, 140,
147–8, 151, 154, 160, 163, 174

Kaczanowska, member of the PPSD 177
Kaftan, Julius (1848–1926) German academic

Lutheran theologian and Church politi-
cian 317, 465

Kaiser, Otto, left-wing German Catholic
priest 163, 306, 343, 465, 472

Kamenev, Lev Borisovich (1883–1936) Russian
leader of the Bolshevik Party and the Rus-
sian Communist Party until 1925, when he
moved into opposition against Stalin until
he capitulated in 1928 30, 254, 357,

465
Kant, Immanuel (1724–1804) most influential

eighteenth-century German philosopher
49, 56, 183, 343, 403, 405, 465
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Kaplan, Fanya (1890–1918), Russian Socialist
Revolutionary Party member 340, 417

Kautsky 21–2, 51, 59, 118, 133–4, 266, 289,
342, 367–69, 371–2, 376, 399–400, 446,
451, 465–6

Kavelin, Konstantin Dmitrievich (1818–1885)
Russian liberal, subsequently a slavophile,
historian and legal academic 354

Kazasov, Dimo (1886–1980) Bulgarian
teacher, journalist, trade union and Social
Democratic Party leader, subsequent
political swings to fascism and later Sta-
linist Communism, Minister following
military coups in 1923–4 and 1934–6

395, 438
Kelles-Krauz, Kazimierz (1872–1905) pseud-

onymMichał Luśnia, theoretician of
the Polish Socialist Party in the Russian-
occupied Congress Kingdom of Poland

4, 34, 476–7
Kelsen, Hans (1881–1973) Austrian constitu-

tional legal theorist and judge 265, 289,
466

Kerensky, Aleksandr (1881–1970) Russian
lawyer and non-Marxist socialist, Prime
Minister in the Provisional Government
in 1917 230, 260, 264, 288, 408

Ketteler, Wilhelm Emanuel von (1811–77) Ger-
man priest, later bishop, cofounder of the
Centre Party, advocate of workers’ rights
and organisation 300–302, 305, 340–4,

466
Khalturin, Stepan Nikolayevich (1857–82)

early Russian workers leader, member of
Narodnaya Volya, attempted to assassin-
ate Tsar Alexander II 242

Kingsley, Charles (1819–1875) English his-
torian, novelist, Anglican priest and
Christian socialist 332, 341

Kol, Henri Hubert van (1852–1925) Nether-
lands social democratic politician and
part owner of a coffee plantation in the
Dutch East Indies 22, 335–6, 369, 372,

456, 466
Kolchak, Aleksandr Vasilyevich (1874–1920)

Russian imperial naval commander and
polar explorer, then dictator of a counter-
revolutionary government, based in Omsk
in Siberia, during the Civil War 270, 381, 417

Kolnai, (1900–1973) Austrian philosopher
and journalist 313

Komornicki, Kazimierz Jaksa (1812–1856)
Polish economist and a historian and the-
orist of art 195, 466

Kondratiev, Nikolai Dmitrievich (1892–1938)
Socialist Revolutionary until 1919, Russian
‘neo-narodnik’ economist, advocate of
the New Economic Policy, later famous
for his theory of long waves of capitalist
development, murdered during the Great
Purge 278

Konopnicka, Marya (1842–1910) Polish poet,
novelist, campaigner for women’s and
national rights 61–2, 466

Kozakiewicz, Jan (1857–1927) pioneering Pol-
ish socialist in Galicia, member of the
Austrian parliament 1897–1900 116

KPD, Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands,
Communist Party of Germany 20, 28–9,

31–2, 396, 428–30, 446
KPRP, Komunistyczna Partia Robotnicza Pol-

ski, CommunistWorkers Party of Poland
17

Kral, Josef (1887–1965) German Catholic
editor, pacifist and cofounder of the
Christlich-Soziale Partei Bayerns 307,

466
Krapka, Josef (1862–1909) Czech social

democratic politician, editor, playwright
and novelist 91, 124

Krasnov, Pyotr Nikolayevich (1869–1947),
congenital Tsarist, Russian general, com-
mander of the army sent by Karensky to
smash the Bolshevik revolution in 1917

268
Kraszewski, Józef Ignace (1812–1887) Polish

author, publisher, historian and painter
195

Kremer, Arkady (1865–1935) pioneering Rus-
sian Marxist leader and theoretician,
cofounder of the Bund 243, 466

Kropotkin, Pyotr (1842–1921) Russian theorist
of anarcho-communism 30–1, 211, 220,

223–25, 230, 407–9, 462, 466–7
Krupskaya, Nadezhda Konstantinovna (1869–

1939) Russian Marxist revolutionary,
Bolshevik and Communist leader, wife
of Lenin 418
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Kruyt, JohnWilliam (Willy) (1877–1943)
Netherlands Protestant pastor, Christian
socialist parliamentarian, later a Com-
munist 336

Kugelmann, Ludwig (1828–1902) German
gynecologist, Social Democrat and friend
of Marx 17, 194, 203

kulaks 272, 274–5, 283–4
Kun, Béla (1886–1939) Hungarian social

democratic journalist, later a founder
of the Communist Party of Hungary and
leading figure in the Soviet government of
21 March–1 August 1919 381

Kuskova, Yekaterina (1869–1958) Russian eco-
nomist, journalist and reformist socialist

244–5, 467
Kutter, Hermann Swiss (1863–1931) Swiss

Protestant pastor and theologian 330,
332, 467

L’viv, in Ukrainian, Lwów in Polish, Lemberg
in German, now in Ukraine 1, 4, 10–1, 66,

69–70, 76, 79, 87–88, 91, 104, 106–1, 113,
128, 147–8, 174

La Follette, Robert Marion (1855–1925) US
Republican Member of federal House
of Representatives 1885–91, Governor of
Wisconsin 1901–6, federal senator 1906–
25, failed presidential candidate for his
Progressive Party 1924 441

Lafargue, Paul (1842–1911) prominent French
socialist politician and son-in-law of Karl
Marx 247, 349–50, 405, 464

Lagardelle, Hubert (1874–1958) French journ-
alist and early theorist of syndicalism,
later a fascist 226, 232, 451

Lamennais, Hugues-Félicité Robert de (1782–
1854) French social theorist 297, 467

Landau, Ozias member of the JSDP 81, 182–
3, 467

Landesberg, member of the JSDP 81
landowners 77, 250, 268, 273–4, 298, 314,

321, 395
Landsberg, Otto (1869–1957) German lawyer,

right-wing social democratic parliament-
arian, member of the Council of the
People’s Deputies, i.e. the German gov-
ernment November-February 1919

428

Landsberger, Maximilian (1818–?) conser-
vative Jewish lawyer and member of the
Galician (1865–1870) and Austrian (1868–
1873) parliaments 164

Langénieux, Benoît-Marie (1824–1905)
French cardinal with a concern for the
condition of workers 299

Lassalle, Ferdinand (1825–1864) German law-
yer and non-Marxist socialist; founding,
dictatorial leader of the General German
Workers Association in 1863 68, 108–

9, 195, 197–9, 203, 236, 266, 300–1,
446

Laveley, Émile Louis Victor (1822–1892) Bel-
gian economist, historian and socialist

201, 467
Le Play, Frédéric (1806–1882) French mining

engineer and paternalistic Catholic social
theorist 298–9

Ledebour, Georg (1850–1947) German left-
wing social democratic journalist and
parliamentarian, a leader of the USPD
from 1917 374, 387

Legal Marxism 411
Legien, Carl (1861–1920) German trade union

leader and right-wing Social Democrat,
chairperson of the social democratic
trade union federation 1890–1920

56
Lekert, Hirsh (1880–1902) illiterate young

Jewish shoemaker and Bundist, super-
ficially wounded the Governor of Vilna,
Viktor vonWahl, on 18 May 1902, hung
28 May, became Bundist folk hero. Von
Wahl had ordered the public flogging of
Jewish and Polish protestors arrested on a
Bundist May Day demonstration 68, 75,

108
Lemire, Jules-August (1853–1928) French

Catholic priest, theologian and anti-
semitic Christian democratic politician

299
Lenin, Vladimir Ilyich (1870–1924) Russian

Marxist, most influential leader and the-
oretician of the Bolshevik Party and the
early Russian Communist Party 16, 18–

27, 30, 242–3, 245–51, 253–60, 262–8,
273–4, 276–7, 288–90, 399–400, 410–
18, 420–2, 453, 467–70
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Leo XIII, Vincenzo Gioacchino Raffaele
Luigi Pecci (1810–1903) Pope (1878–1903),
developed the Church’s social teachings

295, 299, 303–4, 342, 467
Levi, Paul (1883–1930) German left social

democratic lawyer, co-founder of the KPD
and its most influential leader between
Rosa Luxemburg’s and Karl Liebknecht’s
murder in early 1919 and his explusion for
disloyalty in 1921, became a leader on the
left of the SPD, Communist then social
democratic parliamentarian during the
1920s 28, 392

liberalism 198–9, 210, 214, 244
liberation 71, 81, 188, 203, 267, 308, 337, 382,

407, 411, 419
Liebknecht, Karl (1871–1919) first German

Social Democrat to vote against war
credits in Parliament, cofounder of the
Spartakusbund and KPD 28, 55, 64, 203–

4, 236, 238, 351, 362, 365, 377, 426, 428,
470, 475

Ligt, Bart de (1883–1938) Netherlands Calvin-
ist pastor and Christian socialist, later
anti-war activist 336

Linton,William James (1812–1897) English
then US engraver, author and political
reformer 355, 357

Longuet, Jean (1876–1938) French socialist
and journalist, SFIO parliamentarian,
voted for war credits 360, 425

Lonu, see Gozhansky, Shmuel 50, 68,
470

Louis Philippe, (1773–1850) Orléans King of
France 1830–48 240

Louis XIV, (1638–1715) Bourbon King of
France 1643–1715 38

LSI, Labour and Socialist International
387–90, 401

Ludlow, John Malcolm (1821–1911) English
lawyer, workers’ educationist, editor and
Christian socialist leader 332

Lueger, Karl (1844–1910) Austrian founder
and leader of the Catholic, antisemitic
Christian Social Party, mayor of Vienna
1897–1910 310, 342

Lunacharsky, Anatoly Vasilyevich (1875–
1933) Russian cultural theorist and critic,
Bolshevik 1903–1909 and from 1917,

People’s Commisar for Education 1917–
1929 254–55, 421

Luther, Martin extremely influential German
Protestant theologian 343, 403, 405

Luwisz, member of the JSDP 176
Luxemburg, Rosa (1871–1919) revolutionary

Polish and German theorist and political
leader of the SDKPiL, SPD, the Spartacist
League and the KPD 2, 5, 16, 22, 24, 26,

28, 243, 258, 373, 377, 426, 428, 470, 475
Lvov, Georgi (1861–1925) high Russian aristo-

crat, member of the bourgeois Constitu-
tional Democratic Party, Prime Minister
in the Provisional Government 1917 260

MacDonald, James Ramsay (1866–1937) Brit-
ish Labour politician and Prime Minister
(1924, 1929–1931) and then Labour rat and
Prime Minister (1931–1935) 335, 440,

444, 470
Machism 254, 414
Mackay, John Henry (1864–1933) German

individualist anarchist and apologist for
pederasty 225

Mahling, Friedrich August (1865–1933) Ger-
man academic, Lutheran theologian

320, 343
Majewski, Erazm (1858–1922) a versatile

independent scholar, in archaeology,
anthropology, sociology, biology, philo-
sophy and economics, wrote two science
fiction novels 206

Makarov, Nikolai Pavlovich (1887–1980) Rus-
sian ‘neo-narodnik’ economist 278

Makhno, Nestor Ivanovych (1888–1934)
Ukrainian anarcho-communist leader
of an insurgent army 1918–20 230

Malatesta, Errico (1853–1932) Italian
anarcho-communist activist and author

227, 234
Malato, Charles (1857–1938) French anarchist

journalist and author 232, 408
Malon, Benoît (1841–1893) French journalist,

historian anarchist, leading figure in the
Commune, later reformist socialist 361–

62
Mammonism 307, 309, 320, 334
Manchester theory 210
March Revolution 260
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Martov, Julius (1873–1923) early Russian
social democrat, theorist and cofounder
of the Menshevik faction 22, 243, 245,

248–9, 258, 288, 382, 412–3, 421, 466
Martynov, Alexandr (1865–1935) Russian

social democrat, Menshevik leader and
theorist 250, 470

Maslov, Pyotr Pavlovich (1867–1946) Russian,
Menshevik theoretician and leader, after
the 1917 revolution worked as an econom-
ist 258

mass strike 10, 138–9, 365, 368, 371, 405
Matthieu, Jean (1874–1921) Swiss Lutheran

pastor, editor and radical religious social-
ist 330, 341, 343

Maurenbrecher, Max (1874–1929) German
Lutheran pastor and politician 319

Maurice, Frederic Denison (1805–1872)
Anglican priest and theologian, academic,
workers’ educationist and Christian
socialist 289, 332, 442–3

Maxton, James (1885–1946) Scottish Labour
and Independent Labour Party parlia-
mentarian and leader 390

May Day 66, 88, 105, 363
Medem, Vladimir Davidovich (1879–1923)

pseudonymM. Vinitsky, Bundist leader
and theoretician 5, 10, 48, 471

Mehlzak, member of the JSDP 151
Mehring, Franz (1846–1919) German Marxist

journalist, literary critic and historian
47, 238, 377, 426, 446

Meijer, Cornelis (Kees) (1863–1933) Nether-
lands religious socialist 337

Mensheviks 10, 21, 25, 29, 243, 248–56, 261–
62, 264, 276, 413–5, 420

Mertens, Heinrich (1906–1968) left-wing Ger-
man Catholic editor, writer and publicist

308, 312, 471
Merz, Georg (1892–1959) German Lutheran

pastor, academic theologian, editor and
socialist 321, 343

Meyer, Meyer, Rudolf (1839–1899) conservat-
ive German journalist, editor and state
socialist 201, 232, 310, 315, 340, 447, 472

Middle ages 57, 59, 212, 295, 302, 305
Mikhailovsky, Nikolai Konstantinovich

(1842–1904) Russian literary critic and
theoretician of Populism 410

militarism 21–22, 197, 365, 368, 372–3, 404
Millerand, Alexandre (1859–1943) French

lawyer, moderate socialist leader socialist
member of a bourgois ministry 1899; then
moved to the right, Prime Minister, 1920;
President 1920–4 367, 403–4

Mirabeau, Honoré Gabriel Riqueti de (1749–
1791) French aristocrat, writer and revolu-
tionary politician 141, 472

Monastier, Hélène (1882–1976) Swiss Prot-
estant teacher, pacifist and socialist, first
President of the Fédération romande des
socialistes chrétiens 332

money 67, 109, 134, 152–4, 202, 207, 218, 274
Morris, William (1834–1896) English

romantic poet, novelist and designer,
Marxist leader and activist 30–31, 220,

225, 233–4, 346, 449, 459, 472, 479
Most, Johann (1846–1906) German-US Social

Democrat, later anarchist advocate of
assassinations 9, 31, 224, 233–4, 320,

405
Moufang, Christoph (1817–1890) Catholic

priest, later bishop, cofounder of the
Centre Party 301–2

Müller, Hermann (1876–1931) right-wing Ger-
man social democratic parliamentarian,
Foreign Minister 1919–20, Chancellor 1920

1928–30, 234, 399, 429
Mun, Albert de (1841–1914) French legitimist

politician and theorist of Catholic corpor-
atism 298–99, 341–2

Munich, München in German 245, 307, 321,
375, 412

Mussolini, Benito (1883–1945) prominent
Italian socialist, turned chauvinist at the
outbreak of WorldWar I, founder the
Italian fascist movement, dictator 1922–
1943 436–7

Muth, Karl (1867–1944) German Catholic
publisher, editor and writer 309, 472

Napoléon, Louis (1808–1873) nephew of
Napoléon Bonaparte, Emperor of France
1852–1870 38

Narodism 245, 419, 467
Narodniks 241–42, 419
national question 1, 3, 23, 95, 118, 125, 141,

144–46, 159–60, 169, 171, 247
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nationalism 4, 114, 148, 183, 329, 373, 476
Naudet, Paul (1859–1929) French Catholic

priest and Christian democratic journalist
and organiser 299

Naumann, Friedrich (1860–1919) German
Protestant theologian and social liberal
politician 316–8, 344

Nazism 31
Nechayev, Sergey Gennadiyevich (1847–82)

unscrupulous Russian anarchist advoc-
ate of terrorism, murderer of a former
comrade 224

Nemours, Pierre Samuel du Pont de (1739–
1817) French journalist, economist and
public servant; in 1799 emigrated to the
United States 207, 472

NEP, New Economic Policy, which relaxed
state controls over private production in
Russia between 1922 and 1928 26–7,

272–6, 286, 391, 417
Nietzsche, Friedrich (1844–1900) German

individualist and relativist philosopher
and poet 212

Nieuwenhuis, Domela (1846–1919) pion-
eering Netherlands socialist leader and
parliamentarian, then moved to anarch-
ism 232, 365, 456

Nilssen, Magnus (1871–1947) right-wing
leader of the Norwegian Labour Party,
parliamentarian 1906–22 1927–40, 435

Noske, Gustav (1868–1946) German social
democratic parliamentarian, as Defence
Minister 1918–20 organised the suppres-
sion of the German revolution 428

Oberdörffer, Johann Peter, German priest
active in the Centre Party and Catholic
workers movement 302, 472

Obnorsky, Viktor Pavlovich (1851–1919) Rus-
sian socialist revolutionary, organiser and
leader of South RussianWorkers Union,
whose constitution drew on the provi-
sional rules of the InternationalWorking
Men’s Association 242

October Revolution 31, 239, 260, 268–
69, 274–7, 286, 378–9, 394, 408, 416,
420

Ogarev, Nikolai Platonovich (1813–77) Rus-
sian poet, novelist and socialist 354–55

oil 144, 270, 281–2
opportunism 60, 254, 257, 259, 413, 469
Orel, Anton (1881–1959) Austrian, left-wing

Catholic sociologist 312, 472
OSP, Onafhankelijke Socialistische Partij,

Independent Socialist Party in the Nether-
lands 434

pacifists 259, 332, 378
Paepe, César de (1841–1890) Belgian medical

doctor, moved from anarchism to social-
ism, a founder and leader of the Belgian
Workers Party 361

Page, Kirby (1890–1957) US Protestant minis-
ter, pacifist and Social Gospel movement
campaigner 290, 339

Palestine 13, 45, 142, 152, 159, 168, 179, 181,
184, 187

Papier, Moyshe (1882–1952) Jewish house-
painter and unionist in Krakow and a
founding leader of the JSDP 81, 151

Paris Commune 198, 259, 265, 267–8, 298,
358, 371, 407

parliamentarism 138, 247, 252, 450
Passy, Paul (1859–1940) French linguist and

Christian socialist leader of the Union of
Christian Socialists 328–9, 473

Pastor, Leon (1846–1912) Polish Catholic
priest, conservative politician and notori-
ous antisemite 158, 314, 316–7, 319–23,

327, 330, 336–7
Paul-Boncour, Augustin Alfred Joseph (1873–

1972) right-wing French socialist Prime
Minister 1932–1933 425

PCF, Parti communiste français, Communist
Party of France 425–26

peasantry 1, 25, 27, 57, 156, 195, 241, 250,
261–2, 268–9, 273, 278, 286, 414

Périn, Charles (1815–1905) conservative Cath-
olic Belgian lawyer and economist 298

Pernerstorfer, Engelbert (1850–1918) senior
German Austrian social democratic politi-
cian and journalist, on the right wing of
the party 102, 129

petty bourgeoisie 30, 53, 57, 152–3, 166–7,
173, 178, 213, 249, 261–2, 273

Pfister, Oskar (1873–1956) Swiss Lutheran
pastor, psychoanalyst and religious social-
ist 330
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Philip, André (1902–1970) economics pro-
fessor, Christian socialist theorist, social-
ist parliamentarian 329, 343, 440,

473
Physiocrats 340
Piechowski, Paul Felix (1892–1966) Lutheran

pastor, medical doctor and Social Demo-
crat 321–2, 343, 473

Pieper, August (1866–1942) German Cath-
olic priest, politician and leader of the
People’s Association for Catholic Ger-
many 307, 473

Pius X, Giuseppe Melchiorre Sarto (1835–
1914) particularly conservative Pope
1903–1914 295, 300

Plekhanov, Georgi Valentinovich (1856–
1918) pioneering Russian Marxist political
leader and theorist 16, 23, 109, 242, 245,

247, 249, 254, 258, 266, 288, 411–3, 415,
419–22, 473–4

Plenge, Johann Max Emanuel (1874–1963)
Protestant, right-wing social democratic,
antisemitic, German academic sociologist
and economist 306, 474

Plinkiewicz, right-wing Pole 177
POB, Parti Ouvrier Belge, BelgianWorkers

Party 432–3
POF, Parti Ouvrier Français, FrenchWorkers

Party 350–1, 404
Pokrovsky, Mikhail Nikolayevich (1868–1932)

Russian historian, Bolshevik 1905–1909
and from 1917 254, 288

Polish Social Democratic Party 8–9, 66, 70,
78, 80, 83–4, 93, 103, 114, 121, 126, 130–1,
141, 147, 161

political general strike 227, 251, 414
Pollock, Friedrich (1894–1970) German Marx-

ist economist and colleague of Grossman
at the Institute for Social Research 276–

7, 474
Posen, German occupied province of Poland

whose capital was the city of Posen,
Poznań in Polish 55, 63, 117, 133

Potresov, Aleksandr Nikolayevich (1869–1934)
Russian Social Democrat, a founding
editor of Iskra, later a leading Menshevik

245, 249, 253, 258, 412, 421
PPS, Polska Partia Socjalistyczna, Polish

Socialist Party in Russian-occupied Con-

gress Kingdom of Poland and German-
occupied Polish provinces 2–6, 8, 17, 29,

64, 71, 92, 124, 145, 148–9, 177, 190, 390
PPSD, Polska Partia Socjalno-Demokratyczna

Galicji i Śląska, Polish Social Democratic
Party of Galicia and Silesia 2–4, 6–9, 11,

13–4, 71, 85, 87–88, 92–3, 95–6, 101–2,
147–8, 170, 173, 175, 177–90

Prague, Praha in Czech 93–4, 96, 101, 125,
131–2, 208, 255, 415

prison 17, 154, 176, 202, 236, 345, 349–50,
408, 411, 440

proletarian revolution 26, 250, 257, 260,
266, 272–73, 286, 289, 351, 364, 383, 391,
396, 398, 413

Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph (1809–1865) pion-
eering French anarchist theorist 30, 195,

210–3, 215–20, 226, 228, 233, 355, 357,
451, 463, 471, 474

Prussia, Preußen in German 63, 92, 124, 133,
429–30

Pugachev, Emelyan Ivanovich (1742–1775)
leader of a Russian Cossack rebellion

240
Purisch, Ferdinand member of the JSDP 68

Radek, Karl Polish socialist leader in the
SDKPiL, SPD and CPSU 15, 191–2, 289,

385, 400, 418, 446, 460–1, 474–5,
479

Radimsky, August (1862–1929) Czech social
democratic politician and journalist 100

Ragaz, Leonhard (1868–1945) Swiss Protest-
ant pastor later academic theologian,
Social Democrat, religious socialist and
organiser of workers’ education 310,

324, 330–2, 339, 341, 475
Rathenau,Walter (1867–1922) German indus-

trialist, politician, Minister for Recon-
struction 1921, Foreign Minister 1922

280, 475
Rauschenbusch,Walter (1861–1918) US

Baptist pastor, theologian and cam-
paigner in the Social Gospel movement

338, 475
Razin, Stepan Timofeyevich, known as

Stenka (1630–1671), Russian Cossack ban-
dit who became the focus of a peasant
uprising 1670–1671, 240
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Red Army 26, 271, 381, 391
reformism 20–3, 28, 216, 257–8, 364, 367,

369–70, 373, 375, 392, 450, 456
religious socialism 31, 292–93, 295, 297, 299,

301, 303, 305, 307, 309, 311, 313, 315–17,
325, 331

Renaudel, Pierre (1871–1935) right-wing
French socialist, SFIO parliamentarian

390, 425
Renner, Karl (1870–1950) pseudonym Rudolf

Springer, right-wing Austrian social
democratic leader and theoretician, wrote
extensively on the national question 9,

163, 446, 475
revisionism 245, 368–9, 372
RILA, Red International of Labour Unions

384
RILI, Red International of Labour Unions

384
Rochefoucauld, François de La (1613–1680)

aristocratic French writer 54, 467
Rodbertus, Karl (1805–1875) German eco-

nomist, monarchist and politically con-
servative theorist of ‘state socialism’

201, 315, 421
Rodrigues, Olinde (1795–1851) French banker,

mathematician, associate then organisa-
tional successor of Henri de Saint-Simon

19, 30, 423, 462, 475–6
Roland Holst (-van der Schalk), Henrietta

(1869–1952) Netherlands poet, leading
Social Democrat, then Communist, then
council communist, then religious social-
ist 326, 337, 368, 400, 475–6

Rome, Roma in Italian 41, 436–7
Rousseau, Jean-Jacques (1712–1778) Fran-

cophone Swiss, Enlightenment social
philosopher and novelist 212, 216, 344,

367, 445, 454, 476
RSDLP, Russian Social Democratic Labour

Party 3, 13, 21, 24–5, 239, 244, 246–7,
249–50, 265, 412–3, 468–9

Rühle, Otto (1874–1943) German left Social
Democrat, Member of Parliament 1912–18,
a founder of the Spartakusbund and KPD,
from 1920 a council communist 426

Saint-Simon, Henri de (1760–1825) pioneer-
ing French utopian socialist 30, 476

Sangnier, Marc (1873–1950) progressive
French Catholic social theorist, editor
and leader 299, 476

Sare, Józef (1850–1929) Jewish Polish archi-
tect, deputy mayor of Kraków from 1905,
Member of Parliament 1907–1919 11, 158

Saxony, Sachsen in German 109, 236, 396,
429

Schapira, Uscher member of the JSDP 81
Schapiro, Aleksandr Moiseyevich (1882–1946)

a Russian anarcho-syndicalist, went into
exile in 1922 230

Scheidemann, Philipp Heinrich (1865–1939)
German social democratic parliament-
arian, member of the last imperial gov-
ernment, Prime Minister 1919 256, 427–

28, 446
Scheler, Max (1874–1928) German, academic

philosopher and sociologist 306, 476
Schippel, Max (1859–1928) German social

democratic journalist and writer 109
Schoenherz, member of the JSDP 151
Schopenhauer, Arthur (1788–1860) German

aesthetician and philosopher of pessim-
ism 35

Schorr, Samuel Łazarz (1868–1925) Polish
lawyer and leader of the PPSD in Kolo-
myia 116

SDAPÖ, Sozialdemocratische Arbeiter Partei
Österreichs, (General) Social Democratic
Workers Party of Austria 7–10, 13

SDKPiL, Socjaldemokracja Królestwa Pol-
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