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vi PREFACE 

would run into gross misunderstandings if one should infer 
the attitude of Marx and Engels towards revolutionary de­
mocracy during the years 1845 to 1849 only from their writ­
ings after the miscarriage of the revolution. 

Thus the chief source for this book is the correspondence 
between Marx and Engels, as it has now been published in 
the exemplary four-volume edition of the Marx-Engels Insti­
tute. A rich source for the history of early democracy is Vol­
ume VI of the first section of the great complete edition of 
the works of Marx and Engels, which contains the writings 
of both men from May 1846 to March 1848. Besides this, 
the other writings and collected letters of Marx and Engels 
were used as far as they belong within the bounds of this 
book. Of the copious literature on Marx and Engels the 
works of Karl Korsch and Gustav Mayer were especially 
valuable to me. The following authorities were important 
for my understanding of these topics: Mathiez for the great 
French Revolution; Beard for Jefferson and the older Ameri­
can democracy; Seignobos for the history of the French 
parties during the nineteenth century; Bergstrasser and Veit 
Valentin for German revolutionary and party history. I have 
substantiated my own conception of the Russian Revolution 
and the German Republic more fully in the books History of 
Bolshevism, Origin of the German Republic, and History of 
the German Republic. 

I wrote the greatest part of my book in Liverpool and re­
ceived the most cordial assistance from the Liverpool Uni­
versity Library while doing so. While at work on the con­
clusion of the book I received the same friendly aid from 
the International Institute of Social Research in New York. 
Finally I must thank my friend Dr. Franz Neumann, espe­
cially for his co-operation in procuring the literature. 

ARTHUR ROSENBERG 
New York, November 1937 

PREFACE 

FOR THE AMERICAN EDITION 

The text of the American edition follows that of the German 
edition without any change. Only the Notes have been 
added especially for the American edition. 

The recent events which culminated in the so-called Peace 
of Munich brought about a big defeat for European democ­
racy. The breakdown of the French Popular Front has been 
stressed in the text of this book. Now it is clear that the de­
feat of the French Popular Front is a historical event of first­
class importance, for it wholly paralysed the democratic force 
in France. Only because the French government was ready 
to capitulate at any moment after the beginni~g of the 
Czechoslovak crisis did the endeavours of the Labour Party 
and Tory democracy in ngland also become useless, en­
abling the governing Right wing of the Conservative Party 
to follow its own tendencies and co-operate with the French 
will to retreat. Once more France has been proved to be the 
centre of the social struggle in Europe. As in 187 1, so in 1938 
the failure of French democracy became the failure of democ­
racy throughout Europe. Czechoslovak democracy, isolated 
and abandoned by all its "friends," has now to share the fate 
of the workers of Vienna. 

During the last weeks international public opinion has 
been speaking again of the "weakness " of democracy. But 
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6 MODERN DEMOCRACY BEFORE MARX 

himself a good democrat, was the most violent opponent of 
all communistic efforts among the working classes. 

Now let us listen to a voice from the opposing camp dur­
ing the Revolution of 1848-g. In November 1849 the con­
servative deputy von Bismarck declared in the Prussian 
Landtag: " Landed property is desired not only by those 
who already have a temporary use of land, but also by those 
who do not have it. Throughout the whole of last year the 
numerous class of day labourers in the eastern provinces 
- for instance, in Pomerania and Prussia - has been 
stirred up to such demands by the promises of the Demo­
crats. In the loyal provinces at that time the elections of 
Deputy Bucher and his political friends, for example, were 
made possible by promises of land .... It is a deplorable 
fact that the envy of the day labourer towards the landed 
peasant is rising, for he sees that the fruits of the revolution 
are being harvested only by the wel\lthy, without benefiting 
him. The demands of the day labourers are by no means 
restricted to this: that the plots of land whose use forms a 
part of their wages should be bestowed upon them, for no 
one can exist on that alone. They go further: they demand 
complete division, not only of the manor estates, but also 
of the farms." 

Nor did the deputy von Bismarck desire to proclaim any 
political discoveries from the platform of the Prussian Land­
tag; but he used the political expressions that everyone 
understood. To the Prussian junkers at that time the demo­
crats were the men of the agrarian revolution, the Red agi­
tators, who summoned the agrarian labourers to divide not 
only the manor estates but also the larger farms. At that 
time the deputy Lothar Bucher was the type of this agrarian 
rebel to the junker von Bismarck. As a result of historical 
circumstances the junker von Bismarck later became the 
Reich Chancellor Prince Bismarck and the communist Bu­
cher the Royal Prussian Privy Councillor Bucher, the most 
loyal and most valuable collaborator of Bismarck. 

.. 



U MODERN DEMOCRACY BEFORE MARX 

against a non-existent hereditary monarchy or aristocracy; 
the right of the Republicans to exist lay only in their oppo­
sition to financial capital. Just as classic democracy aimed 
at the erection of a class government of the poorer citizens 
within the state in opposition to the rich, so did both mod­
ern movements in America and in France. Thus the ancient 
name of democracy justly celebrated its resurrection in both 
countries. It was entirely common in the daily political life 
of America to designate the adherents of the Republican 
Party as democrats, and the patriots of Robespierre's group 
likewise felt themselves to be democrats, since they opposed 
the rights of the " people " to the privileges of the aristoc­
racy. Instead of further evidence here, it is only necessary 
to recall the words of Babeu£ cited above. 

The often misused and falsely applied concept of the so­
called Renaissance of Antiquity is fixed around 1500 in Italy 
in the ordinary text-books. Actually the political and social 
renaissance of antiquity in modem Europe belongs to the 
eighteenth century, when with the growing power of bour­
geois society the political and social forms of antiquity again 
became possible. It was not only the objective agreement of 
social facts that created the similarity between the revolution­
ary movements of the eighteenth century and of antiquity. 
The leading popular politicians and political philosophers 
of the eighteenth century were completely conscious of the 
connexion. They had not spent their schooldays studying 
the classics of antiquity in vain. Even for educated people 
who had already left their school years far behind them, 
antiquity played a much greater role than it does today. 

The republicans of the eighteenth century usually began 
their historical controversy with the monarchy with the 
Tarquins and Tiberius. The revolutionary mind was in­
spired by the deeds of the enemies of the tyrants and 
the tyrannicides of antiquity. All this had now suddenly 
stepped out of the dusty school-books and had taken on new 
life. Robespierre's thoughts lived entirely in the Roman 
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conditions had opportunity enough to do so. The journey 
over the Atlantic Ocean was, to be sure, still a long adventure 
at that time. Yet the economic and social relations between 
America and the mother country were so close at all times 
that in the United States, too, all the facts concerning the 
English development were known. 

Nevertheless democracy in America at that time, as well 
as in France, had failed completely when faced with the prob­
lems of modern times. Jefferson and the other leaders of the 
American Republicans persuaded themselves that modem 
capitalism could be kept away from America and that the 
United States could be fixed permanently at the stage of a 
snug little farm. In France Robespierre and his friends 
were indeed forced by the necessity of war to interfere with 
economic relations. But they, too, lacked all insight into 
the economic relations of their time. It was entirely correct 
that they wanted to solve the agrarian question in the inter­
est of the small proprietor. Beyond that, however, they had 
no economic plan. Robespierre was ready to expropriate 
the so-called " Suspects " and to divide their property among 
the poor patriots. The division of heaps of paper at that 
time, however, would not have made anyone happy. Only 
a few large industrial plants existed in France, and they 
could not be divided. Practically therefore, nothing of eco­
nomic significance would have remained but to divide a 
number of large estates and to equip the new proprietors 
with furniture, and so forth. Even if Robespierre did not 
share the agrarian prejudice of Jefferson, still his social ideals 
likewise revolved around the independent and satisfied small 
farmer, and it is no accident that in France during the Great 
Revolution, socialism and communism hide behind the slo­
gan of the" agrarian law" - that is, of division of the land. 

One can attempt to imagine what would have happened 
in France if Robespierre had remained the victor on the 9th 
of Thennidor. Soon thereafter he would have concluded a 
moderate peace abroad, he would have reduced the terror 
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oneself whose fate contains a greater tragedy, the destiny of 
Robespierre, who fell in open warfare on the battlefield of 
the Revolution and counter-revolution, or the fate of Jef­
ferson, who died as a peaceful old man and as a universally 
honoured father of his country, who in the last years of his 
life could only delude himself with difficulty concerning the 
wreck of his work. Jefferson lived just long enough to see, 
for instance, what dimensions the slave question had as­
sumed and how uncertain it made the existence of the Union. 

After 1815 America went its own way in its social devel­
opment. In Europe, however, democracy also spread far­
ther and farther outside of France, until it was finally able, 
in 1848, to challenge the collective ruling forces to a strug­
gle. Nevertheless France still remained the chief country 
of European democracy, where all the problems were seen 
most clearly and where all the conclusions were drawn most 
completely. 

3. From Napoleon I to Louis Philippe 
With the death of Babeuf and the destruction of his party, 
democracy as a political movement in France was eliminated 
for a time. After the short transitional period of the Di­
rectory, the bourgeois-capitalistic state consolidated itself 
under the dictatorship of Napoleon I. The Emperor Na­
poleon was the brilliant representative of the advancing 
French bourgeoisie, which was eager for conquest, and of 
the new French army, which arose during the Revolution. 
At the same time, however, Napoleon enjoyed an amazing 
popularity among the broad labouring masses of the peo­
ple. The French peasants saw in the Emperor the protector 
of their free possessions, acquired during the Revolution. 
The Emperor provided a correct and punctual administra­
tion. In the general economic rise the peasant could sell his 
products favourably, and every peasant boy who had made 
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chaos. As a result the Parisian proletariat, which had been 
deserted by the political parties, became the tool of ad­
venturers and police spies. An armed uprising of the Pari­
sian workers, for the purpose of carrying out a second revolu­
tion, was never quite so hopeless as in May 1848. Owing to 
the inept tactics of the democrats a profound estrangement 
had taken place between the workers of Paris and the peas­
antry. It is not true that Paris had regularly had the leader­
ship of the French revolutions and that the provinces used 
to follow the slogans of the capital. On the contrary, actu­
ally the Parisian movements were victorious only if they 
were in accord with the wishes of the majority of the French 
people. The storming of the Bastille was only significant 
because at the same time the peasants throughout France 
were also about to storm their local Bastilles. In May and 
June of 1793 the party of the Mountain was victorious only 
because the great majority of the French people despised 
the Roland clique. The Revolution of 1830 had been fought 
by the Parisians in complete agreement with the provincials, 
and the movement against Louis Philippe during the win­
ter of 1847-8 had actually started in the provinces and had 
later spread to Paris. 

The counter-revolutionary current, which achieved a tem­
porary predominance in the rural areas and in the provincial 
towns during April and May 1848, necessarily doomed every 
revolt in Paris to complete isolation. If the villages and the 
provincial towns opposed the revolt, and if the bourgeois 
middle class hated the " anarchists " and " terrorists," then 
it could be assumed that the regular army as well as the 
bourgeois section of the National Guard would fire fanati­
cally upon the workers. In addition there was the fatal 
separation between the unemployed, who were strongly 
organized in the national workshops and who still supported 
the government, and the workers in the factories who were 
in favour of Socialist Democracy. The secret wire-pullers 
of the French administrative apparatus had seen to it that 
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ceived for k>ur months; they had been used to fight social­
ism as long as they were needed and now, because they were 
no longer needed, were being kicked out. 

In this desperate situation the class consciousness of some 
of these relief workers awoke again and they attempted to 
get in touch with the revolutionary workers in the factories. 
They reminded themselves of 1793, 1830, and February 24, 
1848. As members of the National Guard they were armed, 
and they had grown accustomed to a certain degree of mili­
tary organization in the national workshops. They preferred 
to die honourably rather than to starve to death slowly in 
the name of the de!Docratic Republic. On June 2 3 the re­
volt began in the working-class quarters of Paris. No politi­
cal party and no prominent leader sided with the workers. 
Since the Democratic Party no longer existed and since the 
so-called successors of the party of the Mountain had deplora­
bly renounced their task, the simple workers of Paris fought 
alone for the tradition of Robespierre. 

The first victim of the revolt was the liberal-democratic 
government. On the morning of June 24 a group of excited 
deputies forced their way into the offices of the Executive 
Commission and demanded the immediate resignation of the 
five members. The latter declared that they would yield 
only to a formal decree of the National Assembly. They did 
not have to wait very long for the decree. The National As­
sembly transferred complete executive power to General 
Cavaignac, and with that the Executive Commission was de­
posed. If Socialist Democracy had collapsed in France on the 
15th of May, then the 24th of June was the end of liberal 
democracy. Opinions may vary as to which group disap­
peared more deplorably from the arena. 

When the revolt of the workers began in Paris on June 23, 
the spectacle of May 15 was repeated. The insurgents met 
with no resistance at first and were able to take possession of 
the working-class quarters and to erect barricades there. 
Had the government also thrown its entire armed force into 
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the working-class districts of Paris on the same day on which 
it published the decrees concerning the national workshops, 
then a revolt of such dimensions would hardly have resulted. 
However, the friends of a military dictatorship wanted a 
real street struggle, so that they would be able to settle ac­
counts thoroughly with socialism and democracy. Now they 
had attained their aim. The cunning provocation with 
which Cavaignac's party prepared the revolt of June 1848 
finds its closest analogy in the behaviour of the Tsarist gov• 
ernment of Russia in January 1905, when it also allowed the 
labour movement of the priest Gapon to develop in order to 
have an opportunity for the blood-bath .which it desired. 

The revolt of the Parisian workers was completely hope­
less from the beginning. But they fought with the courage 
of despair. It was only after a three-day struggle, which re­
sulted in the deaths of thousands of victims, that General 
Cavaignac was victorious. The gerieral remained at the head 
of the government, gathered his Ministry from the Right 
wing of the so-called moderate republicans, and suppressed 
every oppositional impulse of the masses with brutal vio­
lence. In the meantime the majority of the National As­
sembly completed its labours with the composition of a 
republican Constitution for France. General suffrage re­
mained in existence, for the ruling class was not afraid of it, 
as long as it was capable of suppressing any opposition with 
the help of the police, the courts, and the army. If the ruling 
capitalistic military dictatorship could suppress every party 
and every club, every meeting and every newspaper whose 
opinion displeased it, then general suffrage was an empty 
formality. 

This was the opinion of the French government party 
when it introduced direct election of the president by the 
people into the Constitution. Nevertheless general suffrage 
played a mean trick on Cavaignac's party. The French peo­
ple were supposed to elect the president of the Republic on 
the 10th of December. The great majority of the wealthy 
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had then separated from Marx and Engels. After the out­
break of the Revolution, Ruge worked for the cause of bour­
geois democracy in Germany. Democrats of the south-Ger­
man type controlled the Diets of southern Germany and 
formed the nucleus of the Left wing in the Frankfurt Na­
tional Assembly. The bourgeois Left wing in the new Prus­
sian Parliament in Berlin pursued approximately the same 
political course. 

There was, however, a small group of men among the 
tty-bourgeois south-German democrats who were not sat­

isfied with the general slogans of liberty and who wanted to 
act in a revolutionary manner. The most outstanding of 
these men was Hecker, a deputy in the Diet of Baden: He 
rejected all compromises with the monarchy, such as the 
German democrats were making everywhere. His goal was 
a democratic German republic, which the armed people were 
to establish by force of arms. The historical tradition with 
which Hecker was imbued derived from the great German 
Peasant War of 1525. He was much further removed from 
the modern working-class movement, since he was chiefly 
influenced by the petty-bourgeois conditions of his native 
country. Hecker was the only one of the German politicians 
of 1848 who actually made an impression on the broad masses 
of the people and enjoyed personal authority. In April 
Hecker decided to rise in revolt with the aim of expel­
ling the German princes and of erecting a republic. Thus 
Hecker challenged not only the German princes and the no­
bility but also the entire official liberal movement. 

In April 1848 Hecker began his revolt in Konstanz in 
Baden. His undertaking was by no means a putsch, but was 
well founded upon an objective appraisal of the existent 
political conditions. As a result of the impres.,ion left by 
the recent events of March the German governments were 
still morally paralysed. The army and the police were con­
fused and incapable of any action. If the German people 
were really in earnest about the slogans of liberty and nation, 
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nstitution for many centuries. In Hungary at least the 
upper classes had a tradition of parliamentary self-govern­
ment, which was reminiscent of England. Besides, the Hun­
garian government had taken advantage of the transitory 
weakness of the Habsburgs in March 1848 to develop an 
army, in which the troops of the house of Habsburg who had 
been recruited in Hungary were under the control of the 
Hungarian authorities. 

Vienna had revolted in favour of the Hungarian cause. 
Kossuth's Hungarian government should therefore have had 
every interest in coming to the aid of the Viennese as rapidly 
as possible and with united forces. A common victory of the 
Hungarians and the Viennese over the imperial army would 
have smashed the Habsburg Empire, would have reawak­
ened the Revolution in Italy and allowed events in Germany 
to take a new turn. Unfortunately Hungarian aid was inade­
quate and came too late. The Viennese democrats were 
forced to conduct the struggle against the overwhelming im­
perial power alone. In Germany the democratic Left wing 
contented itself with expressions of sympathy. The Left 
wing of the Frankfurt National Assembly sent several depu­
ties to Vienna. One of them, Robert Blum, who was per­
sonally courageous, participated in the defence of the city 
and was shot in accordance with martial law after the con­
quest of Vienna by the Austrian army. In 1848, just as later 
in 1934, the Viennese workers had to suffer because they 
were superior to the other democrats and socialists of cen­
tral Europe in courage and understanding. When the im­
perial army had reconquered Vienna the Revolution in Aus­
tria was ended. Now the imperial troops also marched into 
Hungary. When the King of Sardinia ventured to attempt a 
new passage at arms in March 1849, he was again beaten by 
Radetzky. After this Sardinia finally withdrew from the rev­
olutionary struggle. 

Nevertheless in the spring of 1849 events took an unex­
pected turn in various European countries and appeared to 
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usher in a revival of the revolution. First the Hungarians 
won a series of victories over the Austrian troops in pril 
and May and again forced them out of the country. In cen­
tral Italy the republicans had started to act independently. 
The Pope was driven out of Rome and a republic was pro­
claimed in Rome with Ma~ini at its head. Garibaldi as­
sumed the military lea ers 1p ofihe Roman emocrats. Be­
sides the Austrians and Naples, the Roman Republic found 
itself faced by still another opponent, whose intervention 
on the side of the counter-revolution would not have \>een 
expected by anyone several months earlier. This was France. 
The new President, apoleon Bonaparte, wanted to win 
over the French Catholics to his side by carrying out an ac­
tion for the benefit of the Pope. French troops landed in 
Italy and attacked Rome, but in April they were driven back 
by Garibaldi. The brilliant military achievements of the 
Roman Republic offer a characteristic contrast to the inade­
quacy of the royal Sardinian army. 

Meanwhile in France the National embly had con-
cluded its activity and in May 1849 the regular Parliament, 
the legislative body, was elected on the basis of the new 
republican Constitution. Under the stormy tide of Bona­
partism, republicanism gradually lost its significance in 
France, but for the present republican forms were still 
observed. The elections of May 1849 were very peculiar. 
President Napoleon was inde backed by the great ma­
jority of the French people, but the development of Bona­
partism had proceeded in such a stormy manner that the 
President did not yet have any organized party of personal 
adherents. As a result he was forced to depend on one of 
the old parties temporarily. apoleon chose the old mon­
archist party, from which he selected his ministers. During 
the election campaign the monarchists presented themselves 
as the friends of President Napoleon and thus obtained a 
majority in Parliament. On the other hand many voters 
who had voted for Napoleon during the presidential elec-
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perial crown to the King of Prussia, Friedrich Wilhelm IV. 
The bourgeois-liberal party in the National Assembly, so 

far as it favoured the Prussian solution of the national ques­
tion, agreed upon a compromise with the democrats of the 
Left wing in order to obtain a majority for their constitu­
tional plan. This compromise favoured the south-German 
Left-wing democrats considerably. If the Constitution of 
1848 had actually been put into effect, then the King of 
Prussia would indeed have had the formal title of Em­
peror, but little real power. A German imperial parliament, 
elected by means of general suffrage, would have exercised 
the supreme power. According to the letter of the Consti­
tution, the south-German petty bourgeoisie would have 
had supreme power, a completely unnatural condition. The 
clearest-thinking leaders of north-German capitalism re­
jected the compromise which their party friends in Frankfurt 
am Main had concluded with the democrats. They didn't 
want to have anything to do with a constitution which made 
the fate of Prussian capitalism and the Prussian army de­
pendent upon general suffrage. King Friedrich Wilhelm IV 
was even more reluctant to accept the imperial crown under 
such conditions. In April he refused the Frankfurt offer. 

The destruction of the German Constitution by the 
princes excited the masses profoundly. The workers were 
just as embittered as the south-German democrats. Early 
in May the Saxon workers rose in revolt in Dresden and 
were suppressed by the Prussian army. Disturbances also 
occurred in other parts of Germany. Most important were 
the events in Baden. Hecker's ideas had taken root among 
the Badenese soldiers, with the result that a revolutionary 
mood, such as existed in no other part of Germany, pre­
vailed among the troops. From the 9th to the 12th of May 
the soldiers revolted in the most important garrisons of 
Baden. The Grand Duke, together with his loyal officers 
and officials, were farced to flee, and consequently the execu­
tive committee of the popular democratic societies of Baden, 

THE DEFEAT OF THE REVOl..UTION 1.21 

led by Brentano and Goegg, suddenly and unexpectedly 
found itself with the entire political power in its hands. 
The Revolution also triumphed in the neighbouring Rhen­
ish Palatinate. The first days of the Badenese military re­
volt remind one of the rebellion of the German sailors at 
the end of October and the beginning of November 1918. 
It was of the utmost importance to extend the military re­
volt beyond the boundaries of Baden as rapidly as possible 
and at the same time to legalize the movement by having 
the Frankfurt National Assembly adopt it. After the failure 
of the Constitution almost all the moderate deputies had 
left Frankfurt am Main. Consequently the Left wing con­
trolled the National Assembly and was still qualified to 
speak in the name of the German people. It could confer 
the character of a legal struggle for a legal constitution 
upon the mutiny of the soldiers in Baden. Once again the 
possibility of saving the German Revolution was present. 

One after another, however, all the hopes of the revolu­
tionaries in Europe were disappointed. When Ledru-Rol­
lin's party attempted to organize a revolutionary street dem­
onstration in Paris on June 13, the demonstrators were 
dispersed by Napoleon's soldiers without any trouble. With 
that the soap-bubble of the rejuvenated party of the Moun­
tain burst. Ledru-Rollin went into exile in England, fol­
lowing the example of Louis Blanc. The defeat of the 
French Mountain party likewise destroyed the chances of 
the republicans in Italy. After a courageous resistance the 
Roman Republic succumbed in July to the superior reac­
tionary forces. The Russian Tsar placed his army at the 
disposal of the house of Habsburg for the purpose of van­
quishing the Hungarian Revolution. In the summer of 1849 
Hungary was conquered by the combined Russian and Aus­
trian troops. One sees how all four major powers of the 

uropean continent, Russia, Austria, Prussia, and Bona­
parte's France, put aside their differences and first subdued 
the revolution together. 
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than the remnants of a period which had been got over. 
Therefore after 1850 Marx and Engels emphasized the dif­
ferences which separated them from the official European 
democrats, in a sharply defined manner, and warned the 
workers against the slogans of KOMuth, Ledru-Rollin, Ruge, 
and others. As an individual Ledru-Rollin was no better 
and no worse in 1851 than he had been in 1847, but during 
the latter year he had been the representative of a great pro­
gressive mass movement, while in 1851 he was only an in­
dividual. The change in the tactics of Marx and Engels 
does not mean that they had abandoned the basic idea of 
democratic revolution; on the contrary, as long as they lived 
they remained democrats in the best sense of the word and 
in the spirit of 1848. They never advised the workers to 
adopt a narrow-minded class policy and to separate them­
selves from the other groups of working people. Particularly 
after 1848, Marx and Engels devoted a large part of their 
labours to the study of the agrarian question in all countries. 
·wherever the liberal bourgeoisie fought against feudalism 
Marx and Engels absolutely demanded that the workers 
support the struggle of the bourgeoisie, in order to be able 
to carry the movement beyond its bourgeois-liberal limits 
after the common victory. 

According to the doctrine of Marx and Engels, the pro­
letariat would "organize itself as a nation" at the head of 
the victorious working people and thus make possible the 
transition from the capitalistic individual economy to a so­
cialistic collective economy. evertheless this statement of 
faith in democracy and a democratic revolution by no means 
signifies any agreement with the actions of an impotent and, 
in view of the objective situation, counter-revolutionary 
group of leaders. After 1850 Marx and Engels hoped that 
new parties would arise in the decisive countries with the 
advent of a new revolutionary wave; these parties would 
complete the work of 1848. They hoped that these new 
movements of the future would have a much clearer char-
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and oppres.sed nations. The Hungarian National Party, led 
by Kossuth, as well as the aristocratic section of the Polish 
exiles and the liberal-monarchist group of the Italian pa­
triots, entered into negotiations with Napoleon and hoped 
that he would fulfil their desires. Mazzini, however, re­
mained true to his principles and rejected any association 
with corrupt Bonapartism, which could only ruin the Italian 
movements. 

While the bourgeois-democratic International disinte­
grated into its component parts, the proletarian-democratic 
International of Willich had no better fate. When it was 
realized that the movement could not achieve any positive 
successes, new quarrels developed in the Communist Work­
ers' Club in London, which soon brought about its complete 
disintegration. Willich temporarily approached the bour­
geois democrats of the Ruge-Kinkel group and then emi­
grated to America. &happer and the rest of the politically 
interested German workers in England returned to Marx. 
At the same time the organization of the French socialist 
exiles lost all significance, and thus the anti-Marxist labour 
International was only an episode, despite the tumult which 
it had created in 1850 and 1851. 

While all the various groups of European democratic 
exiles were disintegrating and their leaders were sinking into 
insignificance, Marx continued to work indefatigably in 
London. His unparalleled scientific work attracted thinking 
representatives of the labour movement like an irresistible 
magnet. The leaders of the English workers resumed their 
relations with Marx and Engels. This is equally true of the 
Chartist Party during the last years of its existence, and of 
the English trade unions as soon as they too began to interest 
themselves in the political tasks of the proletariat. In a like 
manner the few people in Germany around 1860 who were 
concerned with the class politics of the workers also con­
sidered Marx as their scientific guide. The political struggle 
among the European emigres ended about 1860, although its 
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Minister, Bismarck, had overstepped the bounds of the Con­
stitution. They ruled in a dictatorial manner, in opposition 
to Parliament and nine tenths of the people. Apparently a 
revolutionary situation was developing in Prussia, and in 
his weaker moments the King himself expected the fate of 
Louis XVI. 

At the beginning of the sixties the nationalist movements 
had also reawakened. In 1863 a revolt broke out in the Rus­
sian part of Poland, which met with intense sympathy in cen­
tral and western Europe. Hungary was in a state of increas­
ing turbulence, since the Hungarians rejected Viennese 
centralization in any form, no matter whether it appeared 
under the cloak of absolutism as after 1849 or of German 
liberalism after 186o. Owing to the war against Austria, 
which Napoleon III had conducted together with Sardinia in 
1859, the nationalist movement in Italy was again in full 
swing. At first Napoleon had obtained only the cession of 
Lombardy by Austria, a meagre result for the Italian patriots. 
Then, however, the movement of the Italian people went 
ahead alone. It overflowed into central Italy and in 1860 
Garibaldi undertook his famous expedition to Sicily. In the 
course of a brilliant triumphal march Garibaldi, at the head 
of his republican and patriotic volunteers, destroyed the cor­
rupt feudal Kingdom of Naples. 

The impression which Garibaldi's victories made upon 
all of Europe was enormous. It was the first time in many 
years that the democratic revolution had conquered by force 
of arms. The radical elements of all countries conceived new 
hopes. The moral authority of the Italian republicans and of 
their leaders, Garibaldi and Mazzini, who had already stood 
the test of 1849 so brilliantly, was greater than ever before. 
However, it was soon evident that the Italian republicans 
could indeed triumph, but that the liberal monarchists gath­
ered the fruits of their victories. With all their courage and 
all their love of the broad masses, the Italian republicans had 
no social program with which they would have been able to 
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class itself would now have to fill the gap consciously. The 
proletariat as a class would have to take up the arms which 
the older democratic movement had cast aside. In theory 
this was clear and simple, but its practical political execution 
was all the more difficult. The strength and the weakness of 
the older democratic movement had been the fact that it had 
been a mobilization of the" people." On the one hand this 
explains the phraseological vagueness of most of the older 
democrats on the social question, but on the other also the 
impaMioned energy with which workers and peasants, arti­
sans and students had united under the democratic banner. 
In 1848 the democratic idea had actually moved the masses 
and had carried them to the barricades. Only recently Gari­
baldi, with his democratic and patriotic slogans, had mobi­
lized all the people in southern Italy to fight against a small 
ruling group. 

The democratic movement had then been wrecked every 
time on its social contradictions. It had made a glorious be­
ginning, however, by stirring up the people, by arowing the 
will of the masses to sacrifice their lives for freedom and a 
better future. If the labour movement now appeared as the 
successor to the older democratic movement, would it be 
capable of making the same glorious beginning? Any labour 
organization was capable of seeing the real problems of social 
life much more clearly than the older democratic movement 
had seen them. Would the organized working cla.u, how­
ever, be capable of finding the connexion between the minor 
specialized questions of its daily activities and the great prob­
lems of the revolution? Would the workers be capable of 
organizing the masses of peasants and artisans and others as 
a part of the working class and then of leading them in an 
attack upon the ruling system? 

In 1848 the political idea had pushed all other considera­
tions into the background. The workers in all countries 
were convinced that the people must first obtain political 
power. Everything else would then follow. The movement 
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was so strong that in many cases it even carried the unpoliti­
cal socialists with it. It is typical that in 1848 in France even 
Proudhon allowed himself to be elected to the National As­
sembly, not, to be sure, as a member of any party, but as an 
independent socialist. The defeat of the political revolution 
necessarily shook the faith of the workers in the power of 
purely political action and with that also their faith in the 
older revolutionary democratic movement. During the dec­
ade between 186o and 1870 four tendencies or forms may be 
recognized according to which the workers sought to shape 
their class movement in contrast to that of the older demo­
cratic tradition. These were the political labour party, the 
political trade unions, unpolitical anarchism employing 
peaceful methods, and finally unpolitical anarchism advocat­
ing revolutionary methods. Lassalle's party in Germany rep­
resented the first form; the second was typified by the English 
trade unions. The two anarchist groups consisted of the ad­
herents of Proudhon and Bakunin. 

During the sixties the Left wing of the bourgeoisie in 
Germany formed several parties. These were movements of 
uncompromising liberals, who attempted to win over masses 
of the petty bourgeoisie and of the working class. The spe­
cific German form of the democratic movement of 1848, 
which had never been anything else but a Left wing of lib­
eralism with petty-bourgeois tendencies, merged with the 
new parties. In Prussia there was the German Progressive 
Party and in southern Germany the German People's Party. 
Men who had been considered democrats in 1848 worked 
in both parties - for example, Schulze-Delitzsch in the Pro­
gressive Party, and Karl Mayer in the People's Party. It is 
remarkable, however, that in their official names both par­
ties avoided any designation as democrats. It was felt that 
the word " democrat " was not very suitable for a peaceful 
and legal bourgeois party, or, as Lassalle bluntly expressed 
it: " The old, honourable, and intelligible word ' democ-
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racy ' was obscured by the furtive, mendacious name of the 
' Progressive Party.'" 

At the beginning of the sixties the Communist League 
had long since ceased to exist. Only a few people had any 
direct connexions with Marx and Engels in England. The 
workers who had any interest at all in a radical political 
movement joined the Left wing of the bourgeoisie, the Pro­
gressive Party, and the People's Party. Later the two inde­
pendent Social Democratic parties were formed by the sepa­
ration of the workers' clubs from the two bourgeois parties. 
The popular goal of the social-reformist movement among 
the workers, just as among the distressed petty bourgeoi­
sie, was still the co-operative in the spirit of Louis Blanc. 
If matters were considered in the right light, the liberal 
bourgeoisie had no occasion to fear the co-operatives. Thus 
Schulze-Delitzsch himself founded co-operatives in the name 
of the Progressive Party, and as a result the workers in Prus­
sia could be really satisfied with their party. The party also 
led the struggle for political freedom. Particularly in 1863 
the Progressive Party opposed the King and Bismarck, and 
at the same time the workers received their co-operatives. 
However, Schulze-Delitzsch differed with Louis Blanc by 
demanding that the co-operatives should not be organized 
with the help of the state, but that they should be main­
tained with funds contributed by the members themselves. 

It was nevertheless an unnatural condition for the Ger­
man proletariat, which was constantly growing in number 
and self-confidence, to remain permanently attached to the 
leading-strings of the wealthy bourgeoisie. For the workers 
in 1848 democracy had not meant a policy of class con­
ciliation with the manufacturers and the bankers. After 
the collapse of revolutionary democracy in 1 849 the demo­
cratic remnants had hidden themselves beneath the wings 
of bourgeois liberalism. The fact that the workers had ac­
companied this retreat for a certain period was only an ex-
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pression of the defeat of all the popular forces in Germany. 
Yet the moment had to come when the German working 
class, after the decline of the older revolutionary democratic 
movement, would found its own democratic party. 

When the German workers began to become politically 
independent, they found a great leader in Lassalle. He was 
by far the most important thinker among the younger poli­
ticians and sociologists in Germany who had accepted the 
teachings of Marx. Lassalle used the differences of opinion 
within the progressive workers' clubs in order to enter into 
a struggle with Schulze-Deliusch and the bourgeoisie. He 
explained the facts of the class struggle very trenchantly to 
the workers. He demanded general suffrage for the Ger­
man workers, a right which they possessed neither in Prus­
sia nor in southern Germany nor in Austria at that time. 
He demanded that the state should aid the productive co­
operatives of the workers. Only in this way would it be pos­
sible to obtain any positive results, while the co-operatives 
of Schulze-Delitzsch would expire owing to a lack of funds. 

In 1863 Lassalle founded tHe General German Workers' 
Society. It was the first independent and vital working­
class party o;. German soil The Communist League had 
been but a small group without any independent following 
among the masses. Lassalle's Workers' Society was a demo­
cratic party, for he demanded general suffrage and the as­
sumption of political power by the working class. Marx 
and Engels greeted the founding of Lassalle's party with 
mixed emotions. They were disturbed first of all by the 
co-operative theory, which Lassalle had not borrowed from 
Marx, but rather from Louis Blanc. Marx did not believe 
that the controversy over the correct form of co-operatives 
was a particularly suitable starting-point for a new labo1;1r 
party. Marx feared that the propaganda for co-operatives 
would lead to nothing but confusion and reverses. The 
worst of it was that a few producers' co-operatives might very 
easily be founded with some help from the state, even un-
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ernme~t, which would be po ible even in Berlin, is certainly 
very ~ffer_ent from any flirtation or even any pseudo-com­
promISe with the government. . . . There is no longer any 
doubt that Lassalle's unfortunate illusion of a socialistic in­
t~rventi~n by a Prussian government will be followed by 
d1sappomtment. The logic of facts will speak. However, 
the ~ono~r of the labour party demands that •it reject all 
such 1llus1ons, even before their emptiness has been demon­
strated by experience. The working class is revolutionary 
or it is nothing." 

Marx did Schweitzer a great wrong, when he consid­
ered h_im in any way an agent of the Prussian government. 
Schw~1tzer, and Lassalle before him, never betrayed the 
working class and democracy, even for one moment, in the in­
terest of Bismarck. Schweitzer's tactics are explained rather 
by the practical needs of his party and by the desires and 
sentiments of the German workers themselves. The small 
party of the Lassalleans was in an enormou ly difficult situ­
ation at that time. In order to attain any significance, the 
party first had to separate a considerable number of workers 
~om bourg~is liberalism. This was possible only by carry­
mg on an mten e polemical agitation against the liberal 
catchwords. If the party had simultaneously begun such a 
propaganda campaign among the rural population, it would 
have _diss~pat~d its forces and would probably have achieved 
nothmg •~ either field. On the other hand it was just the 
class-conscious part of the German proletariat that desired 
a genuine labour party, a party which clearly and definitely 
represented the workers and would not mingle the cause 
of the workers with the causes of other groups. 

Marx and Engels, on the other hand, were not concerned 
~ith the problem of founding some kind of socialist party 
m Gennanf as _rapidly as possible, but only with advancing 
the revolution m Germany. But a revolution in Prussia was 
impossible if the urban workers isolated themselves. The 
workers must unite with the poor rural population and de-
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feat the military monarchy together, thus completing the 
actual bourgeois revolution in Germany without waiting 
for the bourgeoisie. Marx and Engels demanded of Las­
salle' s party that it behave like a party of revolutionary demo­
crats. It should continue the work of 1848, but it must get 
rid of all petty-bourgeois admixtures and phrases. At that 
time, however, it was difficult to interest just that part of 
the European proletariat which was most class-conscious in 
a policy of this kind. The more clearly the vanguard of the 
proletariat realized its own po ition within bourgeois so­
ciety, the greater became its tendency to isolate itself and to 
emphasize those qualities which were specifically proletarian 
and which differentiated it from all the groups and tend­
encies of the wealthy classes. At this stage the radical prole­
tarian movement tended particularly to see the nobility and 
the peaiants, the manufacturers and the intellectuals as " a 
uniform reactionary mass." However, in this manner the 
working class isolated itself and made it impossible for itself 
to carry on a revolutionary policy. 

It has already been emphasized that Lassalle reproached 
the liberal bourgeoisie and particularly the bourgeois radi­
cals with the fact that they renounced the name of democrats. 
The result was that the rising independent labour move­
ment claimed the democratic name for itself. The political 
German labour movement began to call itself " social-demo­
cratic," in accord with the tradition of 1848. Linguistically 
this name was unobjectionable, since it was intended to des­
ignate a movement which demanded self-government by the 
people based upon general suffrage and at the same time the 
social transformation of society in the interest of the labour­
ing masses. Historically, however, the designation was less 
correct, for, by their policy of class isolation, the new labour 
parties abandoned the essential idea of the historical demo­
cratic movement. 

Marx and Engels were not at all satisfied with the charac­
terization of their labour movement as " social-democratic." 
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man labour party could have been to unite all the opponents 
of Bismarck's system. However, Liebknecht and his friends 
were not capable of steering an independent course in the 
great political questions of the day. To be sure, they repre­
sented the trade interests of the German workers coura­
geously, but at the same time they were completely under 
the influence of the People's Party's anti-Prussian particular­
ism. Just for the sake of annoying Bismarck the leaders of 
the Social Democratic Labour Party waxed enthusiastic over 
Austria, over the rulers of the petty German states who had 
been deposed by Prussia, and over the narrow-mindedness 
of the petty states. The anger with which Marx and Engels 
observed Wilhelm Liebknecht and his tactics is entirely 
comprehensible. This example again illustrates how diffi­
cult it was at that time for an independent labour party in 

urope to steer its own political course. As soon as the 
workers and their leaders abandoned the well-known road 
of revolutionary democracy, they were confronted by tangled 
forests of unexplored political territory. Every advance was 
dangerous and as a rule it was easy to go astray. 

The founding of an independent labour party was not 
due to Lassa1le's ambitions, but developed out of the condi­
tions of the period. The corresponding events in France 
prove this. Ever since Napoleon III had begun to feel in­
secure and had observed the growth of the opposition, he 
had begun to toy with the labour movement. In 1862 the 
imperial government had permitted the French workers to 
elect a kind of industrial representative body. These work­
ers' delegates were to represent the French proletariat at 
the London World Exposition, which was then being held. 
This contact between the French and English workers, which 
had been encouraged by Napoleon III, was later to become 
important for the origin of the First International. In a posi­
tive sense apoleon did nothing for the French workers. 
However, at least a few working-class organizations, with 
moderate aims, were now legalized in France. In Paris these 
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labour groups determined to play an independent part in 
the parliamentary elections of 1863. The labour candidates 
appealed to the electorate with declarations in which they 
emphasized the class differences between the workers and the 
capitalists, as well as the necessity for an independent labour 
party, with extraordinary clarity. This occurred in the same 
year during which Lassalle started his great agitational cam­
paign in Germany. 

The two movements were completely independent of 
each other. The leaders of the political labour movement 
in Paris were exceedingly honest men, who had nothing to 
do with Napoleon's manreuvres. However, they had a per­
fectly good right to utilize as advantageously as J>O$ible the 
increased freedom which the working class had obtained. 
Neverthele s the nomination of independent labour candi­
dates in Paris at such a time meant a split in the ranks of 
those who opposed Bonaparte. Just as the German liberals 
had considered Lassalle's agitation as an aid to Bismarck, 
the French bourgeois republicans also regarded the nomina­
tion of labour candidates as one of Bonaparte's manreuvres. 
It is characteristic that in 1863 the labour candidates in 
Paris were decisively defeated, and received but a few hun­
dred votes. During the early period the electoral successes 
of the two socialist parties in Germany were just as mod­
erate. From 1867 to 1877 five general elections, based upon 
general suffrage, were _held in northern Germany, but the 
first Social Democratic deputies were not elected in Berlin 
until 1877. The idea of an independent labour party, sepa­
rated from the bourgeois-democratic or bourgeois-republi­
can opposition, gained adherents among the proletariat very 
slowly. 

The second form of proletarian dissociation from the poli­
cies of the older democratic parties developed in England. 
Together with all possible kinds of personal, local, and more 
accidental factors, two main causes were important for the 
decline of the Chartist Party. First of all the complete col-
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lapse of the revolutionary democratic movement on the 
European continent after 1849 also tended to paralyse the 
related movement in England. Furthermore the one-sided 
concentration of Chartist propaganda on the political fran­
chise no longer satisfied the English working class. To be 
sure, the politically thinking English workers still demanded 
electoral reform, but they gradually felt themselves repelled 
by a party which continued to speak only of parliamentary 
reform and disregarded the practical daily needs of the pro­
letariat. In the long run, the promise of the Chartists that 
everything would change after the electoral reform did not 
satisfy the English workers. As a result, during the sixties 
they turned to their trade societies, the unions, and also 
found a political haven in them. 

This does not mean that the English workers had now be­
come fundamental opponents of political activity. On the 
contrary, the English trade unions fought with increased 
zeal for general suffrage at that time and were very influen­
tial particularly in international political questions. Yet the 
English workers no longer believed that only a democratic 
political party of the proletariat could advance their inter­
ests. Perhaps pressure exerted by the workers who were or­
ganized in unions on the existing bourgeois parties could 
accomplish the same, if not more. In England, too, the masses 
were evidently drifting away from the older ideal of a demo­
cratic party of the working people. 

In Germany and France the friends of independent labour 
parties agreed with the politically active English trade-union­
ists by attributing great significance to political activity 
within the bounds of the existing states and their constitu­
tions. The Germans and the French wanted to have their 
labour deputies in Parliament; the English wanted to exert 
pressure on the bourgeois parliamentary parties from out­
side. All of them believed in the importanc of political ac­
tivity in Parliament and in the state. Alongside of these 
groups, however, a completely different movement developed 
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among the European workers. This tendency also opposed 
the traditional democratic ideas. It went beyond this, how­
ever, and completely rejected all political activity within 
the framework of the existing political order. It has already 
been pointed out that the older utopian socialism had re­
jected the use of political methods for the transformation of 
the state. The complete collapse of the European revolution 
in 1849 and the failure of all the political movements of the 
masses, which had been started with so much enthusiasm and 
devotion, appeared to bear out the views of these sceptics. 

From the beginning many utopian socialists had exhibited 
anarchist tendencies; that is, they demanded the dissolution 
of all centralized political organizations based upon com­
pulsion, and their replacement by smaller, loosely connected, 
self-governing communities. This older criticism of central­
ization and of political states based upon compulsion was 
developed by Proudhon. Not only did he absolutely reject 
the existing capitalistic and feudal states, but he also dis­
trusted intensely any attempt to realize socialism by means 
of a large centralized organization based upon force. People 
who think like Proudhon do not consider it a great advance 
for the working class to be commanded by an organization 
of government officials, even though it takes place in the 
name of "socialism." At the present time the followers of 
Proudhon's ideas generally refer to Soviet Russia as proof of 
the correctness of their fears. Proudhon and his school did 
not consider any revolution progressive as long as it was 
directed by a centralized party machine, since such revolu­
tions only led the masses from one form of dependency to 
another. 

The rejection of the political party is closely connected 
with the criticism of the centralized state. A party is, in a 
certain sense, a state in miniature and tends ultimately to 
become the state itself. A party embodies authority just as 
a state does. Even though a party may make extremely radi­
cal demands and promise its followers republicanism, de-
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leaders and with complete self-government by the members. 
Tolain, one of the labour candidates in the recent elections, 
came to London as the representative of the Paris workers. 
On September 24, 1864 a large international labour meet­
ing was held in London. Besides the English and the French 
representatives, several delegates of the Italian workers' so­
cieties which supported Mazzini participated in the meet­
ing. Marx was invited to take part as the representative of 
the German workers. Marx recognized that he was dealing 
with a serious movement and accepted the invitation. 

At the meeting in London it was decided to organize an 
international workers' association, which for the present 
would include the English, French, Italian, and German la­
bour organizations. The workers of other countries were 
invited to join. A general council with its seat in London 
took over the direction of the International. Marx soon ob­
tained a decisive influence in the General Council. He drew 
up the program of the International and directed its policies. 

It is worth noting that Marx and Engels did not found 
the "first" International, but that the idea came from the 
workers themselves, chiefly from the English unions, and 
Marx then accepted the plan of the English workers. Fur­
thermore it was not the narrower trade interests of the work­
ers that led to the founding of the International, but rather 
broad, general questions of international policy. The im­
mediate occasion for the founding of the International was 
not a strike, but a demonstration of sympathy for Poland, 
a matter which had no direct connexion with the workers' 
jobs. The formation of the International would have been 
inconceivable without the older tradition of collaboration 
of the European democratic movement. The foreign policy 
of the Chartists furnished the most important precedent for 
the International. The London meeting of 1864 was the 
direct continuation of the London assemblies of the Fra­
ternal Democrats before and after 1848. The First Interna­
tional was an impo ing attempt on the part of the European 
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working class to resume a course of action which had been 
abandoned by the older democratic movement. The basic 
idea was to change the economic conditions of the working 
class in the leading countries by means of political victories 
of the proletarian democratic movement. 

The narrower trade interests of the workers certainly 
played an important part in the publications and at the con­
gresses of the International, and Marx attempted at all times 
to demonstrate the connexion between the small daily cares 
of the proletarians and the larger political movements. In 
1867 the International procured money from the London 
unions to support striking bronze-workers in Paris. This 
act of international proletarian solidarity caused a great 
sensation and contributed substantially to the victory of the 
striking Paris workers. Marx was proud of this success. 
Nevertheless Marx and Engels never regarded economic mat­
ters as the essential business of the International. From 1866 
to 1869 the International held its congresses annually, either 
in Switzerland or in Belgium. Marx and Engels did not 
attend the congresses and did not consider their resolutions 
on economic and social matters as very important. Nor did 
Marx become excited if the congress of the International 
sometimes passed a Proudhonist resolution. What was said 
at the meetings of the International was not so important 
as the fact that the International itself existed. 

The first practical purpose which Marx endeavoured to 
carry out by means of the International was to influence the 
English labour movement directly through the medium of 
the General Council. As a result the International actually 
was capable of leading the struggle of the English workers 
for the franchise. Beyond that, however, the International 
gave Marx the possibility of influencing the French workers, 
a fact which might become very important as soon as the 
long awaited new revolution broke out in Paris. The col­
laboration of the English and French workers, which had 
proved so felicitous during strikes, might put a new face 
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on European politics if it was employed correctly after the 
next French revolution. If, in the meantime, the English 
workers obtained the franchise and were thus in a position 
to determine their country's policy, and if this new demo­
cratic England combined with a new French republic, then 
the foundation would finally have been laid for the rise of 
the proletariat. How far such an Anglo-French combination 
could be supported by a revived democratic movement in 
America, on the one hand, and by related movements in 
central and eastern Europe remained to be ascertained. 

To be sure, Marx saw clearly that for the present the 
International was only a loose federation, composed of the 
most diverse elements. The English trade-unionists were 
not socialists at all. The French adherents of the Interna­
tional were chiefly Proudhonists, and they followed the 
"authoritarian " activity of the General Council with the 
greatest distrust. In 1865 Marx broke openly with the Ger­
man Las.,alleans, nor did the narrow-minded, particularistic 
tactics of Liebknecht's party tend to strengthen the Interna­
tional. The Italian societies which belonged to the Inter­
national were influenced by Mazzini at first and later ac­
cepted Bakunin's ideas. The groups of the International in 
the smaller countries were also very diversified and often 
opposed the General Council. In all these crises and diffi­
culties the English members should have been the chief 
support of the International. However, the leaders of the 
English trade unions were both personally and politically 
connected with bourgeois liberalism, a condition which rep­
resented a constant source of differences and contradictions. 

Marx felt that only a single large group of workers which 
actually agreed with him intrinsically existed in Europe, but 
it was just this group that did not belong officially to the 
International. This group consisted of the revolutionary 
workers of Paris. It was known that they existed and their 
line of action was eagerly awaited. But they had no party. 
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In France the police did not allow the formation of a revo­
lutionary workers' party, nor was there anyone among the 
emigr~ who would actually have been able to speak in the 
name of this section of the Parisian workers. In September 
1867 Marx wrote in a letter: " The worst of it is that we 
haven't even a single person in Paris who could get in touch 
with the working-class sections (and they form the majority) 
that are hostile to the Proudhonists." Marx sympathized 
sincerely with old Blanqui. He was actually the only one 
among the leaders of the democratic movement of 1848 
whom Marx valued highly as an individual. Blanqui recip­
rocated this feeling of sympathy. However, opportunities 
to get in touch with Blanqui, inside or outside of prison, 
were rare, and the practical significance of such attempts 
was small, since Blanqui had no party and was actually only 
a great, half-mythical name for the workers of Paris. Since 
the French revolutionary workers had no organization, Marx 
was forced to allow the theorizing and captious Proudhonists 
within the International to speak in the name of France. 

Despite these enormous internal difficulties, Marx was 
able to maintain a unified International until great and 
tragic events in European politics made its further existence 
purposeless. At first Marx was satisfied with the results de­
spite any momentary unpleasantness. In September 1867 
he wrote to Engels in the jargon which he had acquired in 
exile and which he employed for such communications: 
" Meanwhile our society makes great progress. . . . Les 
choses marchent, and in the next revolution, which is closer 
perhaps than we suspect, we, i.e. you and I, will have this 
mighty engine in our hands. Compare with this the results 
of Mazzini's etc. operations since 30 years! And all this with­
out funds, despite the intrigues of the Proudhonists in Paris, 
of Mazzini in Italy, of the jealousies of Odger, Cremer, Potter 
in London, and despite Schulze-Delitzsch and the Lassal­
leans in Germany! " (Potter was an English trade-union 
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leader.) In speaking of the coming revolution Marx ap­
parently thought of an uprising in Paris, which was expected 
momentarily then. 

8. Napoleon's Collapse 
At first the International actually achieved political suc• 
cesses. One of these was the acquisition of general suffrage 
in 1867 by the urban workers in England. This result had 
become possible only because it was supported both by 
the radical wing of the liberals and also by the revived 
Conservative Pany of Disraeli. With this step England had 
completed its transformation into a bourgeois democratic 
state, wherein the organized workers played an important 
pan. In addition in America the Northern states had ob­
tained a decisive victory during 1864-5 and had completely 
destroyed the slave-holding aristocracy. The International 
congratulated President Lincoln formally upon his success. 
The address was composed by Marx, and Lincoln replied 
with an exceedingly friendly answer. Simultaneously in 
France, Napoleon's decline grew more evident. The French 
strike movement, which was supported by the International, 
helped to render any contradictions more acute. The vio­
lence of the imperial police on such occasions embittered 
even the most peaceful Proudhonists and proved to them 
that even the most modest social progress would be possible 
in France only after the expulsion of Napoleon. Napoleon's 
apparent friendliness for the workers had disappeared long 
ago. 

In Germany at the same time the authority of the ruling 
class had been greatly strengthened by Bismarck's successes. 
Since 1866 the liberal bourgeoisie had become completely 
reconciled to Bismarck. Bismarck was now at the head of 
a solid bloc composed of the King of Prussia and the minor 
German princes, the militaristic Prussian nobility, and the 
liberal bourgeoisie. As Lassalle had predicted, Bismarck had 
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actually granted general suffrage for the North German 
Reichstag. Since 1867 the government had received over­
whelming majorities in the elections. The Catholic Pan­
Germans, the anti-Prussian People's Pany, and the two So­
cial Democratic groups were completely impotent politically. 
A formal and final solution of the German question, through 
the entrance of the south-German states into the confedera­
tion led by Prussia, was apparently only a question of a 
short time. 

From a democratic and socialist point of view, this entire 
development in Germany was not very gratifying. Never­
theless, in a certain sense it advanced the aims of the Inter­
national. In the first place the unification of Germany was 
followed by a powerful development of industry and conse­
quently strengthened the proletariat. The solution of the 
German question removed the differences which had sepa­
rated the friends and the opponents of a greater Germany 
and thus paved the way for the unification of the German 
labour movement. Even more important at this moment 
was the fact that anything which strengthened Germany like­
wise weakened apoleon and so helped to bring on a French 
revolution. French public opinion considered the result of 
the war of 1866 as a serious defeat for France. By his political 
mistakes Napoleon III had brought about the unification of 
Italy and then the centralization of Germany under Prussian 
leadership. The result was that France's international po­
sition had become exceedingly serious and unfavourable. 

The collapse of apoleon's American policy followed 
upon the heels of his diplomatic defeat in Germany. Na­
poleon had taken advantage of the weake~ing of the United 
States during the Civil War to erect a kmd of French pro­
tectorate in Mexico. In Mexico the party of the great land­
owners and the Church was opposed by a popular peasant 
movement. The republican party led by Presidel!_t Juarez 
represented the interests of the poor rural population. e 
large landowners, on the other hand, sought aid abroad. 
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can only be explained on the basis of the odd political situa­
tion in France at that time, was held even by the most experi­
enced observers. Thus Engels wrote on August 15, 1870: 
" The worst of it is - who should be the leader in case a 
revolutionary movement actually appears in Paris? Roche­
fort is the most popular and the only useful one - Blanqui 
appears to be forgotten." 

The French elections of 1869 were an improved edition 
of the 186, elections. To be sure, the manufactured im­
perial majority was returned again, but all the large cities, 
headed by Paris, had definitely voted against Napoleon. 
The frightened Emperor sought to compromise with the 
bourgeoisie. He changed the military despotism into a par­
liamentary monarchy, and he even found a very conservative 
republican, Ollivier, who was ready to usher in Napoleon's 
new era as Prime Minister. Napoleon then held a plebiscite 
to confirm or repudiate the establishment of the new " lib­
eral " Empire. Once again the plebiscite brought victory 
for the tried and trustworthy imperial electoral swindlers. 
Paris, however, again repudiated the Empire. The liberal 
comedy of Ollivier's Ministry was only the beginning of the 
end, or, as Gambetta expressed it, the bridge between the 
Republic of 1848 and the republic of the future. 

In July 1870 war broke out between Napoleon and Prus­
sia and brought the swindle of the mpire to a bloody con­
clusion. After the first defeats of the French army in August 
1870, everyone prepared for Napoleon's fall. Even the gen­
erals speculated on the political future, in which the Red re­
publicans at home appeared much more dangerous than the 
Prussians. The plan of action which the leader of the main 
French army, Marshal Bazaine, initiated during the middle 
of August was dictated entirely by internal political consid­
erations. He wanted to maintain his army, supported by the 
fortress of Metz, as strong as possible in• order to be able to 
employ it against the revolution in Paris after the conclusion 
of peace. nsequently Bazaine delayed his departure from 
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of Carnot, and the new leaders of the French army did their 
best under desperate conditions. 

If the French Republic of 1870-1 was nevertheless denied 
the success of 1793, it was due to the fact that this time it 
faced a very different opponent. At the time of Rob_espierre 
the French popular army fought against the antiquated ar­
mies of European feudalism, which were numerically weak 
and difficult to manreuvre. On the other hand, owing to a 
remarkable development the Prussian army of 1870 was si­
multaneously both the most progressive and the most back­
ward institution in Germany. Its backwardness lay in the 
fact that the Prussian army recruited its corps of officers 
chiefly from the feudal nobility of East Elbia, and that the 
Prussian military machine was the instrument with whose 
help the militaristic nobility repressed the masses. At the 
same time, however, since the Wars of Liberation of 1813-
15, the Prussian General Staff had appropriated all the meth­
ods of modem bourgeois warfare which the French Revolu­
tion and Napoleon I had developed. The Prussian General 
Staff had an army recruited by universal conscription at its 
disposal, and under the highly gifted leadership of Moltke 
the German army employed a strategy of extermination, 
which had nothing in common with the methodical slowness 
of the eighteenth century. 

On the German side the war of 1870 was a struggle for 
national unification. The German liberal bourgeoisie was 
united in its support of Bismarck and carried the great mass 
of the people with it. In 1793 the armies of the European 
monarchs were so weak that the French popular militia was 
able to fight all of Europe simultaneously. Furthermore the 
monarchist troops were so slow and difficult to manreuvre 
that the French army was able to gain time in order to learn 
the art of war gradually. In contrast to this, in 1870-1 the 
Germans had an army of millions, based upon universal con­
scription, and the German command was so energetic that 
the French had no time to organize a new army. The Ger-
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not have been able to avert disaster. However, the provi­
sional government in Paris saw to it that the dissatisfaction 
of large groups of the population with the new rulers in­
creased. 

The development of the revolution once again made the 
question of municipal autonomy for Paris a matter of major 
importance. In 1848 the moderate republicans had immedi­
ately seized power in Paris in order to prevent a repetition of 
the Commune of 1792. In 1870 the members of the govern­
ment acted in a similar manner. Actually it was not very 
wise for the new democratic Republic to deny the capital of 
the country its right to democratic self-government, particu­
larly since the existence of the government depended on the 
armed Parisian workers, who manned the fortifications and 
resisted the Prussians. However, just because the power of 
the provisional government was restricted to the city of Paris 
for the present, it wanted to retain control and refused to 
tolerate any other authority. The conservative element pre­
dominated among the ministers who had remained in Paris. 
Either the Germans or Gambetta were in control outside. 
During the winter of 1870-1 the Paris government was the 
legal nucleus for a conservative capitalistic reconstruction of 

ranee. 
If a democratic municipal government had been formed 

in Paris on the basis of free elections, it would have been 
compo ed of revolutionary workers or at least of Gambetta's 
followers. In case of conflicts the ational Guard would 
have obeyed the municipal government and not the minis­
ters. For all practical purposes Paris would have been a 
branch of Gambetta's government, and the ministers of 
Favre's group would have been isolated. This eventuality 
had to be prevented at all costs. The government appointed 
Ferry Mayor of Paris and pre ented the esµblishment of a 
democratic commune. The radical Parisian workers and 
National Guards, who were again led by Blanqui, began to 
agitate for a commune. This was by no means an adventure 
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or a slogan symbolic of socialism or anarchism; the Parisians 
simply demanded their democratic rights. Riots and dem­
onstrations occurred within besieged Paris. The govern­
ment helped itself by means of a cunning manreuvre. It 
held a plebiscite in Paris for the people to express their con­
fidence or lack of confidence in the " government of national 
defence." In the interest of national defence the majority of 
the Parisians felt obliged to vote for the government. The 
result was that Favre and his friends obtained a vote of con­
fidence from the people of Paris. Supported by the plebi­
scite, they continued to delay the formation of a democratic 
communal government and were able to proceed against the 
radical agitators. Blanqui was forced to leave Paris secretly. 

In the course of January 1871 the military situation grew 
more and more hopele for France. The armies in the field 
had been defeated and supplies in Paris were rapidly ap­
proaching their end. Neverthele the que tion of war or 
peace had been removed from the sphere of objective judg­
ment and had become a party and class question. Gambetta 
demanded the continuation of the war to the very last, and 
in this he was supported by the masses of the large cities. On 
the other hand the wealthy upper class demanded peace, for, 
once the war was ended, Gambetta's dictatorship and the 
arming of the working class could also be eliminated. At 
the end of January the rump government in Paris ceased 
fighting and concluded an anni tice with Bismarck as the 
first step towards the negotiation of peace. In a strict sense 
the Favre government was not qualified to undertake such 
negotiations, for if Paris once capitulated, the members of 
the government who were present there would be prisoners 
and would have just as little right to peak for the rest of 
France as apoleon had had at the urrender of clan, or 
Bazaine at the capitulation of Metz. The advantages which 
the wealthy classes in France derived from the non-existence 
of a democratically elected municipal government in Paris 
now became evident. Only because no independent munici-
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republicans and socialists. Together with Gambetta and 
Rochefort, Paris had also elected Tolain, the co-founder of 
the International, as well as old Louis Blanc. Among the 
Paris deputies who belonged to Gambetta's faction was the 
young physician and district mayor Clemenceau. 

The National Assembly in Bordeaux elected Thiers as 
Provisional President. Thiers formed a new government 
composed of monarchists and conservative republicans. 
Gambetta's party was entirely eliminated. The National 
.Assembly declared itself in favour of an armistice and peace. 
Bismarck's conditions, which included the cession of Alsace­
Lorraine besides the payment of an enormous indemnity, 
had been accepted. Until this sum had been completely 
paid, German troops would continue to occupy northern 
France. Thiers's government and the National Assembly 
moved to Versailles. 

Thiers's next task was to disarm the workers of Paris, who 
as members of the National Guard were armed. The Na­
tional Guard of Paris, which had developed in the course of 
the war, was actually a workers' militia consisting of more 
than a hundred thousand men and was liberally supplied 
with guns, cannon, and other war materials. The individual 
battalions of the ational Guard had their councils, and 
these soldiers' deputies had formed a central body. Until 
now the conservative French government had prevented the 
rise of a democratically elected municipal government in 
Paris; now in its place a new institution, which completely 
made up for the lacking commune and which was even more 
dangerous for the ruling class, had developed in Paris. This 
was the Central Committee of the National Guard, the head 
of the Red army of Paris. 

The siege had brought the entire economic life of Paris 
to a complete standstill. The unemployed had enlisted in 
the National Guard. The daily wage of the soldiers of the 
National Guard was a military form of unemployment re­
lief. In certain respects, therefore, the Paris National Guard 
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his party would necessarily reappear in the foreground. Un­
like 1848, this time bourgeois democracy was no castle in the 
air; thanks to the activity of Gambetta, it had become the 
typical patriotic party of France. At least Gambetta's party 
was the only existing organization through which the French 
peasants could express their faith in a democratic republic. 
If the later MacMahon crisis of the seventies is imagined, 
but coincident with the existence of an unconquered Pari­
sian proletariat, then one can conceive of the political possi­
bilities which then existed. 

More than anything else the Parisian workers needed a 
capable and intelligently directed political party, to a certain 
extent a renewal of the Socialist Democratic Party of 1848, 
but without the mistakes which the latter had made. It has 
already been emphasized repeatedly that such a party did 
not exist in March 187 1. The French section of the Interna­
tional contained a number of honest and intelligent men, 
but almost all of them were influenced by Proudhonist ideas. 
They had no desire for political power and were completely 
incapable of directing the proletariat of Paris. Through an 
unfortunate accident Blanqui had again been arrested out­
side of Paris. Thus his advice and his authority were lacking 
at a time when they would have been most necessary for 
the workers. An actual Blanquist party - that is, a sy tem­
atically recruited mass organization - did not exist. The 
Red soldiers' deputies, who actually had power in Paris then, 
frequently called themselves Blanquists. This did not mean, 
however, that a definite party and its organization had ob­
tained power, but only that the armed revolutionary work­
ers called themselves "Blanquists" in order to have a 
political name of some kind. ctually it was just the revolu­
tionary section of the Parisian proletariat, which had no po­
litical leadership of any kind. The old democratic move­
ment had disappeared. A new one had not yet been formed. 
It now became evident that the attempt of Marx and the 
International to create a new democratic movement which 
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machine had also developed since 1860, even though under 
somewhat different conditions. The reproach which has 
been and is still being hurled at parliaments, that they " pa­
laver " but do not act, is only a popular, critical formulation 
of this division of powers. The Commune of Paris, on the 
other hand, by overcoming the centralized governmental 
machine, was both the legislative and the executive body. 
The communal representative body of Paris was divided 
into several commissions which took the place of the histori­
cal ministries. 

In Paris all this had arisen more or less spontaneously or as 
the result of a natural development. At the same time, how­
ever, it corresponded to the ideals of the Proudhonists. The 
Proudhonist minority of the Commune made a virtue of ne­
cessity and induced the majority to pass decrees which were 
to contribute to the reduction of the traditional political or­
der. The decrees of the Paris Commune represent a sketch 
of a future France in which every community enjoys com­
plete self-government and where the army, police, bureauc­
racy, and judiciary are replaced by.simple executive organs 
representing the working people. The old centralized na­
tional government was to be replaced by a federation of the 
self-governing urban and rural communities. Thus during 
the stormy weeks of the Commune the first, as yet unclear 
beginnings of a new type of democracy became evident. It 
was based upon the idea that a centralized state, maintained 
by force, is incompatible with self-government by the la­
bouring masses. A social democracy cannot remain satisfied 
with simply taking possession of the existing governmental 
machine, but must destroy it. The new form of communal 
democracy which was attempted in Paris in 1871 exhibits 
astonishing analogies to the self-government of the medi.nral 
free cities and of the small republics of antiquity. 

All these new thoughts certainly did not help the Paris 
Commune in its desperate struggle against its foes. Paris re­
mained isolated. Several attempts by workers in other cities 
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to bring help to the Parisians and to extend the movement 
failed completely. An alliance directed against the Parisian 
workers was actually formed by the conservative French gov­
ernment and the new German Empire. In the district which 
they occupied, the rmans suppressed every movement 
which was in any way sympathetic to the Commune. The 
German troops helped to surround Paris and, at the request 
of Thiers, Bismarck even permitted the return of many 
French prisoners of war who had formerly belonged to the 
old imperial army. 

Since the Commune was completely helpless in military 
matters and without initiative, the government army con­
stantly grew larger. Marshal MacMahon, one of the few re­
maining imperial generals, who still retained a great deal 
of authority, became the commander-in-chief of the govern­
ment forces. It is apparent that the so-called republican gov­
ernment of France employed the imperial military machine 
in order to render the workers of Paris and the real republi­
cans innocuous. A true slaughter was organized among the 
insurgents and even among the non-combatant population. 
The number of dead in Paris amounted to at least twenty 
thousand. In addition thousands of Parisian workers were 
thrown into prisons and concentration camps or were forced 
to flee. The defeat of the mmune was accompanied by 
the physical destruction of the proletarian and republican 
vanguard of France. To find another example of such a hor­
rible defeat of the working classes one must go back to the 
Peasant War of 1525. 

For Marx the defeat of the Paris Commune meant the end 
of the revolutionary plans to which he had devoted his en­
tire life. The initiative of the French workers was destroyed 
for at least a generation, just as Marx and Engels had pre­
dicted since September 1870. It meant that the outlook for 
proletarian democracy in the other European countries was 
hopeless for a long time to come. Marx was confronted by 
a serious decision. Personally he was not at all responsible 
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for the Paris Commune. From the very beginning he had 
considered such a revolt as hopeless, and when the uprising 
of the Parisian workers had become a fact, Marx, in his let­
ters, had criticized their mistakes ruthlessly. The· great ma­
jority of the members of the mmune had not even been 
connected with the International, and the minority, because 
of its Proudhonist opposition, had always made the work of 
Marx more difficult. 

Furthermore the Proudhonist position on the question of 
the state, which the mmune had accepted, differed com­
pletely from that of Marx. To be sure, Marx also regarded 
the state as the repressive apparatus of the ruling class, and 
he also hoped that at some future time, while evolving 
towards communism, the repressive state would " wither 
away " and would be transformed into a free association of 
producers. However, in the event of a re olution the work­
ing class should not dissolve the centralized political air 
paratus of the state, but should rather employ it ruthle ly 
for its own purpose. According to Marx, the first task of 
the victorious proletariat was to form a strong, fighting, cen­
tralized government like that of Robespierre. Marx did not 
consider such a " dictatorship of the proletariat " as a con­
trast to democracy, but rather as its armed consummation. 
During the revolution the proletariat acts in the name of the 
labouring masses - that is, the overwhelming majority 
of the nation. Through discipline and the employment of 
armed force democracy must first conquer its foes. The 
" withering away " of the state can only occur during a much 
later period. 

In accordance with these ideas Marx would have wanted 
the Central Committee of the National Guard to seize dic­
tatorial power in Paris after the Revolution of March 18 and 
to open an offensive against Versailles; for Marx at this mo­
ment the peaceful election in the midst of civil war and all 
the experiments with decentralized self-government were 
nothing more than Proudhonistic childishness. It would 
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therefore have been very easy for Marx to criticize the mis­
takes of the Commune publicly and to refuse any responsi­
bility for the unfortunate events in Paris. But Marx was not 
so much concerned with maintaining the correctness of his 
ideas in public as with safeguarding the future of the move­
ment. Despite their mistakes, in a more profound sense the 
revolutionary workers of Paris were Marx's party comrades; 
for by his " party " Marx did not mean any accidental soci­
ety, but the great association of all the revolutionary fighters 
of all countries. To be sure, the heroic struggle of the Pari­
sian workers irrevocably ended a very long period of demo­
cratic development in Europe, but now the main thing was 
to retain and to utilize the tradition of the Commune for fu­
ture times. 

Thus with the vivid impression of the White Terror of 
Paris still in mind, Marx, in the name of the International, 
wrote his famous pamphlet The Civil War in France. In it 
he suppresses completely every theoretical or tactical dif­
ference of opinion which he himself had had with the 
Communards. From beginning to end he approves the 

mmune, even with its experiments for the immediate dis­
solution of the centralized state, and presents it as a glowing 
example to the workers and revolutionarie of all countries. 
Theoretically this was a partial retreat of Marxism in the 
face of Proudhonism. For Marx, however, theoretical dog­
matism was always unimportant in comparison with the 
great tasks of movement. 

The work of Marx on the Civil War of 1871 has an ex­
traordinary historical significance; for by this bold step 
Marx annexed the memory of the Commune. It is only 
since then that Marxism has possessed a revolutionary tradi­
tion in the eyes of mankind. By 1870 Marx had already ac­
quired a reputation as an outstanding theoretician of the la­
bour movement, but the general public knew nothing of 
the political and revolutionary activity of the Marxists. It is 
only since Marx's resolute public defence of the mmune 
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regarded, the democratic movement had been completely 
defeated in all of continental Europe by 1871. In France 
the monarchist National embly ruled in conjunction 
with the generals. Thiers was ousted from his post in 18n 
and Marshal MacMahon became acting head of the state. 
He was generally considered as the man who would clear the 
way for a return of the Bourbons. In Germany it was ap­
parent that Bismarck's Empire was not to be shaken in the 
near future. Within the Habsburg Empire the Hungarians 
had again obtained autonomy in 1867. Since then the King­
dom of Hungary had been ruled by an oligarchy of the no­
bility and the wealthy bourgeoisie. In this manner the Hun­
garian national movement had been completely diverted 
into the camp of reaction. After the pacification of the 
ruling class of Hungary, the power of the Habsburgs had 
also been reinforced in the Austrian half of the Empire. 
Through the acquisition of Venice and Rome, the national 
unification of Italy was now essentially completed. Political 
power was divided among the capitalists of the north, the 
feudal landlords of the south, the professional politicians, 
the bureaucrats, and the military. The broad masses were 
eliminated. Mazzini did not capitulate before the new or­
der in Italy. He criticized the maladministration of the new 
Kingdom unrelentingly and carried on propaganda for a 
democratic republic. However, as a genuine representative 
of the democratic movement of 1848, he did not understand 
the new movement of the urban and rural Italian proletari­
ans, who had no intention of keeping their hands off private 
property. Sincere and courageous, but at variance with all 
classes and isolated, Mazzini died in 1872. A whole period 
in the history of European democracy was buried with him. 
Since the defeat of the revolt of 1863-4 the Polish revolu­
tionary movement was also at an end. 

Thus since 1871 democracy, proletarian as well as bour­
geois, had been eliminated as a vital political force on the 
European continent, with the exception of Switzerland. In 
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work in a factory for the existence of the small independent 
farmer. As long as land is still available for the mass of the 
people, the industrial proletariat is automatically guaran­
teed a liberal.and high standard of living. 

It was this peculiar colonial economy that justified the ex­
istence of American democracy, even after 1815._ The po­
litical franchise which the poor whites- that is, chiefly the 
workers - obtained in almost all the states of the Union af­
ter 1815 was no empty formality, for the colonial economy, 
based upon the principle of free land, conditioned the na­
ture of American democracy. The existence of free land 
united capitalists and proletarians, large landowners and 
small farmers in a community of labour. 

In the course of the nineteenth century this idyll of Amer­
ican democracy was first disturbed by the enormous growth 
of a slave-holding aristocracy in the Southern states. If the 
slave-barons had succeeded in seizing power in the Union, 
both the principle of free land and the democratic state 
would have been destroyed. This collapse of colonial de­
mocracy had to be prevented. In the mighty Civil War of 
the sixties the revived Republican Party, under the leader­
ship of Lincoln, destroyed the slave-holding aristocracy and 
restored the principle of free land, with all its consequences, 
to its original importance. 

Marx followed Lincoln's political work with the greatest 
sympathy. Nevertheless he saw clearly that this episode of 
colonial democracy in the United States was untenable in 
the long run. In Capital Marx emphasizes the fact that the 
American Civil War brought in its train a colossal national 
debt, accompanied by increased taxation, the rise of a fi­
nancial aristocracy, the squandering of a huge part of the 
public domain on speculative companies for the exploita­
tion of railroads and mines; in brief, the most rapid concen­
tration of capital. "The great Republic has therefore ceased 
to be the promised land for the emigrating labourer! " 

In the Introduction to the 1882 edition of the Communist 
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Another form of bourgeois democracy, which differed 
from the original type of social democracy, developed in Eng­
land after 1867. Marx had hoped that the granting of the 
franchise to the decisive groups of the English industrial 
workers would lead to the formation of a new political la­
bour party. However, Marx and Engels were soon pro­
foundly disappointed. In the election of 1868 all the Labour 
candidates were defeated, and when the English unions 
broke off their relations with the International after 1871, 
all hope for the revival of a modernized Chartist movement 
disappeared. 

Until the World War the overwhelming majority of the 
English workers regarded the trade unions as theii: particu­
lar form of class organization, since the latter resolutely de­
fended their trade interests. At the same time, however, the 
English workers were generally satisfied to elect the parlia­
mentary candidates of the bourgeois parties. The bourgeois 
parties could depend upon the labour votes if they met the 
workers' demands half-way. In view of the decline of the 
Chartist Party, Engels had already intimated the possibility 
of such a development in 1858. He wrote that it appeared 
" as if the English proletariat is actually assuming bourgeois 
characteristics to an ever increasing degree; apparently this 
most bourgeois of all nations finally wishes to have a bour­
geois aristocracy and a bourgeois proletariat besides the 
bourgeoisie itself. To a certain extent this is certainly justi­
fied in a nation which exploits the entire world! " 

The class compromise upon which English bourgeois de­
mocracy rested could not be based upon free land, like the 
colonial democracy of America, since but few people owned 
landed property in England. Here the role of free land was 
taken to some extent by England's economic predominance. 
The extraordinary success of the English bourgeoisie in 
commerce, navigation, and colonial policy permitted the 
possibility of raising the standard of living of at least a part 
of the working class above the Continental level. Con-
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couraged by defeats, and oppressed by powerful military or 
bureaucratic forces. The defeat of the working class in Eu­
rope was rendered graver by the fact that the m~es had even 
lost the slogans and the aims for which former generations 
had fought. The nature of revolutionary democracy was no 
longer known and the significance of the " people " for the 
democratic movement had been forgotten. The European 
working man prior to 1848 resembled an illiterate, who 
knew that he could neither read nor write, but who at least 
wanted to eradicate these defects. After 1871, however, the 
masses could only be compared to an individual who can 
neither write nor read, but who hasn't even the slightest 
idea that such arts exist. 

Not only the labouring masses but also the European rul­
ing classes after 1871 had forgotten about revolutionary 
democracy. The nglish Liberal historian Justin ' rthy, 
for instance, in his History of Our Own Times, the first four 
volumes of which appeared in 187g-80, speaks of Chartism 
with pitying superiority and takes this opportunity to ex­
press the following reflections: "We have in our time out­
lived the days of political abstractions. The catch-words 
which thrilled our forefathers with emotion on one side or 
the other fall with hardly any meaning on our ears. We 
smile at such phrases as • the rights of man.' We hardly know 
what is meant by talking of • the people ' as the words were 
used long ago when • the people ' was understood to mean a 
vast mass of wronged persons who had no representation and 
were oppressed by privilege and the aristocracy." 

However, M'Carthy informs his reader that these prin­
ciples and catchwords which have now been superseded for­
merly meant something. " So it was with • the people ' and 
'the rights of the people' and• the rights of labour,' and all 
the other grandiloquent phrases which seem to us so empty 
and so meaningless now." An objective investigation of con­
ditions on the European continent would certainly have 
proved that in 1882 the great majority of the working class 
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was probably just as unemancipated, oppressed, and ex­
ploited as in 1848. The demands of 1848 had not become 
empty and unnecessary phrases, but people, at least outside 
of Russia, no longer took them seriously. 

In 1882 Friedrich Engels published the first German edi­
tion of his famous book Socialism - Utopian and Scientific. 
Even though Engels diverges greatly in his political and 
historical judgments from the opinions current among the 
liberal bourgeoisie, yet he agrees with liberalism in dispar­
aging the historical role of revolutionary democracy. Engels 
derives the fundamental ideas of modem socialism from the 
eighteenth-century French philosophers of the Enlighten­
ment, then from the classical German philosophers of the 
nineteenth century, and finally from the great utopian so­
cialists. According to Engels, the concrete facts upon which 
modem socialism arose were furnished by the development 
of industrial capitalism. All this is correct as far as it goes, 
but at the same time it is one-sided, because Engels does not 
do justice to the historical role of revolutionary democracy. 

In this work Engels presents an exceedingly clear and 
striking characterization of Robespierre's period. "If the 
conflicts arising from the new social order were first engaged 
in the process of development, the means for their solution 
were even more immature. If the poor masses of Paris had 
been able to seize power momentarily, during the Terror, 
and to lead the bourgeois revolution to victory, even against 
the bourgeoisie itself, they would only have proved how im­
possible it was for them to establish a permanent government 
under the conditions of the period. The proletariat, which 
was just about to separate itself from these poor masses and 
to found a new class, was completely incapable of any inde­
pendent political action and exhibited itself as an oppressed 
suffering group, which, due to its inability to help itself, 
could only be aided condescendingly by members of other 
classes." 

In this passage Engels has presented with his usual mas-
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tery the weakness of the movement of 1793 and the causes 
of its rapid defeat. Nevertheless the fact that the poor masses 
had been able to seize power, even if only for a historic mo­
ment, in France during 1793-4, was enormously important. 
The entire subsequent history of all the popular European 
movements has been influenced by this "moment." In 
1882, when Engels wrote his book, he himself was still the 
same revolutionary democrat that he had been from 1848 to 
1871, but now he underrated the historic achievements of 
the so-called Reign of Terror as well as of the Revolution 
of 1848. His glance was directed towards the future, to­
wards the coming socialist revolution, which the proletariat, 
trained by the doctrines of Marx, would carry out. In 1882 
Engels considered it unnecessary to demonstrate the histori­
cal bond which united his own socialist movement with the 
democratic past, since there were no longer any social classes 
anywhere in Europe, with the exception of Russia, which 
could have been moved by an appeal to the traditions of 
revolutionary democracy. Engels was convinced that the fu­
ture of the working man was indiSM>lubly tied up with the 
rise_ of a socialistic proletariat. The other oppressed social 
groups, the small peasants, the urban middle class, and so on, 
could do nothing else except join the proletarian movement. 
In 1882, therefore, historic revolutionary democracy ap­
peared just as dead to Engels as it did to the above cited 
Liberal English historian. 

In May 1917, with the vivid impression of the Russian 
Revolution still in mind, the great French historian Mathiez 
published an article on " Babeu£ and Robespierre." In it he 
discusses the criµcism of Robespierre by subsequent genera­
tions in France and establishes the fact that until 1870 all 
revolutionary democrats and socialists regarded him as their 
prot~type. "It was only during our time, with the loss of 
the revolutionary tradition, chiefly after 1870 and coinci­
dent with the invasion of Marxism, that the French demo­
crats and socialists, or at least some of them, allowed them-
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selves to be misled by propagandist claims of a political 
rather than historical nature, with the result that they no 
longer understood Robespierre, whom their predecessors 
had admired. It is remarkable, however, that this tradition 
remained alive abroad, especially in countries where the 
study of our Revolution served as a means towards their own 
liberation." 

In the last sentence Mathiez apparently was thinking of 
Russia, where the revolutionary parties had always been 
based upon the example of 179,. It is absolutely true that in 
France itself an unbroken revolutionary tradition existed 
only from 1789 to 1871. The fall of the Commune was also 
the end of revolutionary democracy. As soon as this political 
movement ceased to lead a concrete existence, the political 
and historical writers found it difficult to comprehend it. 
The politicians of the French burgeoisie regarded the Com­
mune as an atrocity. The workers, to be sure, honoured the 
memory of the Communards as their class comrades, but 
when the French labour movement again revived around 
188o, it no longer carried on the tradition of the past. Be­
cause Robespierre and his friends belonged neither to the 
bourgeoisie nor to the socialist proletariat, in the strict 
Marxist sense of the term, it became very difficult to under­
stand the party of the Mountain after 1871. Mathiez was 
able to restore the historical memory of Robespierre only 
because he himself in his own person carried on the ideas of 
the revolutionary democratic tradition. Nevertheless for 
French politics and society as a whole the fact remained that 
as a living movement revolutionary democracy had come to 
an end in 1871. 

During the same period the Chartist tradition had; been 
completely forgotten in England. Similarly after 1871 the 
history of the Revolution of 1848 appeared like news from a 
strange world to the inhabitants of the German Empire. 
The German bourgeoisie, the intellectuals, and the middle 
class had long since abandoned their revolutionary feelin~. 

• 
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At best the national aspect of the movement of 1848 was st1 
recognized; with inadequate means and without success the 
men of 1848 had aimed at the same goal which Bismarck had 
subsequently attained in such a glorious manner. The de­
velopments in Baden and the Palatinate are typical of the 
change in German public opinion. They had been the scene 
of the republican revolt of 1849 and the greatest strongholds 
of the old German democratic tradition. After 1871 the Na­
tional Liberal Party, the representative of the bourgeoisie, 
which was loyal to Bismarck, had a definite majority in both 
states. In both Baden and the Palatinate the National Lib­
erals were not opposed by the radicals of the Left but by the 
Centre, the party of the Catholic peasants and petty bour­
geoisie. To be sure, the Berlin workers honoured the mem-
ory of the March dead, the barricade fighters who had fallen 
on March 18, 1848, in the same manner as the Parisian prole­
tarians kept alive the memory of the Commune. Neverthe­
less the socialist workers of the German Empire had no vital 
connexion with 1848 and consequently the example of that 
revolution could teach them nothing concerning the pres­
ent. In Italy and Hungary the tradition of 1848 remained 
alive even after 1871, but it was only the national side of 
the revolution, which continued to exist in the cults of Gari- 1/ 
baldi or Kossuth, and not the democratic aspect. 

The decline of the historic democratic movement irr t.u­
rope was accompanied by a change in the opinion of gen­
eral suffrage. Until 1848 its friends as well as its foes had 
taken general suffrage very seriously. It was considered as 
absolutely self-evident that the acquisition of general suf­
frage would initiate the unrestricted political and economic 
rule of the broad masses. In this connexion it is only neces­
sary to recall the determination and the vehemence with 
which the struggles for the franchise were conducted in Eng­
land and France before 1848. Yet experience with general 
suffrage in Europe after 1848 apparently disproved these be­
liefs. Especially in France the radical workers were unable 
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to forget that the June struggles of 1848 as well as the sup­
pression of the Commune of 1871 had taken place with the 
approval of an assembly elected by general suffrage. apo­
leon III had employed general suffrage in order to bestow a 
semblance of popular approval on his shady Empire. In 
1867 Bismarck had introduced general suffrage for the 
Reichstag of the North German Confederation, and in 1871 
for the new German Empire. From the point of view of the 
revolutionary labour movement the results were extremely 
wretched. The German people continued to present Reich­
Chancellor Bismarck with the majorities which he desired. 
As far as any larger opposition parties existed in the German 
Reichstag, they represented the interests of the liberal capi­
talists or of the Catholic petty bourgeoisie. 

Now general suffrage no longer appeared to be such a 
menace to the monarchies and the wealthy upper classes. 
On the other hand, the radical labour groups doubted that 
it would ever be possible to defend the true interests of the 
working people with the help of general suffrage. In so far 
as democracy and general suffrage were considered as neces­
sarily associated factors, this period marks the beginning of 
a shallow, vapid interpretation of the concept of democracy, 
accompanied by its decline, which has continued up to the 
present. Democracy was no longer regarded as active self­
government by the labouring masses for the purpose of ef­
fecting their political and social emancipation, but only as a 
capitalistic form of political organization, which is charac­
terized by the existence of a parliament elected by general 
suffrage, but which otherwise has no positive value for the 
masses. 

Anyone who judges the historical facts of the nineteenth 
century objectively must undoubtedly come to the conclu­
sion that the social significance of general suffrage was 
greatly exaggerated before 1848 and just as greatly under­
rated afterwards. The temptation to consider general suf-
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failed. After that it remained the custom in France for the 
president of the Republic to appoint only ministers who had 
the confidence of a majority of the Chamber. If the Cham­
ber refused to give the prime minister a vote of confidence, 
he had to resign. 

After 1879, with the disappearance of MacMahon, the 
French Republic had become a state ruled by a parliament. 
The victorious republicans hastened to reintroduce the 
other bourgeois liberties which are part of a liberal state. 
Freedom of the press and of aMembly were restored, so that 
radical opposition parties once again had an opportunity 
to carry on open propaganda. NevertheleM the crowning act 
was still lacking- an amnesty for the Communards. In 
1879 Blan ui, who had again been imprisoned since 1871, 
was e ected to the Chamber from Bordeaux. He was then 
released by the government. This was an act of poetic jus­
tice, a symbol that at least the bourgeois Republic had tri­
umphed in France. In the Chamber it was chiefly the aged 
Louis Blanc who, as a member of the republican Left wing, 
advocated an amnesty. Gambetta's influence finally resulted 
in a favourable decision. All the Communards who were 
still alive and outlawed were amnestied. As a result it again 
became possible to build up a radical and socialist labour 
movement in a legal manner. Even Rochefort could now 
resume his political activity. 

The victory which the French bourgeois republicans had 
won from 1876 to 1879 was almost a miracle. Since the 
strongest factor in the ranks of the democrats, the Parisian 
workers, had been crippled since 1871, Gambetta could rely 
only on the vacillating peasant and provincial masses in his 
struggle with the ruling claM and its military and police 
machine. Nevertheless the fact should not be forgotten that 
the republicans did not owe their triumph to their own 
strength, but only to their extremely skilful tactical exploita­
tion of the circumstance that their opponents shrank from 
extreme measures. For this reason the republ~can victory 
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was incomplete and it was impossible at first to establish a 
stable bourgeois democratic regime in France. 

On the whole the forces of the old order in France were 
the same after 1879 as before. There were the large standing 
army, with its officer corps, the centralized administrative 
apparatus, the powerful capitalists with all their influence, 
and finally the Senate, which had the same rights as the 
Chamber of Deputies. Upon attempting any radical inno­
vations, a reform government supported by the majority of a 
chamber elected by direct popular suffrage would immedi­
ately have come into conflict with the Senate. It was de­
batable whether a French government required the confi­
dence of the senate besides that of the chamber of deputies 
in order to carry on a constitutional existence. However, 
even if a ministry ignored the lack of confidence of the senate 
and continued to remain in office with the support of the 
chamber, the senate could still paralyse the political ystem 
if it desired. If the senate consistently rejected every govern­
ment proposal, either the latter would have to resign or the 
conflict would have to be settled by revolutionary means. 

The three vital bourgeois democracies which were able 
to develop during the nineteenth century, the United States, 
Switzerland, and Great Britain, all have a highly developed 
system of local self-government and also lack a large standing 
army. The United States and England had no general con­
scription, but only small professional armies, while Switzer­
land had its militia system. Historical experience justifies 
the conclusion that a larger standing army, with its corps of 
professional officers, will always be a state within a state. 
Up to the present no bourgeois democracy, with its parlia­
mentary institutions, has been capable of completely con­
trolling such a large army, with the result that the army has 
furnished a basis for anti-democratic tendencies. The same 
is true of every great centralized administrative apparatus. 

In 1879 France, by dint of great efforts, had just become a 
liberal state with parliamentary government. A transition 

' 
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The French upper class did not want to endure the exercise 
of political power by the uneducated masses, or at least by 
the republican politicians who were delegated by them. Con­
sequently from the very beginning the moderate republicans 
of France found themselves between two fires. They were 
attacked simultaneowly by the radicals of the Left, who 
accused them of betraying the republican program, and by 
the old monarchist-conservatives of the Right, who refused 
to reconcile themselves to a republic. 

In the first place, it was this hostile attitude of the upper 
classes that prevented the creation of a stable republican 
government. The second element of insecurity came from 
the middle classes themselves. The republican peasants and 
petty bourgeoisie usually voted for the radicals, but gen­
erally they themselves didn't know how far they should 
carry their republican zeal. This uncertainty of the voters 
automatically transmitted itself to its representatives. After 
1879 the French bourgeois Republic was not a definite 
government of the capitalistic upper d.w, since the majority 
of the latter refused to recognize the Republic. At the same 
time it was not a government representing the broad masses. 
Before a social-democratic state could have been established 
in France it would first have been necessary to realize all 
the reforms that Clemenceau's program contained. But 
there was also no compromise between the classes, for both 
sides lacked a desire for such an agreement. Consequently 
only a makeshift solution remained possible: the bourgeois 
Republic exhibited itself to the public as the government 
of the professional republican politicians. 

After every new election the republican deputies found 
themselves in the same embarrassing situation. They had re­
ceived the votes of their electors because they had been fiery 
opponents of monarchy and reaction. Now the promises of 
the politicians were to be realized: a strong, Left republican 
government is established with a fine program of reform. 
As soon as steps are taken to carry out the reforms in the form 
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of laws, however, insurmountable difficulties appear-the 
resistance of the capitalist and militarist elements, the opJ» 
sition of the Senate, and so on. In addition the government 
never knows how far it can actually rely upon the masses if 
it undertakes any energetic steps. The particularly timorous 
and cautious members of the government majority begin to 
desert it during the voting. Finally the day comes when the 
government no longer has a majority and must resign. Now 
a new and colourless republican government is formed, 
which renounces any daring reforms and restricts itself solely 
to the defence of the existing Constitution and the dispatch 
of routine business. The exhausted Chamber permits a gov­
ernment of this type to remain in office for a certain period, 
but then a spirit of opposition again arises on the Left. The 
realization grows that the government is doing nothing to 
carry out the necessary republican reforms. The dissatisfac­
tion of the radical deputies grows and finally the government 
is overthrown. It is followed by a new one, and the cycle is 
repeated. In other words, after 1879 the class equilibrium 
of the Third French Republic was always labile, and not 
stable like that of England or Switzerland. The small group 
of professional republican politicians and republican capital­
ists is under fire from the radicals and the conservatives, is 
thrown back and forth, and appears ready to collapse. Never­
theless it ultimately retains its position because the Right is 
never strong enough to establish an open capitalistic and 
military dictatorship, and the Left is not strong enough to 
create a social democracy. 

The remarkable shifting conditions of the Third Repub­
lic also contributed to the disproportionate importance 
which two special problems acquired in France. One was the 
position of the Catholic Church, and the other the question 
of the technical method to be employed for general suffrage. 
In general the religious situation in France has remained 
unchanged from the Great Revolution to the present day. 
A considerable majority of the nation was indifferent to re-
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positions, and so forth, furnished a fertile soil for corruption. 
Yet the petty daily task of the republican deputies was a 
necessary evil and a substitute for the lack of a really free 
system of self-government. As a result the opponents of the 
Republic incessantly attacked the system of small electoral 
districts as the root of evil and corruption. It was not desired 
to abolish general suffrage itself, but rather to create large 
electoral districts with voting by lists, proponional repre­
sentation, and the like. All these projects had the same 
purpose- to destroy the direct connexion between the 
individual republican deputies and their constituents by 
eliminating the small election districts. Once this goal was 
achieved, the population was again entirely in the power 
of the bureaucracy, and the bourgeois Republic had lost the 
only way in which it could still attain a certain degree of 
popularity. 

Towards the end of 1881 Gambetta became Prime Min­
ister. He regarded the possibility of rapidly introducing ma­
jor reforms with great scepticism and consequently drew the 
enmity of the radicals in the Chamber upon him elf. Gam­
betta wanted to establish a strong republican government. 
He demanded absolute trust in himself in order to be able 
to direct the state with a firm hand. He opposed the ac­
cessory government of the deputies. The government paid 
no attention to the complaints brought forward by the depu­
ties regarding matters relating to their constituencies. Gam­
betta even resoned to the fateful remedy of abolishing the 
small electoral districts and introducing voting by lists. As 
a result of his personal headstrongness Gambetta fell out 
with the republican majority which absolutely rejected such 
electoral reforms. Gambetta was overthrown. His Ministry, 
which had been awaited with such great expectations, ended 
with an astonishingly rapid failure. Yet despite his parlia­
mentary defeat and his tactical mistakes, Gambetta remained 
the strongest personality among the bourgeois republicans, 
and the next crisis would have brought him to the top again. 
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Gradually the republican parties recognized the threaten­
ing danger of the popular Minister of War, who readily al­
lowed himself to be carried along by the wave of national 
enthusiasm. Boulanger was removed from his post as Min­
ister of War, became corps commander in the provinces at 
first, and was ultimately discharged from active service in 
1888. Boulanger's popularity among the masses became 
even greater. He now appeared openly as a political leader, 
with a program of constitutional revision. A strong govern­
ment, supported by the will of the people, was to be lib­
erated from the bonds which corrupt parliamentarianism 
had imposed upon it. It was a new edition of the Bonapart­
ist program. 

The conservatives determined to place all their organ­
izations and funds at General Boulanger's disposal. It was 
an extremely favourable situation. Owing to their own mis­
takes and weakness, the liberals and democrats of the coun­
try had lost the sympathy of the masses and any impulse to 
act. Consequently the representatives of the capitalists, the 
large landowners, the Church, and the army could appear as 
the true champions of the insulted and betrayed people. 
The popular general was the connecting link between the 
counter-revolution and the masses. As a result of the rise of 
Boulangism the Radical Party was in great distress. Bou­
langer attempted to retain his old Radical friends. Roche­
fort now developed into a herald of Boulangism. On the 
other hand, all of Boulanger's attempts to win over Clemen­
ceau failed, for the latter recognized that Boulangism, in the 
form which it had gradually assumed, was only a cloak for 
the capitalist and monarchist counter-revolution. Clemen­
ceau, and with him the official Radical Party, remained on 
the side of the Republic; on the other hand, the majority 
of the radical voters together with Rochefort transferred 
their allegiance to Boulanger. 

The irony of the situation lay in the fact that the moderate 
republicans were being punished just because they had 
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stantly restricted by the great monarchies, and in England 
neo-liberalism was basically irreconcilable with the methods 
and demands of the British Empire. The neo-liberalism of 
the nineteenth century was only a transitional episode. It 
was an illusion of the early industrial capitalists, who be­
lieved themselves in a position to renounce the most essen­
tial characteristics of the capitalist economy, power and 
force. During the latter part of the nineteenth century the 
wealthy bourgeoisie in all the important modem countries 
abandoned liberalism for imperialism. Neo-liberalism, how­
ever, had an astonishing indirect effect. The capitalist bour­
geoisie, in whose interest neo-liberalism had originally been 
invented, rejected these ideas; instead neo-liberalism in the 
form of liberal democracy was eagerly taken up by the work­
ers and some of the petty bourgeoisie in their desperate quest 
for a theory which could help them in their struggle against 
imperialism. 

The conversion of the influential industrial groups to 
imperialism is easily comprehensible. Picture the average 
small European manufacturer of the eighteenth and the 
early part of the nineteenth centuries. When a man of this 
type demanded " liberty " and was ready to make sacrifices 
for it, it was not because of any abstract idealism. Liberty 
and popular rights were very concrete necessities for the 
older European bourgeoisj,e. Liberty meant that that citi­
zen should not be dependent on the whim of some royal 
police official. The citizen wanted to be protected against 
any arbitrary imprisonment or the confiscation of his prop­
erty on some pretext furnished by the sudden appearance of 
a government decree. The European bourgeois demanded a 
constitution, legal security, and protection of person and 
property as safeguards against absolutism and the caprices of 
the nobility and bureaucracy. He wanted to free himself as 
far as possible from the burden of taxation. He considered 
any expenses for the maintenance of a monarch, a state 
church, a corps of officials, the nobility and army as unpro-
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icy of expansion towards Constantinople, the borders of In­
dia, and the Pacific Ocean could easily be employed for bour­
geois-imperialistic purposes. Intelligent statesmen, such as 
the Minister of Finance Witte, aimed at a firm alliance be­
tween tsarism, the landowners, and the imperialist bourgeoi­
sie. However, the Russian bureaucracy and nobility were 
even more backward and duller than the corresponding 
groups in Prussia. In addition the advance of the revolu­
tionary masses repeatedly agitated the Russian ruling class. 
Nevertheless, after the defeat of the Russian Revolution of 
1905, a kind of compromise was concluded in the new im­
perial parliament, the Duma, between the tsarist bureauc­
racy and the capitalistic groups, for the purpose of promot­
ing a common imperialistic policy. 

After 187 1 Austro-H ungarian foreign policy turned more 
and more towards the Orient. The occupation of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina by Austrian troops in 1878 was to a certain 
extent the Habsburg contribution to colonial politics. Be­
yond that, however, Austrian economic interests extended 
throughout the entire Balkan Peninsula. To a lesser degree, 
then, Austria-Hungary also had its form of imperialism­
power politics, supported by modern industrial and finan­
cial capitalism, together with the growth of the army and 
navy, protective tariffs, colonial acquisitions and economic 
interests in backward countries, which were aided by the 
Austrian government. After 1867 the Hungarian govern­
ment party, composed of the landowning aristocracy and the 
modern bourgeoisie of Budapest, became the political rep­
resentative of the imperial idea within the Habsburg Em­
pire. In Austria, on the other hand, it was impossible to 
create a really modern imperialist party until the World 
War. During the last twenty years prior to the World 
War, the active ustrian imperialists, the officers, high offi­
cials, aristocrats, and their capitalist friends, generally gath­
ered around the successor to the crown, Archduke Franz 
Ferdinand. Yet the group around Franz Ferdinand opposed 
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the powerful position of the Hungarians within the Dual 
Monarchy and wanted to replace Austro-Hungarian dual­
ism, which had existed since 1867, by centralization. This 
disagreement prevented united action by the Austro-Hun­
garian advocates of power politics. 

Since the eighties the old German liberalism had com­
pletely disintegrated in Austria. Upon the ruins of German 
liberalism Lueger founded his anti-Semitic petty-bourgeois 
and peasant Christian Socialist Party. In a certain sense, 
Lu~ger's Catholic and loyal imperial party supplied a sub­
stitute within the Austrian Parliament for the missing im­
perialistic party of the bourgeoisie. The German academic 
youth of Austria likewise turned towards nationalism and 
anti-Semitism. However, owing to the circumstance that 
the ruling Austrian officials since Taaffe's time were by no 
means German nationalists, but, rather, friendly to the Slavs 
-in a certain sense, supra-national and Catholic - the 
Austro-German academic youth found no real sphere of ac­
tivity. It may be said that prior to 1914 the German youth 
in Austria were generally inhibited imperialists. Conse­
quently the Pan-German and German nationalist movement 
in Austria, which chiefly influenced large sections of the 
middle class in the German parts of Bohemia, was very hos­
tile towards the Habsburg system. At the same time the op­
position of the Slavic peoples towards the existing Austrian 
state gained in strength. 

During the nineties the struggle between the various na­
tionalities and the resulting general confusion led to the 
paralysis of the parliamentary machine in Vienna, so that 
the clerical and imperial bureaucracy was compelled to gov­
ern in order to maintain the existence of the Empire. The 
case of Austria proves that an imperialist movement can only 
become popular and influence the masses if it is based upon 
a definite nation. In Austria an imperialist nationality of 
this type was lacking, since the German nationalist move­
ment was irreconcilably opposed to the Habsburg imperial 
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enterprises and in several agreements with ranee, which 
were contrary to the Triple Alliance. Corresponding to the 
unsolved internal conflicts, Italian foreign policy remained 
vacillating and equivocal until 1914. It was not until Italy's 
entry into the World War in 1915 that a decisive step was 
taken towards imperialism in internal and foreign affairs. 

In Russia, Japan, Germany, and Austria-Hungary the im­
perialistic movements prior to the World War were defi­
nitely anti-democratic. In France the imperialists were the 
allies of the monarchists and the advocates of a dictatorship. 
In Italy the nationalists grew more and more sceptical of at­
taining their aims with the help of Parliament and elections. 
By means of violent demonstrations and by terrorizing the 
majority of Parliament, which favoured neutrality, the im­
perialists compelled Italy to enter the war in 1915. In the 
United States the imperialists employed the traditional dem­
ocratic machinery, but by the use of ruthless political meth-
ods they forced their will upon the masses. Only in England /( 
did modem imperialism combine with an indigenous bour­
geoi -democratic movement. 

During the period when Disraeli was carrying out his re­
organization of the Conservative Party in Great Britain and 
had attached the labouring masses to his party by means of 
the electoral law of 1867, modem trust capitalism hardly ex­
isted as yet. The Conservative Party, which united the im­
perial idea with social progress, was nevertheless the only 
organization by means of which the modem imperialists 
could later gain political influence. The union of the Eng­
lish Conservative movement with capitalistic imperialism 
took place gradually, during the eighties and nineties. Thus 
because of his views on Ireland, Cecil Rhodes began his po­
litical career as an opponent of the Conservative Party, and 
it was only later that Joseph Chamberlain too abandoned 
the Left Liberals for the Conservatives. The new tendencies 
within the British Empire did not definitely manifest them­
selves until 1895, when, after a short liberal interlude, a new 
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conservative government was formed, with Chamberlain as 
Secretary of State for the Colonies. The Conservative Party 
now espoused the great project of Cecil Rhodes, the creation 
of a united British Africa extending from the Cape to Cairo. 
Chamberlain devoted all his energy to the realization of the 
African plans and to the extension and co-ordination of the 
_British Empire. After the turn of the century Chamberlain 
also began his propaganda for England's return to a protec­
tive tariff. Nevertheless the Conservative Party generally 
remained a firm advocate of bourgeois democracy, and 
Chamberlain always took particular pains to win over the 
English working masses to his ideas. 

The years 1895 and 1896 represent the high-water mark. of 
imperialism in the internal and foreign affairs of the major 
powers. In England the Conservatives were the victors in 
the elections of 1895, as has been said. During the same year 
Faure was elected President of the French Republic by the 
votes of the imperialist bloc. In 1896 after a dramatic elec­
tion campaign the Republican candidate McKinley became 
President of the United States. In Germany towards the end 
of 1894 Wilhelm II had dismissed his vacillating Chancellor 

privi. He was succeeded by Prince Hohenlohe, who pur­
sued a decidedly imperialistic course. During 1895-6 the 
government coalition in Germany, consisting of the Na­
tional Liberals, the Conservatives, and the Centre, was 
strengthened in the Reichstag. During the same period Ger­
many embarked upon an unsettled policy of colonial acqui­
sition, based upon the personal initiative of Wilhelm II. In 
addition the navy was enlarged, while at the same time plans 
were considered to pass a new repressive law against the so­
cialist workers and to abolish general suffrage in the Empire. 
Contemporaneously in Russia the Minister of Finance, 
Witte, attempted to arrange an agreement between the Tsar 
and modern capitalism. 

In 1895 Japan also made its first major imperialistic ad­
vance in the war with China. Russia, France, and Germany, 

•• 
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other Liberal group supported the government for national 
reasons. 

The decline of liberalism in Germany took place in a cor­
responding manner. In the spring of 1884 the Independent 
Liberal Party, led by Eugen Richter, the actual representa­
tive of the liberal tradition, still had 100 out of a total of 397 
representatives in the Reichstag. When new elections were 
held in the autumn of 1884 the number of Independent Lib­
eral representatives dropped to 65 and after the elections of 
1887 to 32. In 1890, 64 Independent Liberals were elected, 
but three years later the party split because a group of Ger­
man liberals wanted to support the Caprivi government; 
that is, they wanted to arrive at an understanding with the 
ruling system. In the elections of 1893 Richter's irreconcila­
ble opposition group, the Independent Liberal People's 
Party, was able to elect only 25 deputies. The Independent 
Liberal nion elected 13 representatives, while a separate 
group of south-German liberals, the People's Party, obtained 
11 seats. It is evident that around 1893 German liberalism 
was in a state of complete disintegration, and indeed chiefly 
because of the problems of imperialism. The Independent 
Liberal Union supported the greatly increased military 
budget of the imperial government, which Richter vehe­
mently opposed. The Independent Liberal Union, in con­
trast to Richter's group, also voted for the naval construction 
program demanded by the government in 1895. In Ger­
many, then, as well as in England, liberalism disintegrated at 
the same time and for the same reasons. 

1 6. Liberal Democracy and the Second International 
During the last third of the nineteenth century declining 
liberalism could only count upon the constantly decreasing 
groups of the bourgeoisie which rejected imperialism. Con­
sequently liberalism was compelled to seek contact with 
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lation of the socialist parties to the general questions of eco­
nomic policy where they transcended the direct relations of 
employer and employee? What was the attitude of the so­
cialists to the state and the fatherland in general? What po­
sition was a socialist party to take with regard to the ques­
tions of foreign policy, the army and navy, colonies, and the 
problems of imperialism which were acute then? 

The answers to all these questions followed from the views 
which gradually developed among the socialist workers dur­
ing the latter third of the nineteenth century. The leading 
socialist theoreticians of the period, men like Kautsky, at­
tempted to unite only those views which were actually pres­
ent among the workers with the general scientific doctrines 
of Marxism. It would be completely false and unhistorical, 
however, to maintain that Kautsky and his friends invented 
the principles of the econd International. On the contrary, 
the socialist labour movement during the period of the Sec­
ond International from 1889 to 1914 is the historical product 
resulting from the evolution of the European proletariat. 
This type of labour movement necessarily resulted from the 
conditions which had developed up to 188g. 

The class-consciousness with which the industrial workers 
of Europe were imbued led them to lay great emphasis on 
their specific position and on those factors which differenti­
ated them from all other economic groups. The result was 
that although no socialist party injured the peasants or the 
artisans with its program, or initiated any movement against 
the middle class, still the practical activity of every socialist 
party was restricted chiefly to the industrial workers. To 
say the least, to the middle classes the socialist parties as la­
bour parties appeared strange. As a result, in practical poli­
tics a gap, which was to have serious consequences, appeared 
between the labour party on the one hand, and all the other 
parties on the other which, as the so-called " bourgeois " 
parties, agreed in rejecting socialism. The simple socialist 
worker furthermore distrusted profoundly all groups of em-
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Engels stated correctly that at this period German Social 
Democracy had already won over the majority of the indus­
trial workers in the large cities. It was also true that until 
1914 the Social Democratic Party also attracted certain petty­
bourgeois and rural groups that were exasperated by con­
ditions within the Empire and expressed their dissatisfaction 
by oting for the Reds. evertheless the relation of the So­
cial Democrats to the German middle classes, and in general 
to all the other groups of the population who were not in­
dustrial workers, was indeed very different from what Engels 
imagined. Engels believed that it would be possible to bridge 
the gap between the socialist party and the middle cl~s; 
social democracy as the only actually progressive party of 
the nation might then be a real popular movement, capable 
of attracting ever increasing groups without great effort. 

ctually the rigid contrast of" bourgeois " and " social demo­
cratic " and the isolation of the socialist skilled workers, 
which could not be removed even by the occasional entry 
of middle-class individuals into their ranks, already ex­
isted at that time. However, the Social Democratic Party 
would only have been able to triumph in a revolution if it 
had been a party of the people, in the manner of 1848. En­
gels believed this to be the case, but the actuality of German 
politics was different. 

In a letter written in 1884 Engels had already engaged in 
noteworthy reflections on the coming German revolution 
and the role which so-called pure democracy would play in 
it. He wrote: "This has been the course of every revolution; 
the most moderate party which is still capable of governing 
obtains power, but only because the vanquished regard it 
as their last hope of salvation. Now, it should not be ex­
pected that we will be supported by the majority of the vot­
ers- that is, of the nation- at the critical moment. The 
entire bourgeoisie and the remnants of the wealthy feudal 
class, a large section of the petty bourgeoisie, as well as the 
rural population will then gather around the bourgeois 
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powerless and defenceless. For this reason the discussions at 
the international socialist congresses prior to 1914 all exhibit 
the same characteristics of ambiguity and helplessness. The 
delegates discussed measures to be taken by the labour par­
ties in case of any war danger and, understandingly enough, 
were unable to arrive at any practical plan. There was noth­
ing else left but to utter dire threats against the capitalistic 
governments, which impressed no one and consequently 
were of no avail. It would have been even more expedient 
if the socialist parties had openly declared that they were 
only a minority in all countries and consequently incapable 
of preventing a war. Under such circumstances the Interna­
tional agrees that the working class in each country has a 
right to defend that country, on condition that the parties 
will employ all their forces to restore·peace. A sober state­
ment of this kind, based upon reality, would, however, have 
contradicted the formal radicalism which ruled the major­
ity of the International. The International therefore main­
tained its formal gesture of protest against the capitalistic 
governments until the eve of the World War of 1914. Thus 
when the parties were later forced to vote war credits and 
to conclude a truce with their governments, the collapse of 
the International was all the worse. 

In 1929 the leading Austrian Socialist Renner made a 
notable remark upon the role played by the simple desire 
for peace in the Second International. In a historical retro­
spect Renner relates how the International Socialist Con­
gress at Copenhagen in 1910 had to take sides in a quarrel 
among the Austrian workers, over the separation of the ma­
jority of the Czech workers from the general ustrian trade­
union organization. In this matter they were concerned with 
the important fundamental question whether the Czech 
workers had the right to support the struggle of their people 
for national liberation, and consequently to organize sepa­
rately within the Czech nation. Renner w-rites: 

" The relation of the Second International to the awaken-
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ing nations was a divided one. It greeted their awakening 
and liberation with sincere sympathy and moral support. 
But the imperialist struggle of the major powers made use of 
this movement and turned it into one of the most effective 
instruments for war. Once in the history of every nation the 
dilemma arises: liberty or peace? And just at that time this 
dilemma began to split several socialist parties. Within the 
Polish Social Democratic Party, as well as in the Czech party 
and several others, certain groups became convinced of the 
inevitability of war and began to pin their hopes for national 
independence on the outcome of the war. Moreover the 
most extreme Russian group at all times regarded a warlike 
catastrophe not as an evil to be feared but as the awaited 
opportunity for liberation. The Second International, how­
ever, fought with impassioned sincerity for the maintenance 
of world peace. In this, too, lay a mighty intellectual ad­
vance over the youthful Marxian formula of martial revolu­
tions and revolutionary wars, the two assumed chief levers 
of history. That war, at a definite stage of development, is 
no longer revolutionary but reactionary, and that peace be­
comes an absolute good, is a perception which first matured 
after the World War and is by no means yet uncontested. 
In Copenhagen.the Second International confirmed the prin­
ciple: world peace above all; national liberation only by 
peaceful evolution; a final solution of the national problem 
will be possible only in a socialist society! It did not express 
these principles in any resolution, but it acted according to 
them, by unconditionally condemning Czech separation." 

In this passage Renner presented the pacifism of the Sec­
ond International very clearly and strikingly and declared 
just as frankly that this basic political principle was not in 
agreement with the teaching of Marx. Renner regarded the 
conception that peace is an absolute and ultimate good as an 
advance over the view of Marx and Engels. It is no concern 
of the historian to pass judgment on philosophic points of 
view. Yet when the age of imperialism is considered, one is 
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led to the conclusion that such a theory of peace as an ab­
solute and ultimate good did not blend very well with the 
period; for imperialism is the expres.,ion of the greatest con­
centration of violence at home and abroad. Whoever com­
pletely rejects violence as an instrument of political struggle 
during such a period is at a hopeless disadvantage when faced 
by opponents who rely only upon force. If it was known 
during the age of imperialism that a political movement 
would employ peaceful methods under any circumstances, 
it was no longer necessary to fear it. Because the socialist 
parties, at least in their official doctrines, always decided in 
favour of peaceful solutions, they were entirely incapable of 
pursuing a realistic course in foreign affairs and internal 
politics, and they actually abandoned the field to their im­
perialist opponents. 

In addition, this pacifistic tendency of the Second Inter­
national led to another important consequence. In every 
country the ruling clas., knew how to present itself and its 
imperialist policies as the national tendency. At the same 
time the socialists, by speaking only of peace and interna­
tional understanding and opposing nationalistic power poli­
tics, isolated themselves even more from all the other groups 
of the nation. The unhappy contrast between the socialist 
minority and the so-called" bourgeois" majority of the na­
tion appeared to have special significance, since the socialists 
were "anti-national," while the bourgeois groups were na­
tionalists. Since the awakening of national feeling at the 
right moment is an enormously powerful weapon in a po­
litical struggle, the socialists were thus forced into a position 
where they might sustain the most serious defeats; for in a 
decisive crisis a nationalist movement sweeps along not only 
the middle classes but also the majority of the workers. Ab­
stract pacifism has no power of resistance if the exi tence of 
the nation is really at stake. Revolutionary democracy dur­
ing the period of 1848 was actually able to make use of na-
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wealthy class. As a result the Catholic Conservative Party 
remained in power. Until the World War the ruling class in 
Holland also refused to give the workers an equal franchise. 

From 1 889 to 1914 not even a consistent attempt was made 
in any of the previously mentioned countries to drive the 
ruling imperialists and the feudal or semi-feudal groups 
from power by means of an alliance between the workers 
and the middle classes. In France, on the other hand, as a 
result of the Dreyfus affair, the Left bloc undertook an ex­
periment of this sort. The socialist workers and the peasant 
and petty-bourgeois radicals united to consolidate bour­
geois democracy at least in France. During the early years of 
the twentieth century it appeared temporarily as if bour­
geois democracy would actually triumph in France and 
would even open the road for social democracy. The offen­
sive of the Left collapsed completely, however, and French 
political conditions returned to the unstable equilibrium 
which had already characterized the Third Republic until 
1889. 

During the period from 1889 to 1914 liberal democracy, .-s 
represented by the econd International, had only achieved 
successes along very definite lines. In the four major powers 
the capitalists, the colonial politicians, and the militaristic 
monarchists retained power, and in Belgium and Holland, 
with their great concentration of capital and th~ir important 
colonial possessions, democracy also made no progress. In 
Switzerland, on the other hand, liberal democracy main­
tained its position, while it advanced victoriously in Scan­
dinavia. All this meant that liberal democracy was unable 
to defeat imperialism anywhere. It found a favourable soil 
only in smaller countries that had no acquaintance with 
power politics and for whom national questions did not 
exist. Switzerland, too, had neither colonies nor any desires 
for conquest. It was composed of French, German, and 
Italian groups that had consciously separated themselves 
from the corresponding nations. Thus a " nationalities ques-
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Besides several minor tendencies, two divergent main cur­
rents of thought manifested themselves among the Russian 
socialist democrats. In 1903 the controversy led to a split in 
the party. After that the majority faction, or Bolsheviki, op­
posed the minority group, or Mensheviki. The lensheviki 
were a radical socialist labour party, approximately corre­
sponding to the labour parties of western Europe during the 
same period. They sought to organize as many Russian work­
ers as possible, in so far as the persecutions of the Tsarist po­
lice permitted it. The labour party was to be ruled by the 
democratic self-government of the members. The Social 
Democratic Party should promote the material interests of 
the workers, and since the bourgeois revolution was still im­
pending in Russia, the party should also support this revo­
lutionary struggle with all its strength. However, in the 
opinion of the Mensheviki only the bourgeois parties could 
lead the Russian bourgeois revolution: It is the duty of the 
working class to follow the lead of the capitalistic or petty­
bourgeois revolutionaries. In an agrarian country like Rus­
sia, where the industrial working class is only a minority, 
the Social Democrats cannot determine the tempo of de­
velopment. 

The conception of the Bolsheviki, which Lenin had al­
ready developed repeatedly during the period before 1914 

in his books, articles, and speeches, was a very different one. 
For the first time since the death of Marx and Engels a man 
appeared who by studying the works of the masters and at 
the same time by critically observing conditions in his own 
country revived revolutionary democracy in the spirit of 
1848. Lenin was the first Social Democrat who understood 
the professional isolation of the labour movement and fought 
it as the chief obstacle of a revolution. Lenin's remark that 
the ideal of the Social Democrat should be the tribune of 
the people and not the trade-union secretary actually un­
covered in a single sentence the fundamental difference be­
tween original Marxism and the theory and practice of the 
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Second International. At the same time Lenin always paid 
the greatest attention to the daily needs and worries of the 
factory workers and during his entire life he valued highly 
the practical activity of the trade unions. The same is just 
as true of Marx and Engels. However, what Lenin rejected 
was the pseudo-radical professional limitation of the labour 
party and of the proletarian organizations in general, which 
rendered socialism incapable of carrying out a revolution. 

Lenin agreed with the Mensheviki that the coming Rus­
sian revolution could only be a bourgeois upheaval. How­
ever, it did not by any means follow that the leadership of 
the bourgeois revolution would have to belong to the capital­
istic or petty-bourgeois parties. It was rather the task of the 
Russian Social Democrats to carry with it the millions of 
poor oppressed Russian peasants, as well as the workers. Its 
goal would have to be the establishment of a Russian repub­
lic in the form of a " democratic dictatorship of the workers 
and peasants," after the overthrow of the Tsar. A Russian 
republic of this type would still be a !>0urgeois state based 
on hour eois rivate E_ro~rty. Yet the large landowners 
would be expropriated, the poor peasants would receive 
land, and the workers would be able to procure complete 
freedom of action and all modern social achievements. Rus­
sia was on the brink of a bourgeois revolution, but the capi­
talists and the so-called liberals, with their fear of the broad 
masses, would have no desire to complete their own bour­
geois revolution. Eventually, therefore, the coalition of the 
labouring classes, the allied workers and peasants, would 
have to lead the bourgeois revolution to victory against the 
will of the bourgeoisie. In Lenin's propaganda, there again 
appears for the first time in Europe a vital conception of 
social democracy as a revolutionary alliance of all the labour­
ing people for the purpose of overthrowing the privileged 
upper class. 

Until 1914 Lenin not only had borne the name of Social 
Democrat with pride, but had also advocated the traditional 
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form of a democratic republic at all times. For Lenin, too, 
it was self-evident that after the victory of the revolution 
an all-Russian national as.sembly, elected by the entire na­
tion, would have to convene in order to decide the organiza­
tion of the republic. The workers' councils, the Soviets, had 
already appeared in the Revolution of 1905. They were as­
semblies of the factory delegates of the fighting and striking 
workers. Thus the Soviets were important fighting organs 
of the revolution. However, before 1914 no one thought that 
one day the Soviets would take the place of a Russian parlia­
ment, and before 1917 Lenin, least of all, had any plans of 
this kind. 

Nevertheless, before 1914 Lenin already manifested acer­
tain_ an~i-democratic tendency in the question of party or­
ganization. According to Lenin's view, the Social Demo­
cratic Party should not be a broad mass party, but rather a 
small group of professional revolutionaries, whose task it 
should be to direct the sympathetic masses. This party of 
professional revolutionaries should be firmly organized and 
disciplined, with supreme authority resting in the hands of 
the party leaders. Lenin did not think of a socialist party as 
a broad self-governing mass movement of the workers; he 
rather desired a carefully selected revolutionary general staff, 
absolutely capable of fighting, and obedient to its leaders. 
On the organization question Lenin's position was in sharp 
contrast to the other social democratic parties of his time. 
It can hardly be doubted, however, that Marx and Engels 
would have acted in a similar manner if they had ever been 
destined to direct a larger movement independently in a 
revolution. For in their own party and in the organization 
led by them Marx and Engels alone determined their course 
autocratically and never respected the votes of the members. 
Thus Lenin actually revived original Marxism together with 
all its contradictions. It was this remarkable internal con­
trast_ in his Weltanschauung which later made it possible for 
Lenm to develop the most radical form of popular demo-
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cratic self-government in his Soviet system and then soon 
thereafter to destroy his own new democracy by means of his 
party dictatorship. 

The Russian Revolution of I go5 seriously endangered the 
existence of tsarism. Not only did the industrial workers 
strike and fight, but large sections of the peasantry were also 
carried along by the movement, and revolutionary risings 
took place in the army and navy. However, since the ma­
jority of the troops remained loyal to their officers and to the 
Tsar, the Revolution was suppr~. Several years elapsed 
during which the revolutionary forces had to recover from 
the defeat. After 1912 the rise of a new revolutionary wave 
was apparent in Russia, and when the World War broke out, 
the Russian Social Democrats prepared for a decisive battle 
with tsarism. 

2. The World War tmd the Third lntematio'lllll 

Of the four types of bourgeois democracy that had appeared 
before 1914, two were locally restricted in their extension. 
Colonial democracy belonged to the transoceanic countries 
colonized by the white nations, while imperialist democracy 
developed in a pure form only in the British Empire. On 
the other hand, social democracy had a general European 
significance during the period prior to 1848, and liberal de­
mocracy approximately from 188o to the World War. Both 
movements had the misfortune that their protests lagged be­
hind the social and economic development of the period. 
Until the Revolution of 1848 social democracy embodied the 
resistance of the upright petty bourgeois against early cap­
italism. Liberal democracy before the World War was the 
protest of the capitalists, who favoured free competition, 
against the new form of concentrated monopoly capitalism. 
Both movements were certainly able to present impressively 
the moral shortcomings of the prevailing modem economic 
system, but they were incapable of opposing either early 
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Party. With his energy and oratorical talent, Lloyd George 
once again endowed the ideals of Great Britain's imperialist 
democracy with splendour and power. Imperialist democ­
racy carried with it the masses of the mother country as well 
as the colonial democracies of the dominions and led Eng­
land to victory. 

The entry of all the eight major powers into the World 
War meant the triumph of imperialism and the prostration 
of its opponents. Nevertheless as the war continued to drag 
on and demanded ever increasing sacrifices and privations 
from the labouring masses, the opposing groups gained new 
strength. In Russia the February Revolution of 1917 had 
first replaced tsarism by a government of the bourgeois im­
perialists, but the first revolutionary wave was not :permitted 
to subside. With the October Revolution the Bolsheviki un­
der Lenin obtained power, and a democratic dictatorship of 
the workers and peasants was established. The new Russian 
social democracy, arising from the victorious Revolution, 
now challenged the imperialism of the seven other major 
powers to a struggle. 

In the experiences of the Russian Revolution Lenin had 
found a new form for the democratic movement of the la­
bouring masses, in contrast to traditional parliamentary de­
mocracy. The Revolution of 1917 had revived the councils 
of the workers, soldiers, and peasants. Lenin now discovered 
that the Soviets were the germs of an entirely new political 
type like the Paris Commune of 1871. The difference be­
tween the councils and the bourgeois parliaments does not 
lie in the external phenomena of electoral techniques, such 
as direct or indirect elections, or elections on the basis of 
residence or profession; the decisive point is rather that the 
councils overcome the traditional differences which until 
now had separated the legislative parliament from the execu­
tive apparatus of administrative and military officials in the 
larger European states. With the aid of the soldiers' councils 
the Revolution smash~d the centralized power of the army 
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officers. Simultaneously it eliminated the power of the pro­
fessional civil servants, of the police and the judiciary. In 
every locality the workers' or peasants' council is the sole 
agency of power. There is no other armed power except the 
workers' militia, and administrative matters are dispatched 
by simple commissars of the Soviets, who are subject to the 
constant control of the labouring masses. In this manner the 
councils are able to eliminate the great political shortcoming 
of all the previous continental European constitutions, with 
the exception of Switzerland and orway- namely, the 
erection of a wall, by the centralized apparatus of the state, 
which blocks every advance of the labouring masses on the 
road towards actual self-government. 

The Soviet state as Lenin imagined it and as it actually 
appeared to arise from the practical developments of the 
Russian Revolution was actually a revival of the communal 
type of democracy. The great practical difficulty was the 
economic, military, and political co-ordination of the local 
councils, which were particularly dispersed during the period 
of revolution and civil war, for uniform action within the 
framework of a great modem state. The Soviet Republic 
in Russia maintained itself under enormous difficulties, and 
when the military collapse of Germany and Austria-Hungary 
took place in 1918, the militaristic monarchies of central 
Europe were replaced by democratic republics, based upon 
workers' councils. The radical wave emanating from Russia 
also overflowed into the Balkans, appeared to carry Italy 
with it, and even threatened France. 

In England, too, the end of the war brought a turning­
point of great historical significance. For the first time since 
the Chartist period millions of workers lost confidence in the 
bourgeois leadership. While the disunited liberal groups 
declined to political fragments, the Labour Party rapidly 
grew to be the second greatest party of the country, a party 
capable of carrying on a contest for power with the Conserv­
atives. During their entire political life Marx and Engels 
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renewed social democracy, emanating from Moscow, lasted 
approximately until 1923. The result was a complete defeat 
for democracy on all fronts, above all also in Russia itself. 
The close association of the revived revolutionary labour 
movement with the fate of the Russian state sealed its doom. 
As they were in extremely great straits from 1918 to 1920, the 
Russian Bolsheviki had to be helped rapidly by victorious 
revolutions abroad. Thus the new Communist parties out­
side of Russia did not arise organically on the basis of con­
ditions in their own countries and the experiences of their 
working classes, but they were artificially organized and es­
tablished from Russia, and in their unfinished state they 
prematurely threw themselves into struggles to which they 
were not yet equal. Around 1921 Lenin recognized that 
there was no longer any hope for a victorious workers' revo­
lution in any country outside of Russia within the near fu­
ture. nsequently the Bolsheviki beat a retreat. In Russia 
itself the Soviet Republic was degraded to an empty form. 
A centralized dictatorship of the Bolshevik Party replaced 
the self-government of the labouring masses. At the same 
time the Communist parties outside of Russia changed [nto -propaganda societies for the Soviet government, in which 
all individual vitality was suppressed from above, and which 
were no longer of any use as independent forces for a demo­
cratic movement of the working people. 

During the same period, as the Russian Revolution grew 
inert and Moscow became the capital of a bureaucratic sys­
tem of state capitalism, monopoly capitalism strengthened 
its power in the United States. The nationalist Right bloc 
ruled France, and in Italy violent imperialism triumphed in 
the form of a Fascist dictatorship. It has already been em­
phasized repeatedly that the old self-styled liberal group had 
been a hindrance to social development in Italy for two 
generations. After the World War the only question was 
who would push aside the old so-called Liberals and mod­
ernize Italy- the socialists or the consistent imperialists . 
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Even in the bourgeois-democratic state capitalistic private 
property occupies a decisive economic position. Yet the capi­
talists conclude a compromise with the workers, and this 
compromise is maintained voluntarily by both parties, as a 
result of their conception of economic needs. Apart from 
their free will and opinion of economic needs, no decisive 
physical force is present which compels the masses to enter 
into the compromise. For if the capitalistic upper class 
brings the factor of an overwhelming military and police 
force into such a compromise, it is no longer a compromise. 
The preponderance of the upper class is then so powerful 
that the toiling masses can hardly hope to become an equal 
partner. 

It is certainly not a coincidence that those countries that 
were able to develop stable forms of bourgeois democracy 
in modem times, such as the United States, Great Britain 
and its dominions, Swiuerland, and Norway, all conform in 
certain points. Before 1914 all of them had only small stand­
ing armies in times of peace, as well as highly developed, 
decentralized forms of self-government. If the United States 
during the generation prior to the World War is compared 
with France during the same period, both republics exhibit 
a mixture of democratic and anti-democratic elements. If 
corruption in individual American cities and the events dur­
ing some strikes in the United States are considered, the anti­
democratic forces appear predominant. evertheless during 
this period the situation in the United States was very dif­
ferent from that in France. Corrupt professional politicians 
could obtain power in an American city only because the 
majority of the inhabitants were indifferent to public affairs. 
Yet as soon as the corruption and maladministration grew 
unbearable, the mass of workers, business men, and others 
organized. A reform movement developed. At the next 
election the corrupt politicans were swept away, and the 
city or state was cleansed of corruption. This continued 
until the energy of the citizens again subsided and the prof es-
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sional politicians dared to reappear. At any rate in America 
no one can resist the serious will of the majority of the citi­
zens when they unite and attack their foes. The small army 
of the federal government plays no part in the situation. 

On the other hand in France until 1914 the standing army 
was always the unknown quantity in every struggle for politi­
cal power. All the crises of the Third Republic from its 
establishment until the World War are connected with the 
army: the Mac Mahon crisis, the Boulanger affair, the Dreyfus 
case, and finally the fight over the three-year period of mili­
tary service. The maintenance of a strong standing army was 
a necessity for France, in view of her strong militaristic Ger­
man neighbour. The United States, on the other hand, was 
in a more fortunate position, since it had no serious military 
opponent on its own continent. The different military and 
political situations of the United States and France neces­
sarily produced a varying alignment of the social forces in 
the respective countries. There was also the additional dif­
ference between the loose federal system of government in 
tht United States and the historical, traditional rigid central­
ization of the French state. Before 1914 American capital­
ism had already attained a much greater degree of concentra­
tion and was certainly much stronger than French capitalism. 
Yet outside of the economic sphere, in a narrow sense, French 
capitalism had allies which the American capitalists lacked. 
For this reason, despite the many negative individual char­
acteristics of American public life, bourgeois democracy in 
the United States was always more firmly and securely estab­
lished than in France. 

Thus a certain elective affinity is evident between democ­
racy and that type of political organization which can be 
characterized as "communal." During brief periods of open 
warfare or civil war a democratic movement also needs a 
strongly centralized power, like that of 1793, in order to 
triumph. Nevertheless, according to previous historical ex· 
perience, a democratic commonwealth can achieve a stable 
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existence for a longer period only if local self-government 
predominates. Considerable practical difficulties result, 
however, if the democratic principle of local autonomy must 
be combined on a large scale with the necessities of a great 
modern state and modern unified economic organization. 
Yet the development of the British Empire and the United 
States proves that these difficulties are not insurmountable. 

Another much discussed question is the relation of democ­
racy to so-called legality. Is democracy, as such, a form of 
political organization which more than any other guarantees 
peaceful evolution? Is it permissible to speak of a democratic 
method, where the ballot decides, in contrast to a method of 
political force? Here, too, the democratic state must be dif­
ferentiated from the democratic movement. Every state, no 
matter what sort of constitution it possesses, asserts its own 
legality. It demands that its laws be respected by all the in­
habitants, and it pursues as a traitor anyone who wants to 
change the laws forcibly. This is as true of a democratic 
state as of any other. An absolute monarchy or a capitalistic 
oligarchy can maintain orderly legality for just as long a 
period as a democracy. For a hundred and fifty years, from 
its establishment to the Revolution of 1848, the absolute 
Kingdom of Prussia, for instance, enjoyed a completely un­
disturbed, peaceful, and legal internal political develop­
ment. Necessary reforms were carried out by the absolute 
monarch in the form of new laws. Similarly from 1688 to 
1867 England experienced a period of completely undis­
turbed legal development under the rule of a capitalistic 
minority. Thus in the sphere of legality the democratic 
state can by no means raise any claim to pre-eminence over 
any other fonns of political organization. The same is true 
with respect to the decision of controversial questions by the 
ballot and the will of the majority and not by force. It is as 
true of a democracy as of any other state having a representa­
tive ruling body. For centuries before it became a bourgeois 



NOTES 

The following notes are in addition to the citations made in the 
text of the book itself and to the authors mentioned in the 
preface. No notes have been made on the known facts of mod­
em political history. If the reader wants more details and a 
special bibliography of them, he will find them in the volumes 
of the Cambridge Modern History and in the corresponding 
articles of the Encyclop«dia of the Social Sciences and the En· 
cyclop«dia Britannica. 

There is a good bibliography on Marx and Marxism for Eng­
lish readers in G. D. H. Cole's What Marx Really Meant (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf; 1934), pp. 305 ff. Another detailed bib­
liography is in the article " Marx " by Karl Korsch in the 
Encyclopll!dia of the Social Sciences; a shorter bibliography in 
Otto Ruhle: Karl Marx (New York: Viking Press; 1935) . 

ABBREVIATIONS: 

ME I-IV - Marx-Engels: Gesamtawgabe, J. Abteilung, Brief• 
wechsel %wischen Marx und Engels, Vols. I-IV. 

ME VI-= Gesamtawgabe, I. Abteilung, Vol. VI. 
Kugelmann =- Karl Marx, Briefe an Kugelmann (Berlin, 1924). 

WHAT IS DEMOCRACY? 

p. 3. Babeuf's letter: Mathiez: Autour de RobespieTTe (Paris, 
1925), p. 256. 

p. 4. Article of Engels: ME VI, p. 28g. 
p. 6. Philipp Stein: Furst Bismarck's Reden, I, p. u9. 
p. 7. Engels: Politisches Vermiichtnis (Berlin, 1920), p. 18. 
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