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OUTLINE FOR A REPORT ON THE
| PARIS COMMU NE!

In Memory of the Paris Commune

_-“\\.

N

Celebration of the greatest working-class uprising of
the 19th century.

Historical outline.

1. France under Napoleon III.

Imperialism. (S. 45)—retribution for June 1848.2
- Napoleon III.
—Expropriation of France by a
gang of brigands. |
o. Bonapartism the workers not yet capable
{the bourgeoisie no longer? }
B. Rapid industrial development. Plutocratic orgies.
Flourishing of speculation. Corruption.
1. —Workers' movement—
I.LALA.% 1862 London exposition®

— 1864 foundation
. Proudhonism?® |

. Blanquism® | 5. 10
2. Dynastic war. Rescue of a band of adventurerss$
vinism.
Left bank of the Rhine. On to Berlin (especially
after 18669
July 19, 1870 war declared.

{German pronouncements (Wilhelm 1): Verteidigungs-
J krieg.* (S. 20 in a speech from the throne: war
|

—chau-

against Napoleon III, not against the French

people; idem Aug. 11, 1870 in a manifesto to the
French on crossing the border.) |

* Defensive war.—E4.
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8 V. I. LENIN

3. Workers’ protests.

First . __French manifesto of July 12, 1870 (S. 16) (and
Address provincial resolutions of July 22, 1870) (S.
of the 16-17) Manifesto of Paris members ol the In-
General ternational of July 12.

Council | —German protest (meeting at Chemniiz) (S. 18)
of the (meeting at Brunswick on July 16, 1870) (S.
Interna- 18)—Berlin section of the International.
tional __Address of the General Council of the Inter-

\ national 1) July 23, 1870 against the war.

4. OQutcome of war.
Sedan Sept. 2, 1870. Napoleon I11 prisoner of war.

Débacle.1? |
Collapse of corrupt regime.

Proclamation of the republic Sept. 4, 1870 by
workers in Paris.

Power in the hands of ras- power—to  the
cals, Louis Philippe’s Minister delegates of Pa-
of Police Thiers, General ITro- ris in the legis-
chu. Jules Favre, Jules Ferry, lative corps.
Ernest Picard.

...“Government of national defence”...
National defence=arming of the workers=revolu-

tion. Government of betrayal of the people. De-
fence ... against the Paris workers.

——————

I ——

5. Advice of the International. | o
Qecond  Transformation of the defensive war into an

Address offensive one.

of the Central Committee of the German Social-Demo-
General cratic Workers’ Party protested against an-
Council nexation of Alsace-Lorraine.’' (Arrest of
(Sept. Y, Bracke and others.)

1870) Not to allow oneself to be provoked to “desper-
(S. 25) ate folly”.

Not to be deluded by national memories of 1792.
“Organise your own class calmly and resolutely”,

use p. liberty.!?

©UTLINE FOR A REPORT ON THE PARIS COMMUNE 7

6. Siege of Paris. Co-

medy of Trochu
(never!) and Jules
Favre (not an inch
of soil!).13

Surrender of Paris.

Jan. 28, 1871.

7. National Assembly

at Bordeauzx.

—Chamber of Jun-
kers. Reactionaries.
—Comedy of peace
with Paris. Urge to
disarm Paris (“dis-
armament of the
revolution” Sept.
4, 1870). Alliance
with the German
army against Paris.

- S. 36-37.

The pretence
that the guns
of the National
Guard belong to
the state! A lie!

8. Attempt to lake

away the guns.
March 18, 1871.
(from the
National
Guard).

Commune.

Vinoy.
Failure

Comedy of defence: Guiod writing
to Susane about one of the latter’s
protégés: let him go to Mont Vale-
rien, he said, where the guns are
being allegedly fired off.!*

Under the terms of the surrender
(Jan. 28, 1871) (S. 34), the Na-
tional Assembly must be con-
vened within 8 days(!).

Thiers’ agitation for a reactionary
assembly, Legitimists, etc. (450
monarchists out of 750 members).

Conspiracy against Paris: “Thi-
ers’ measures (S. 39).

1) anti-republican demonstration
by the National Assembly

2) ambiguity of Thiers’ expres-
s101s

3) threat to Paris (décapiter dé-

capitaliser®)

4) ban on republican newspapers

5) death sentence for Blanqui'®

6) appointment of Viroy governor
of Paris, Valentin, Police Prefect,
d'Aurelle de Paladines, command-
er of the National Guard.

Manifesto of March 18: S. 43.

March 18, 1871. Central Commitiee
of the National Guard.

March 26, 1871. Commune.

* Decapitate and decapitalise.—Ed.

R g A




3 V. 1. LENIN

ment’s flight to
Versailles.

darmes.

It was not the
Commune but the

Paris waging war against
- Versailles from early April.

indignant soldiers Begging Bismarck for troops
whoshot Lecomte (prisoners of war) (S. 97-53).
and Clément |

Thomas, the Bo-
napartist  offi-
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cers.
| 9. The Commune’s deeds.
Its minuses:—lack of class-consciousness (Proudhonists,

Blanquists)

—lack of organisation failure to take
‘the bank and
attack  Ver-

sailles

T T o RS ..._. - - -
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olutionary talk.

10. Its pluses:

A) Political reforms
. separation of church from state (Apr. 2, 1371).

Expropriation of church property. Abolition of
all state payments to the church.
Free public education (5. 46)

8. abolition of standing army (March 30, 1871)

(S. 46)
Working- 7. abolition of bureaucracy. Government of the
class workers (S. 49). Regierungsfahig.* .
govern- |
ment (1) All officials elective and removable (S. 46).
Apr. 1, 1871 |
(2) Small salary, to be not over 6,000 francs
(S. 46)

* Capable of governing.—£Zd.

OUTLINE FOR A REPORT ON THE PARIS COMMUNE 9

March 18. Govern- ( Clericals, Bonapartists, gen- )

—infatuation with nationalistic and rev-

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

6. Equal rights for aliens (March 30, 1871), a
German—Minister of the Commune!® (S. 53).
Participation of Poles (Dgbrowski, Wroblewski).

TThe banner of the Commune is the banner
of a world republic

“¢. Self-government of communes.

11. B) Economic reforms. |
( — Bakers’ night work banned (Apr.

20) (S. 23).
Transformation ~—Fines banned (S. 93).
of the Paris of —The Commune won over a Inass
idlers and of Paris petty bourgeois ruined
pleasure-seekers ! (elaborate) by Napoleon III (debts
into a working- deferred) (S. 91). The Commune
class Paris | addresses the peasants (5. ol).
(S. 595-96). —Transfer of abandoned factories to
workers’ associations Apr. 16 (S. 54):

l statistical census of factories.

12. Last fight.

—Heroism of the Federals (Election of mayors on Apr.
30 against the National As-
sembly. Thiers gives in to
Bismarck: peace treaty
signed at Frankfort on May
10. Approved by the Natio-
nal Assembly on May 21.)

—Week of bloodshed May 21-28, 1871 (S. 62).

Rifles not enough
machine-guns.

— Balance 35,000=20,000 killed

| 15,000 transported, etc.
Courts busy )

for several years.
Chorus of slander (S. 64-66).
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13. Results and les- Revenge by the bourgeoisie. £ven the
sons. “national war” turned out to be a po-
litical fraud (S. 67).
Country betrayed (alliance with the

Germans: S. 66).
Instability of bourgeois democracy.

Dictatorship of the proletariat.
Bismarck 1871. Confer 1904.

Written before March 9 (22) 1904

First published in 1934 Collected Worhs, Vol. 41,
in Lenin Miscellany XX VI pp. 113-18

PLAN OF A LECTURE ON THE COMMUNE "

1. Historical outline of the Commune.

France under Napoleon III. Foundations of imperialism:
the bourgeoisie no longer, the proletariat not yet, 18

Adventurism of Napoleon IlI. Need for pomyp, for wars.

2. Growth of proletariat after June 1848. Internationale
Arbeiterassoziation,* 1864. Its persecution by Napoleon II1.

Protest of the French workers against war (July 12, Par-
is Section of the International, S. 16) and of the German
workers (Brunswick workers’ meeting, July 16, Chemnitz,
Berlin Section of International, S. 18).1%

3. Sedan: September 2, 1870,2% and proclamation of re-
public on September 4, 1870. Artful liberals seize power.

Liberal lawyers and double-faced monarchists: 7Thiers.

4. Government of national defence—=government of na-
tional betrayal. Trochu: “plan” for defending Paris. Com-
edy of defence. Heroism of the Paris workers, Capitula-
tion on January 28, 1371.

0. Bismarck imposes conditions for convocation of the Na-
tional Assembly in eight days (S. 34) to decide guestion of
war and peace. Thiers’ intrigues with the mongrchists.

Chamber of Junkers (ruraux). National Assembly at Bor-
deaux: 630 members=30 Bonapartists+ 200 republicans (100
moderates and 100 radicals)-}-400 monarchists (200 Orlea-
nists+200 Legitimists??).

Thiers’ talk with Falloux. f

6. Paris provoked: appointment of monarchist ambas-
sadors; “30 sou” pay cut for soldiers of the National Guard:

* International Working Men’s Association.—Ed.
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12 V. I. LENIN

in Paris Prefect of the Police Valentin, Commander of the
National Guard d’'Aurelle de Paladines, and others (Tre-
pov and Vasilchikov!??); National Assembly moved to
Versailles; suppression of republican newspapers and so on.
Making the poor pay for the war. (S. 35.) Armed Paris work-
ers and—a monarchist assembly. Conflict inevitable.

7. Marx’s warning*: second address of General Council
of the International, September 9, 1870: “They must not
allow themselves to be swayed by the national memories
of 1792”; to proceed with “the organisation of their own
class”; not to set themselves the aim of overthrowing the
government (“a desperate folly”): S. 25. Eugéne Dupont,
Secretary of the International (General Council) for France,
wrote the same on September 7, 1870 (Weill, 134).

8. Last act of provocation. Seizure of the guns from the
National Guard, March 18, 1871. Thiers’ fraudulent pre-
texts. Attempt fails. Central Committee of National Guard
proclaims the Commune. Civil war begun between Paris
Commune and Versailles Government.

J. Trends in the Commune: (a) Blanquists. Back in No-
vember 7880 Blanqui in Ni Dieu ni maitre** condemns the
theory of the class struggle and the separation of the in-
terests of the proletariat from those of the nation. (Weill,
229) (draws no line between the workers and the revolu-
tionary bourgeoisie). (b) Proudhonists (Mutualists) “organ-
isation of barter and credit”. |

Revolutionary instinct of the working class asserts it-
self despite fallacious theories.

10. Political measures of the Commune:

(1) Abolition of the standing army.
(2) Abolition of the bureaucracy (a) Electivity of
all officials; (b) Salary not >>6,000 fr.

(3) Separation of Church from State | Minimum
(4) Introduction of free tuition Programme

ikl —— S e—

.Y Contra Blanqui, who founded Patrie en danger (The Country
in Danger.—F£d.) in 1870 (N.B.).
** Neither God nor Master.—Ed.

PLAN OF A LECTURE ON THE COMMUNE 13

Commune and peasants. In three months it would all
be different! (5. 49-50.)*
Commune and International. Frankel, the Poles (banner
of world republic).
11. Economic measures of the Commune.
(1) Ban on night work for bakers.
(2) Ban on fines.
(3) Registration of abandoned factories, their trans-
fer to workers’ associations with compensation
on basis of decision by arbitration committees

S. 54).
Did not take over the bank. Eight-hour day did |
N.B. not go through. Weill, 142.

(4) Halt to foreclosures of mortgages. Deferment of
payments (of rent). |
12. Crash. Deficiencies of organisation. Defensive attitude.
Thiers-Bismarck deal {role of Bismarck=hired assassin}.
Bloody week, May 21-28, 1871.
Its horrors, exile, etc. Slanders (S. 65-66).
Women and children....
P. 487: 20,000 killed in streets, 3,000 died 'in prisons,
etc. Military tribunals: until January 1, 1875—13.,700
persons sentenced (80 women, 60 children), exile, prison.
13. Lessons: Bourgeoisie will stop at nothing. Today lib-
erals, radicals, republicans, tomorrow betrayal, shoot-
ings.
Independent organisation of the proletariat—class strug-
gle—civil war.
In the present movement we all stand on the shoulders
of the Commune. |

Written in February-March 1905

First published in 1931 Collected Works,
in Lenin Miscellany XVI Vol. 8, pp. 206-08

* Baring of “secrets”: tricks of Trochu, “goings on in the mon-
asteries (S. 954). Very little has yet been done!




Cy .- - . . - ! [ -

e S ERILS PR E Brlt i v } L Ty e VA -
7 k .51!* T EE e ML, . ) P T R L L.
1“ ! n TP e N A . R ALY - a, 3
A Lo gi it 3 1o ‘H:_.. i oy . it SRR LR WK . o, E T
e A e T vt E. m e BT e Nl Frall I . o L Pl
S _,._: Soen e ...-h_-r 1*1__4?\*_ ’ _!‘h:_r;‘_p-l-:l,.

. . ' - . . . . - :

. L . - - [
. '. HA _
. . N '
o -

U "-'.ui"#_" '?_: A P -“.-’._i S ﬁ.',- ’
NER I B SR ﬁﬁ-ﬁi‘a‘u CHE 2
T ..r. . -J_"-I":." .-_.- . .. .F oo ) .

N
“-;u_-u."_ L

i R
N Yor.oeL
s

o h 4 L1 e T e . L. HER '
M A I Gy B G T 1A T B e ok e
o ‘1-.!.‘:@3?_ v .":F-'"’.r".*y;f"" "Hn'?" Ll et Lr't_’_\:‘;_- - ;:tn

- ST I ¥ PN RN i L - R PR S R s It P Y L g
AT e -f"i?'.}f'.‘.j-*{-ﬂ?’. [ 1‘:*" "':,_i.._-'f'a'.!?'__;ﬂ-_ SR st 1"”‘”'"??" .'-x" .
- LT T T .

L;Ie‘lh! S e
R T, e e 3

CONCLUDING PARAGRAPH TO THE ARTICLE
“THE PARIS COMMUNE AND THE TASKS
OF THE DEMOCRATIC DICTATORSHIP 723

This article teaches us, first and foremost, that for repre-
sentatives of the socialist proletariat to take part 1n a revo-
lutionary government together with the petty bourgeoisie
i1s fully permissible in principle, and, in certain condi-
tions, even obligatory. It shows us further that the real
task the Commune had to perform was primarily the achieve-
ment of the democratic and not the socialist dictator-
ship, the implementation of our “minimum programme”.
Finally, the article reminds us that when we study the
lessons of the Paris Commune we should 1mitate not the
mistakes it made (the failure to seize the Bank of France
and to launch an offensive against Versailles, the lack of
a clear programme, etc.), but its successful practical mea-
sures, which indicate the correct road. It is not the word
“Commune” that we must adopt from the great fighters
of 1871; we should not blindly repeat each of their slogans;
what we must do is to single out those programmatic and
practical slogans that bear upon the state of affairs in
Russia and can be formulated in the words “a revolutionary-
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasant-

ry”.

Proletary No. 8, Collected Work
July 17 (4), 1905 Vol. 5, D141

From the PREFACE TO THE RUSSIAN TRANSLATION
OF KARL MARX'’S LETTERS TO L. KUGELMANN

Marx’s assessment of the Commune crowns the letters
to Kugelmann. And this assessment is particularly valuable
when compared with the methods of the Russian Right-
wing Social-Democrats. Plekhanov, who after December
1905%¢ faint-heartedly exclaimed: “They should not have
taken up arms”, had the modesty to compare himself to
Marx. Marx, says he, also put the brakes on the revolution
in 1870. "

Yes, Marx also put the brakes on the revolution. But
see what a gulf lies between Plekhanov and Marx, in Ple-
khanov’s own comparison!

In November 1905, a month before the first revolution-
ary wave 1In Russia had reached its climax, Plekhanov,
far from emphatically warning the proletariat, spoke
directly of the necessity to learn to use arms and to arm.
Yet, when the struggle flared up a month later, Plekhanov,
without making the slightest attempt to analyse its signifi-
cance, its role in the general course of events and its connec-
tion with previous forms of struggle, hastened to play the
part of a penitent intellectual and exclaimed: “They
should not have taken up arms.”

In September 1870, six months before the Commune, Marx
gave a direct warning to the French workers: insurrection
would be an act of desperate folly, he said in the well-known
Address of the International.?’ He exposed in advance the
nationalistic illusions of the possibility of a movement in
the spirit of 1792. He was able to say, not after the event,
but many months before: “Don’t take up arms.”




16 i V. I. LENIN

And how did he behave when this Akopeless cause, as he
himself had called it in September, began to take practi-
cal shape in March 1871? Did he use it (as Plekhanov did
the December events) to “take a dig” at his enemies, the
Proudhonists and Blanquists who were leading the Com-
mune? Did he begin to grumble like a schoolmistress, and
say: “l told you so, I warned you; this is what comes of
your romanticism, your revolutionary ravings”? Did he
preach to the Communards, as Plekhanov did to the Decem-
ber fighters, the sermon of the smug philistine: “You
should not have taken up arms”?

No. On April 12, 1871, Marx writes an enthusiastic let-
ter to Kugelmann—a letter which we would like to see
hung in the home of every Russian Social-Democrat and of
every literate Russian worker.

In September 1870 Marx had called the insurrection an
act of desperate folly; but in April 1871, when he saw the
mass movement of the people, he watched it with the keen
attention of a participant in great events marking a step
forward in the historic revolutionary movement.

This is an atlempt, he says, to smash the bureaucratic
military machine, and not simply to transfer it to differ-
ent hands. And he has words of the highest praise for the
“heroic” Paris workers led by the Proudhonists and Blan-
quists. “What elasticity,” he writes, “what historical ini-
tiative, what a capacity for sacrifice in these Parisians!...
[p. 88]. History has no like example of a like great-
ness.” | g

The historical initiative of the masses was what Marx
prized above everything else. Ah, if only our Russian So- |
cial-Democrats would learn from Marx how to appreciate |
the historical initiative of the Russian workers and peas-
ants in October and December 1905!

Compare the homage paid to the kistorical initiative of
the masses by a profound thinker, who foresaw failure six
months ahead—and the lifeless, soulless, pedantic: “They
should not have taken up arms”! Are these not as far apart
as heaven and earth? |

And like a participant in the mass struggle, to which ‘
he reacted with all his characteristic ardour and passion,
Marx, then living in exile in London, set to work to criti-

KL hitp://www.dztsg.net/doc




PREFACE TO RUSSIAN TRANSLATION OF MARX'S LETTERS 17

cise the immediate steps of the “recklessly brave” Parisi-
ans who were “ready to storm heaven®.

Ah, how our present “realist” wiseacres among the Marx-
ists, who in 1906-07 are deriding revolutionary romanti-
cism in Russia, would have sneered at Marx at the time!
How people would have scoffed at a materialist, an econo-
mist, an enemy of utopias, who pays homage to an “attempt”
to storm AZeaven! What tears, condescending smiles or com-
miseration these “men in mufflers”?¢ would have bestowed
upon him for his rebel tendencies, utopianism, etc., etc.,
for his appreciation of a heaven-storming movement!

But Marx was not inspired with the wisdom of the sa-
pient minnows®? who are afraid to discuss the technique
of the higher forms of revolutionary struggle. It is precise-
ly the technical problems of the insurrection that he dis-
cussed. Defence or attack?—he asked, as if the military
operations had been taking place just outside London. And
he decided that it must certainly be attack: “They should
have marched at once on Versailles...”.

This was written in April 1871, a few weeks before the
great and bloody May....

“They should have marched at once on Versailles” —the
insurgents should, those who had begun the “act of desper-
ate folly” (September 1870) of storming heaven. |

“I'hey should not have taken up arms” in December 1905
in order to oppose by force the first attempts to take away
the liberties that had been won....

Yes, Plekhanov had good reason to compare himself to
Marx!

“Second mistake,” Marx said, continuing his technical crit-
icism: “The Central Committee” (the military command—
note that the reference is to the Central Committee of the
National Guard) “surrendered its power too soon...”.

Marx knew how to warn the leaders against a premature
rising. But his attitude towards the heaven-storming pro-
letariat was that of a practical adviser, of a participant in
the siruggle of the masses, who were raising the whole
movement to a higher level in spite of the false theories and
mistakes of Blanqui and Proudhon.

“However that may be,” he wrote, “the present rising in
Paris—even if it be crushed by the wolves, swine, and

2—-1534




18 V. I. LENIN

vile curs of the old society—is the most glorious deed of our
Party since the June insurrection....”

And, without concealing from the proletariat a single
mistake of the Commune, Marx dedicated to this heroic
deed a work which to this very day serves as the best guide
in the fight for “heaven” and as a frightiul bugbear to the

liberal and radical “swine”.?8

Plekhanov dedicated to the December events a “work?”
which has become practically the bible of the Cadets.?”

Yes, Plekhanov had good reason to compare himsell to
Marx.

Kugelmann apparently replied to Marx expressing cer-
tain doubts, referring to the hopelessness of the struggle
and to realism as opposed to romanticism—at any rate, he
compared the Commune, an insurrection, to the peaceful
demonstration in Paris on June 13, 1849.

Marx immediately (April 17, 1871) severely lectured Ku-
gelmann.

“World history,” he wrote, “would indeed be very easy
to make, if the struggle were taken up only on condition of
infallibly favourable chances.”

In September 1870, Marx called the insurrection an act
of desperate folly. But, when the masses rose, Marx wanted
to march with them, to learn with them in the process of
the struggle, and not to give them bureaucratic admoni-
tions. He realised that to attempt in advance to calculate
the chances with complete accuracy would be quackery or
hopeless pedantry. What he valued above everything else was
that the working class heroically and seli-sacrificingly took
the initiative in making world history. Marx regarded world
history from the standpoint of those who make it without
being in a position to calculate the chances infallibly be-
forehand, and not from the standpoint of an intellectual phi-
listine who moralises: “It was easy to foresee ... they should
not have taken up...”.

Marx was also able to appreciate that there are moments
in history when a desperate struggle of the masses, even
for a hopeless cause, is essential for the further schooling
of these masses and their training for the next struggle.

Such a statement of the question is quite i1ncomprehen-
sible and even alien in principle to our present-day quasi-
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Marxists, who like to take the name of Marx in vain, to
borrow only his estimate of the past, and not his ability
to make the future. Plekhanov did not even think of it
when he set out after December 1905 “to put the brakes
on’.

But it is precisely this question that Marx raised, without
in the least forgetting that he himself in September 1870
regarded insurrection as an act of desperate folly.

“... The bourgeois canaille of Versailles,” he wrote,
“... presented the Parisians with the alternative of either
taking up the fight or succumbing without a struggle. The
demoralisation of the working class in the latter case would
have been a far greater misfortune than the succumbing of
any number of ‘leaders’.”39¢

And with this we shall conclude our brief review of the

lessons in a policy worthy of the proletariat which Marx
teaches in his letters to Kugelmann.

Published in 1907 as a pamphlet
by Novaya Duma Publishers,
St. Petersburg

Collected Works,
Vol. 12, pp. 10812
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LESSONS OF THE COMMUNE?3?!

After the coup d’état, which marked the end of the rev-
olution of 1848, France fell under the yoke of the Napo-
leonic regime for a period of 18 years. This regime brought
upon the country not only economic ruin but national hu-
miliation. In rising against the old regime the proletariat
undertook two tasks—one of them national and the other
of a class character—the liberation of France from the Ger-
man invasion and the socialist emancipation of the work-
ers from capitalism. This union of two tasks forms a
unique feature of the Commune.

The bourgeoisie had formed a “government of national
defence” and the proletariat had to fight for national in-
dependence under its leadership. Actually, it was a govern-
ment of “national betrayal” which saw its mission in fight-
ing the Paris proletariat. But the proletariat, blinded by
patriotic illusions, did not perceive this. The patriotic idea
had its origin in the Great Revolution of the eighteenth cen-
tury; it swayed the minds of the socialists of the Commune;
and Blanqui, for example, undoubtedly a revolutionary and
an ardent supporter of socialism, could find no better title
for his newspaper than the bourgeois cry: “The country is
in danger!”

Combining contradictory tasks—patriotism and social-
ism—was the fatal mistake of the French socialists. In the
Manifesto of the International, issued in September 1870,
Marx had warned the French proletariat against being mis-
led by a false national idea®*; profound changes had
taken place since the Great Revolution, class antagonisms
had sharpened, and whereas at that time the struggle
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against the whole of European reaction united the entire
revolutionary nation, now the proletariat could no longer
combine its interests with the interests of other classes
hostile to it; let the bourgeoisie bear the responsibility
for the national humiliation—the task of the proletariat
was to fight for the socialist emancipation of labour from
the yoke of the bourgeoisie. |

And indeed the true nature of bourgeois “patriotism?”
was not long in revealing itself. Having concluded an ig-
nominious peace with the Prussians, the Versailles govern-
ment proceeded to its immediate task—it launched an at-
tack to wrest the arms that terrified it from the hands of
the Paris proletariat. The workers replied by proclaiming
the Commune and by civil war.

Although the socialist proletariat was split up into nu-
merous sects, the Commune was a splendid example of the
unanimity with which the proletariat was able to accom-
plish the democratic tasks which the bourgeoisie could only
proclaim. Without any particularly complex legislation,
in a simple, straightforward manner, the proletariat, which
had seized power, carried out the democratisation of the
social system, abolished the bureaucracy, and made all
official posts elective.

But two mistakes destroyed the fruits of the splendid
victory. The proletariat stopped halt-way: instead of set-
ting about “expropriating the expropriators”, it allowed
itself to be led astray by dreams of establishing a higher
justice in the country united by a common national task;
such institutions as the bank, for example, were not taken
over, and Proudhonist theories about a “just exchange”,
etc., still prevailed among the socialists. The second mis-
take was excessive magnanimity on the part of the prole-
tartat: instead of destroying its enemies it sought to exert
moral influence on them; it underestimated the significance
of direct military operations in civil war, and instead of
launching a resolute offensive against Versailles that would
have crowned its victory in Paris, it tarried and gave the
Versailles government time to gather the dark forces and
prepare for the blood-soaked week of May.

But despite all its mistakes the Commune was a superb
example of the great proletarian movement of the nineteenth
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century. Marx set a high value on the historie significance
of the Cqmmune—f—if, during the treacherous attempt by
the Versailles gang to seize the arms of the Paris proletar-
1at, the workers had allowed themselves to be disarmed
without a fight, the disastrous effect of the demoralisation
that this weakness would have caused in the proletariar;
movement, would have been far, far greater than the losses
sutfered by the working class in the battle to defend its arms
Ihe sacrifices of the Commune, heavy as they were ar(;
made up for by its significance for the general strugéle of
the proletariat: it stirred the socialist movement through-
out FEurope, it demonstrated the strength of civil war, it
dispelled patriotic illusions, and destroyed the naive be-
liet in any efforts of the bourgeoisie for common national
aims. The Commune taught the European proletariat to
pose concretely the tasks of the socialist revolution. |

The lesson learnt by the proletariat will not be forgot-
ten. The working class will make use of it, as it has
already done in Russia during the December uprising.

The period that preceded the Russian revolution and pre-
pared it bears a certain resemblance to the period of the
Napoleomc yoke in France. In Russia, too, the autocrat-
ic clique brought upon the country economic ruin and
national humiliation. But the outbreak of revolution was
held back for a long time, until social development had
create:d the conditions for a mass movement, and, notwith-
star}dmg all the courage displayed, the isolated actions
against the government in the pre-revolutionary period broke
against the apathy of the masses. Only the Social-Demo-
crats, by strenuous and systematic work, educated the
masses to the level of the higher forms of struggle—mass
actions and armed civil war. |

The Social-Democrats were able to shatter the “common
national” and “patriotic” delusions of the young proletar-
1at and when the Manifesto of October 17th3® had been
wrested fron_l the tsar due to their direct intervention
'the proletariat began vigorous preparation for the next’
inevitable phase of the revolution—the armed uprising’
Having shed “common national” illusions, it concentrated ité
class forces in its own mass organisations—the Soviets of

Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, ete. And notwithstanding
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all the differences in the aims and tasks of the Russian rev-
olution, compared with the French revolution of 1871,
the Russian proletariat had to resort to the same method
of struggle as that first used by the Paris Commune-—civ-
il war. Mindful of the lessons of the Commune, it knew
that the proletariat should not ignore peaceful methods
of struggle—they serve its ordinary, day-to-day interests,
they are necessary in periods of preparation for revolution
—but it must never forget that in certain conditions the
class struggle assumes the form of armed conflict and civil
war; there are times when the interests of the proletariat
call for ruthless extermination of its enemies in open
armed clashes. This was first demonstrated by the French
proletariat in the Commune and brilliantly confirmed by
the Russian proletariat in the December uprising.

And although these magnificent uprisings of the working
class were crushed, there will be another uprising, in face
of which the forces of the enemies of the proletariat will
prove ineffective, and from which the socialist proletariat

will emerge completely victorious.

Zagranichnaya Gazeta NoO. 2, Collected Worhs,
Vol. 13, pp. 475-78

March 23, 1908




IN MEMORY OF THE COMMUNE

Forty years have passed since the proclamation of the
Paris Coml_nune. In accordance with tradition, the French
workers paid homage to the memory of the men and women
of the revoﬁlution of March 18, 1871, by meetings and
demonstrations. At the end of May they will again place
wreaths on the graves of the Communards who were shot, the
victims of the terrible “May Week”, and over their gr,aves
;;(111:375 xlnlnll Ot];’l(?e mcl)lred vow to fight untiringly until their

ave triumphed and
boon. fulls achiev%d. the cause they bequeathed has
Why does'the proletariat, not only in France but through-
g.;ii thé entire Worlclll, honour the men and women of the
s Commune as their > '

itage of the oy Lhek predecessors? And what is the her-

The Commune Sprang up spontaneously. No one con-
sclously prepared it in an organised way. The unsuccessful
war with Germany, the privations suffered during the
slege, the unemployment among the proletariat and the ruin
among the lower middle classes; the indignation of the masses
against the upper classes and agalnst authorities who had
dlsplfayed utter incompetence, the vague unrest among the
working class, which was discontented with its lot and was
striving for a different social system; the reactionary com-
position of the National Assembly, which roused apprehen-
Stons as to the fate of the republic—all this and many other
factors combined to drive the population of Paris to revolu-
tion on March 18, which unexpectedly placed power in the
hands of the National Guard, in the hands of the working
class and the petty bourgeoisie which had sided with it.

IN MEMORY OF THE COMMUNE 95

It was an event unprecedented in history. Up to that
time power had, as a rule, been in the hands of landowners
and capitalists, i.e., in the hands of their trusted agents
who made up the so-called government. After the revolu-
tion of March 18, when M. Thiers’ government had fled
from Paris with its troops, its police and its officials, the
people became masters of the situation and power passed
into the hands of the proletariat. But in modern society,
the proletariat, economically enslaved by capital, cannot
dominate politically unless it breaks the chains which fet-
ter it to capital. That is why the movement of the Com-
mune was bound to take on a socialist tinge, i.e., to strive
to overthrow the rule of the bourgeoisie, the rule of capi-
tal, and to destroy the very foundations of the contempora-
ry soclal order. -

At first this movement was extremely indefinite and con-
fused. It was joined by patriots who hoped that the Com-
mune would renew the war with the Germans and bring it
to a successiul conclusion. It enjoyed the support of the small
shopkeepers who were threatened with ruin unless there
was a postponement of payments on debts and rent (the
government refused to grant this postponement, but they
obtained it from the Commune). Finally, it enjoyed, at first,
the sympathy of bourgeois republicans who feared that the
reactionary National Assembly (the “rustics”, the savage
landlords) would restore the monarchy. But it was of course
the workers (especially the artisans of Paris), among
whom active socialist propaganda had been carried on dur-
ing the last years of the Second Empire and many of whom
even belonged to the International, who played the princi-
pal part in this movement.

Only the workers remained loyal to the Commune to the
end. The bourgeois republicans and the petty bourgeoisie
soon broke away from it: the former were frightened off
by the revolutionary-socialist, proletarian character of the
movement; the latter broke away when they saw that it was
doomed to inevitable defeat. Only the French proletarians
Supported their government fearlessly and untiringly, they
alone fought and died for it—that is to say, for the cause
of the emancipation of the working class, for a better
future for all toilers.
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Deserted by its former allies and left without support,
the Commune was doomed to defeat. The entire bourgeoisie
of France, all the landlords, stockjobbers, factory owners,
all the robbers, great and small, all the exploiters joined
forces against it. This bourgeois coalition, supported by
Bismarck (who released a hundred thousand French pris-
oners of war to help crush revolutionary Paris), succeeded
in rousing the ignorant peasants and the petty bourgeoi-
sie of the provinces against the proletariat of Paris, and
forming a ring of steel around half of Paris (the other half
was besieged by the German army). In some of the larger
cities in France (Marseilles, Lyons, St. Etienne, Dijon,
etc.) the workers also attempted to seize power, to proclaim
the Commune and come to the help of Paris; but these at-
tempts were short-lived. Paris, which had first raised the
banner of proletarian revolt, was left to its own resources
and doomed to certain destruction.

Two conditions, at least, are necessary for a victorious
soclal revolution—highly developed productive forces and
a proletariat adequately prepared for it: But in 1871 both
of these conditions were lacking. French capitalism was
still poorly developed, and France was at that time mainly
a petty-bourgeois country (of artisans, peasants, shopkeep-
ers, etc.). On the other hand, there was no workers’ party;
the working class had not gone through a long school of
struggle and was unprepared, and for the most part did not
even clearly visualise its tasks and the methods of fulfill-
ing them. There was no serious political organisation of
the proletariat, nor were there strong trade unions and co-
operative societies.... |

But the chief thing which the Commune lacked was time—
an opportunity to take stock of the situation and to embark
upon the fulfilment of its programme. It had scarcely
had time to start work, when the government entrenched
in Versailles and supported by the entire bourgeoisie began
hostilities against Paris. The Commune had to concentrate
primarily on self-defence. Right up to the very end, May
21-28, it had no time to think seriously of anything else.

However, in spite of these unfavourable conditions, in
spite of its brief existence, the Commune managed to pro-
mulgate a few measures which sutficiently characterise its
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real significance and aims. The Commune did away with
the standing army, that blind weapon in the hands of the
ruling classes, and armed the whole people. It proclaimed
the separation of church and state, abolished state pay-
ments to religious bodies (i.e., state salaries for p:rlests),
made popular education purely secular, and in this way
struck a severe blow at the gendarmes in cassocks. In t}le
purely social sphere the Commune accomplished very lit-
tle, but this little nevertheless clearly reveals its character
as a popular, workers’ government. Night work in bakeries
was forbidden; the system of fines, which represent:,ed le-
galised robbery of the workers, was abolighed. Finally,
there was the famous decree that all factories and work-
shops abandoned or shut down by their owners were to be
turned over to associations of workers that were to resume
production. And, as if to emphasise its character as a tru-
ly democratic, proletarian government, the Commune de-
creed that the salaries of all administrative and government
officials, irrespective of rank, should not exceed the normal
wages of a worker, and in no case amount to more than
6,000 francs a year (less than 200 rubles a month).

All these measures showed clearly enough that the Com-
mune was a deadly menace to the old world founded on
the enslavement and exploitation of the people. That was
why bourgeois society could not feel at ease sonlong as !;he
Red Flag of the proletariat waved over the Hétel de Ville
in Paris. And when the organised forces of the government
finally succeeded in gaining the upper hand over the poorly
organised forces of the revolution, the Bonapartist generals,
who had been beaten by the Germans and who showed cour-
age only in fighting their defeated countrymen, tl}ose
French Rennenkampfs and Meller-Zakomelskys, organised
such a slaughter as Paris had never known. About 30,000
Parisians were shot down by the bestial soldiery, and
about 45,000 were arrested, many of whom were aftgarwards
executed, while thousands were transported or e_mled._In
all, Paris lost about 100,000 of its best people, including
some of the finest workers in all trades. o

The bourgeoisie were satisfied. “Now we have finished
with socialism for a long time,” said their leader, the blood-
thirsty dwarf, Thiers, after he and his generals had drowned
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the proletariat of Paris in blood. But these bourgeois
crows croaked in vain. Less than six years after the suppres-
sion of the Commune, when many of its champions were
still pining in prison or in exile, a new working-class move-
ment arose in France. A new socialist generation, enriched
by the experience of their predecessors and no whit discour-
aged by their defeat, picked up the flag which had fallen
from the hands of the fighters of the Commune and bore
it boldly and confidently forward. Their battle-cry was:
“Long live the social revolution! Long live the Commune!”
And in another few years, the new workers’ party and the
agitational work launched by it throughout the country
compelled the ruling classes to release Communards who
were still kept in prison by the government.

The memory of the fighters of the Commune 1s honoured
not only by the workers of France but by the proletariat
of the whole world. For the Commune fought, not for some
local or narrow national aim, but for the emancipation of
all toiling humanity, of all the downtrodden and oppressed.
As a foremost fighter for the social revolution, the Commune
has won sympathy wherever there is g proletariat suffer-
ing and engaged in struggle. The epic of its life and death,
the sight of a workers’ government which seized the capital
of the world and held it for over two months, the spectacle
of the heroic struggle of the proletariat and the torments
it underwent after its defeat—all this rajsed the spirit of
millions of workers, aroused their hopes and enlisted their
sympathy for the cause of socialism. The thunder of the can-
non in Paris awakened the most backward sections of the
proletariat from their deep slumber, and everywhere gave
impetus to the growth of revolutionary socialist propagan-
da. That is why the cause of the Commune is not dead.
It lives to the present day in every one of us.

The cause of the Commune is the cause of the social
revolution, the cause of the complete political and eco-
nomic emancipation of the toilers. Itisthe cause of the pro-
letariat of the whole world. And in this sense it isimmortal.

Rabochaya Gazeta No. 4-5,

Collected Worhs,
April 15 (28), 19114
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From THE MILITARY PROGRAMME
OFrOTHE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION

roeoisie armed against the proletariat is one of
th? b?ggeft, fundamental and cardinal facts of modern cgp:
italist society. And in face of this fagt,. revolutlon;ajllryThot
cial-Democrats are urged to “demand” “disarmament # a
is tantamount to complete abapdonment of the clafss-s rxig—
gle point of view, to renunciation of all thought 0 rivodu:
tion. Our slogan must be: arming of the proletariat to t, }(;:e
feat, expropriate and disarm the bourgeolste. Thesi ‘areth t
only tactics possible for a revolutionary class, tzlllc llcs b’ac-
follow logically from, and are dictated by, the who (?t 0 ]131 :
tive development of capitalist militarism. (_)nly a}{ er o
proletariat has disarmed the bourgeoisie will it be a $
without betraying its world-historic mission, 130.001’18%%{1 a !
armaments to the scrap-heap. And the proletariat ]?71 bun
doubtedly do this, but only when this condition has been

tainly not before. | o

& i? ltllfg ’pi'zgent mgar rousefs among the reactionary _C'hrlstlaln
socialists, among the whimpering petly bourgemswi)londy_
horror and fright, only aversion to all use of arms, to qot
shed, death, etc., then we must say: Capltalflsth_socli S}g
is and has always been horror without end. Ihtt is n;et
reactionary of all wars is now preparing for tha dsoc. i 37
an end in horror, we have no reason to fall into lespihe.,
But the disarmament “demand”_, or more correctly, :
dream of disarmament, is, objectively, nothing but an e)é
pression of despair at a time when, as everyone lcail Siii:
the bourgeoisie itself is paving _th_e way for_the only leg b
mate and revolutionary war—civil war against the impe

alist bourgeoisie.
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A lifeless theory, some might say, but we would remind
them of two historical facts: the role of the trusts and the
employment of women in industry, on the one hand, and
the Paris Commune of 1871 and the December 1905 wupris-
ing in Russia, on the other.,

T'’he bourgeoisie makes it its business to promote trusts,
drive women and children into the factories, subject them
to corruption and suffering, condemn them to extreme pov-
erty. We do not “demand” such development, we do not
“support” it. We fight it. But Aow do we light? We ex-
plain that trusts and the employment of women in industry
are progressive. We do not want a return to the handicraft
System, pre-monopoly capitalism, domestic drudgery for
women. Forward through the trusts, etc., and beyond them
to socialism! -

With the necessary changes that argument is applicable
also to the present militarisation of the population. Today
the imperialist bourgeoisie militarises the youth as well
as the adults; tomorrow, it may begin militarising the
women. Qur attitude should be: All the better! IFull speed
ahead! For the faster we move, the nearer shall we be to the
armed uprising against capitalism. How can Social-Demo-
crats give way to fear of the militarisation of the youth,
ctc., if they have not forgotten the example of the Paris
Commune? This is not a “lifeless theory” or a dream. It
1s a fact. And it would be g sorry state of affairs indeed if,
all the economic and political facts notwithstanding, So-
cial-Democrats began to doubt that the Imperialist era and

imperialist wars must Inevitably bring about a repetition
of such facts.

A certain bourgeois observer of the Paris Commune,
writing to an English newspaper in May 1871, said: “If the
French nation consisted entirely of women, what a terrible
nation it would be!” Women and teen-age children fought
in the Paris Commune side by side with the men. It will
be no different in the coming battles for the overthrow of
the bourgeoisie. Proletarian women will not look on pas-
sively as poorly armed or unarmed workers are shot down
by the well-armed forces of the bourgeoisie. They will take
to arms, as they did in 1871, and from the cowed nations
of today—or more correctly, from the present-day labour

MILITARY PROGRAMME OF PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION 31

movement disorgaﬂised more b(}ir tli)et %Iiporiglslésmsg?ﬁgr 12)3;
‘ , — ill undoubtedly ,
the governments—there will u Y tional league
: tainty, an interna :
later, but with absolute cer _ Sletariat.
Lt ions” of the revolutionary pr
of the “terrible navions . © being militarised. Impe-
hole of social life is now belng .
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to lead to further militarisa 1 letarian women op-
sut nd small ones. How will pro : 3%
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itors to socialism are telling you
ggalllioghe bourgeoisie of their own cogntl‘yta 1};‘; Pp‘?; uasn i?s‘%let;)
: | no ’
wxploitation, poverty and war, an AR
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against war.

Written in German
- in September 1916

First published in the newspaper
J"liéEJdBRiETﬂﬂiiﬂﬂale Nos. 9 and 10,
September and October 17

Collected: Works,
Vol. 23, pp. 80-83
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From the LETTERS FROM AFAR

Guided by their class instinet, the workers have real-
ised that in revolutionary times they need not only ordi-
nary, but an entirely different organisation. They have right-
ly taken the path indicated by the experience of our 1905
Revolution and of the 1871 Paris Commune; they have
set up a Soviet of Workers’ Deputies; they have begun to
develop, expand and strengthen it by drawing in soldiers’
deputies, and, undoubtedly, deputies from rural wage-work-
ers, and then (in one form or another) from the entire
peasant poor.

The prime and most important task, and one that brooks
no delay, is to set up organisations of this kind in all parts
of Russia without exception, for all trades and strata of
the proletarian and semi-proletarian population without
exception, i.e., for all the working and exploited people,
to use a less economically exact but more popular term.
Running ahead somewhat, I shall mention that for the en-
tire mass of the peasantry our Party (its special role in the
new type of proletarian organisations I hope to discuss in
one of my next letters) should especlally recommend So-
viets of wage-workers and Soviets of small tillers who do
not sell grain, to be formed separately from the well-to-do
peasants. Without this, it will be impossible either to con-
duct a truly proletarian policy in general,* or correctly

* In the rural districts a struggle will now develop for the small
and, partly, middle peasants. The landlords, leaning on the well-
to-do peasants, will try to lead them into subordination to the bour-
geoisie. Leaning on the rural wage-workers and rural poor, we must
lead them into the closest alliance with the urban proletariat.
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to approach the extremely important practical question
which is a matter of life and death for millions of people:
the proper distribution of grain, increasing its production,
etc.

It might be asked: What should be the function of the
Soviets of Workers’ Deputies? They “must be regarded as
organs of insurrection, of revolutionary rule”, we wrote
in No. 47 of the Geneva Sotsial-Demokrat3%, of October
13, 1915.% |

This theoretical proposition, deduced from the experi-
ence of the Commune of 1871 and of the Russian Revolution
of 1900, must be explained and concretely developed on
the basis of the practical experience of precisely the present
stage of the present revolution in Russia.

We need revolutionary government, we need (for a cer-
tain transitional period) a state. This is what distinguish-
es us from the anarchists. The difference between the re-
volutionary Marxists and the anarchists is not only that
the former stand for centralised, large-scale communist pro-
duction, while the latter stand for disconnected small pro-
duction. The difference between us precisely on the question
of government, of the state, is that we are for, and the
anarchists against, utilising revolutionary forms of the state
in a revolutionary way for the struggle for socialism.,

We need a state. But not the kind of state the bourgeoisie
has created everywhere, from constitutional monarchies to
the most democratic republics. And in this we differ from
the opportunists and Kautskyites of the old, and decaying,
socialist parties, who have distorted, or have forgotten,
the lessons of the Paris Commune and the analysis of these
lessons made by Marx and Engels.**

We need a state, but not the kind the bourgeoisie needs,
with organs of government in the shape of a police force,

———

* See Collected Works, Vol. 21, p. 402.—Ed.

** In one of my next letters, or in a special article, I will deal in
detail with this analysis, given in particular in Marx’s The Civil
War in France, in Engels’s Introduction to the third edition of that
work, in the letters: Marx’s of April 12, 1871, and Engels’s of March
18-28, 1875, and also with the utter distortion of Marxism by Kautsky
In his controversy with Pannekoek in 1912 on the question of the
so-called “destruction of the state”.35
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an army and a bureaucracy (officialdom) separate from and

opposed to the people. All bourgeois revoluti
| _ ons merel
perfected this state machine, merely transferred it fron);

the hands of one party to those of another.,

The proletariat, on the other hand, if it wants to up-

hold the gains of the present revolution and proceed fur-
ther, to win peace, bread and freedom, must “smash”. to
use Marx.’s expression, this “ready-made” state macﬂine
and substitute a new one for it by merging the police force
the army and the bureaucracy with the entire armed eo:
ple. Following the path indicated by the experience of}:;;he
Paris Comm‘une 0f 1871 and the Russian Revolution of 1905
the proletariat must organise and arm a] the poor eXplOit:
ed sections of the population in order that they t,kemselves
(s)léfonulﬁlata:ike the o(firganisl of state power directly into their
1nas, 1n order that '

th?fedorgans nonder poaweii-wy themselves should constitute
~ And the workers of Russia have alread take i

In the first stage of the first revolution, irf Febrﬁai?{ilgiiﬁ

1917. The whole task now is clearly to understand what

this new path is, to proceed alone it furtl L
and perseveringly. p ng it turther, boldly, firmly

Written Mareh {1 (24), 1917

First published in the ma '
‘ azine
The Communist Internatifnal

TCqucted Worhks,
No. 3_4, 1994 v Ot 23, . 324-26

From THE DUAL POWER

The basic question of every revolution is that of state
power. Unless this question is understood, there can be no
intelligent participation in the revolution, not to speak
of guidance of the revolution. |

The highly remarkable feature of our revolution is that
it has brought about a dual power. This fact must be grasped
first and foremost: unless it is understood, we cannot
advance. We must know how to supplement and amend
old “formulas”, for example, those of Bolshevism, for while
they have been found to be correct on the whole, their
concrete realisation kas turned out to be different. Nobody
previously thought, or could have thought, of a dual power.

What is this dual power? Alongside the Provisional Gov-

fernment, the government of the bourgeoisie, another gouv-

ernment has arisen, so far weak and incipient, but undoubt-
edly a government that actually exists and is growing—
the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies.

What is the class composition of this other government?
It consists of the proletariat and the peasants (in soldiers’
uniforms). What is the political nature of this government?
It is a revolutionary dictatorship, i.e., a power directly
based on revolutionary seizure, on the direct initiative of
the people from below, and not on a law enacted by a cen-
tralised state power. It is an entirely different kind of power
from the one that generally exists in the parliamentary
bourgeois-democratic republics of the usual type still pre-
vailing in the advanced countries of Europe and America.
This circumstance is often overlooked, often not given enough
thought, yet it is the crux of the matter. This power is of
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the same type as the Paris Commune of 1871. The fundamen-
tal characteristics of this type are: (1) the source of power
is not a law previously discussed and enacted by parlia-
ment, buf the direct initiative of the people from below,
in their local areas—direct “seizure”, to use a current ex-
pression; (2) the replacement of the police and the army,
which are institutions divorced from the people and set
against the people, by the direct arming of the whole peo-
ple; order in the state under such a power is maintained by
the armed workers and peasants themselves, by the armed
people themselves; (3) officialdom, the bureaucracy, are
either similarly replaced by the direct rule of the people
themselves or at least placed under special control; officials
become not only elective, but are also subject to recall at
the people’s first demand; they are reduced to the position
of simple agents; from a privileged group holding “jobs”
remunerated on a high, bourgeois scale, they become
workers of a special “arm of the service” whose remuneration
does not exceed the ordinary pay of a competent worker.

This, and this alone, constitutes the essence of the Paris
Commune as a special type of state. This essence has been
forgotten or perverted by the Plekhanovs (downright chau-
vinists who have betrayed Marxism), the Kautskys (the
men of the “Centre”, i.e., those who vacillate between chau-
vinism and Marxism), and generally by all those Soecial-
Democrats, Socialist-Revolutionaries, etc., etc., who now
rule the roost.

They are trying to get away with empty phrases, evasions,
subterfuges; they congratulate each other a thousand
times upon the revolution, but refuse to consider what the
Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies are. They refuse
to recognise the obvious truth that inasmuch as these
Soviets exist, inasmuch as they are a power, we have in
Russia a state of the fype of the Paris Commune.

I have emphasised the words “inasmuch as”, for it is
only an incipient power. By direct agreement with the
bourgeois Provisional Government and by a series of actual
concessions, it has itself surrendered and is surrendering its
positions to the bourgeoisie.

Pravda No. 28, April 9, 1917

Collected Work
Signed: N. Lenin OTRS,

Vol. 24, pp. 38-39

From THE TASKS OF THE PROLETARIAT IN OUR
REVOLUTION

A NEW TYPE OF STATE
EMERGING FROM OUR REVOLUTION

11. The Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’ and
other Deputies are not understood, not only in the sense
that their class significance, their role in the Russian rev-
olution, is not clear to the majority. They are not under-
stood also in the sense that they constitute a new form or
rather a new fype of state.

The most perfect, the most advanced type of bourgeois
state is the parliamentary democratic republic: power 1is vest-
ed in parliament; the state machine, the apparatus and
organ of administration, is of the customary kind: the stand-
ing army, the police, and the bureaucracy—which in prac-
tice is undisplaceable, is privileged and stands above the
people. ~

Since the end of the nineteenth century, however, revo-
lutionary epochs have advanced a higher type of democrat-
ic state, a state which in certain respects, as Engels put
1t, ceases to be a state, is “no longer a state in the proper
sense of the word”.3% This is a state of the Paris Commune
type, one in which a standing army and police divorced
from the people are replaced by the direct arming of the
people themselves. It is this feature that constitutes the
very essence of the Commune, which has been so misrepre-
sented and slandered by the bourgeois writers, and to which
has been erroneously ascribed, among other things, the in-
tention of immediately “introducing” socialism.

This is the type of state which the Russian revolution
began to create in 1905 and in 1917. A Republic of Soviets
of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’ and other Deputies,
united in an All-Russia Constituent Assembly of people’s
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representatives or in a Council of Soviets, etc., is what is
already being realised in our country now, at this juncture.
It is being realised by the initiative of the nation’s millions,
who are creating a democracy on their own, in their own
way, without waiting until the Cadet professors draft their
legislative bills for a parliamentary bourgeois republic,
or until the pedants and routine-worshippers of petty-bour-
geois “Social-Democracy”, like Mr. Plekhanov or Kautsky,
stop distorting the Marxist teaching on the state.

Marxism differs from anarchism in that it recognises
the need for a state and for state power in the period of
revolution in general, and in the period of transition from.
capitalism to socialism in particular.

Marxism differs from the petty-bourgeois, opportunist
“Social-Democratism” of Plekhanov, Kautsky and Co. in
that it recognises that what is required during these two
periods is not a state of the usual parliamentary bourgeois
republican type, but a state of the Paris Commune type.

The main distinctions between a state of the latter type
and the old state are as follows. |

It is quite easy (as history proves) to revert from a par-
- liamentary bourgeois republic to a monarchy, for all the
machinery of oppression—the army, the police, and the
bureaucracy—is left intact. The Commune and the Soviets
smash that machinery and do away with it.

The parliamentary bourgeois republic hampers and stifles
the independent political life of the masses, their direct
participation in the democratic organisation of the life of
the state from the bottom up. The opposite is the case with
the Soviets.

The latter reproduce the type of state which was being
evolved by the Paris Commune and which Marx described
as “the political form at last discovered under which to
work out the economic emancipation of labour”.3?

We are usually told that the Russian people are not
yet prepared for the “introduction” of the Commune. This
was the argument of the serf-owners when they claimed that
the peasants were not prepared for emancipation. The Com-
mune, 1.e., the Soviets, does not “introduce”, does not
Intend to “introduce”, and must not introduce any reforms
which have not absolutely matured both in economic real-
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ity and in the minds of the overwhelming majority of the
people. The deeper the economic collapse and the crisis
produced by the war, the more urgent becomes the_ peed
for the most perfect political form, which will facilitate
the healing of the terrible wounds inflicted on mankind
by the war. The less the organisational experience of the
Russian people, the more resolutely must we proceed to
organisational development by the people themselves, ang
not merely by the bourgeois politicians and “well—placed
bureaucrats. |

The sooner we shed the old prejudices of pseudo-Marxism,
a Marxism falsified by Plekhanov, Kautsky and Co., t‘he
more actively we set about helping the people to organise
Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’ Deputies everywhere
and immediately, and helping the latter to take life in its
entirety under their control, and the longer Lvov and Co.
delay the convocation of the Constituent Assembl_y, the
casier will it be for the people (through the medium of
the Constituent Assembly, or independently ‘of it, _1f_ quv
delays its convocation too long) to cast their decision in
favour of a republic of Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants
Deputies. Errors in the new work of organl_sathnal .devel—
opment by the people themselves are at first inevitable;
but it is better to make mistakes and go forward than to
wait until the professors of law summoned by Mr. Lvov
draft their laws for the convocation of the Constituent
Assembly, for the perpetuation of the parliamentary bour-
geois republic and for the strangling of the Soviets of Work-
ers’ and Peasants’ Deputies.

If we organise ourselves and conduct our propaganda
skilfully, not only the proletarians, but pme--tenths of the
peasants will be opposed to the restoration of_ t.he police,
will be opposed to an undisplaceable and privileged bu-
reaucracy and to an army divorced from the people. And
that is all the new type of state stands for. |

12. The substitution of a people’s militia for the police
is a reform that follows from the entire course oi the revo-
lution and that is now being introduced in most parts of

Russia. We must explain to the people that in most of -

the bourgeois revolutions of the usual type, this refqr;fn
was always extremely short-lived, and that the bourgeoisie
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—even the most democratic and republican—restored the
police of the old, tsarist type, a police divorced from the
people, commanded by the bourgeoisie and capable of op-
pressing the people in every way.

There is only one way to prevent the restoration of the
police, and that is to create a people’s militia and to fuse
it with the army (the standing army to be replaced by the
arming of the entire people). Service in this militia should
extend to all citizens of both sexes between the ages of
fifteen and sixty-five without exception, if these tentative-
ly suggested age limits may be taken as indicating the
participation of adolescents and old people. Capitalists
must pay their workers, servants, etc., for days devoted
to public service in the militia. Unless women are brought
to take an independent part not only in political life gen-
erally, but also in daily and universal public service, it
is no use talking about full and stable democracy, let alone
socialism. And such “police” functions as care of the sick
and of homeless children, food inspection, etc., will never
be satistactorily discharged until women are on an equal
footing with men, not merely nominally but in reality.

The tasks which the proletariat must put before the peo-

ple in order to safeguard, consolidate and develop the -

- revolution are prevention of the restoration of the police
and enlistment of the organisational forces of the entire

people in forming a people’s militia,

Written April 10 (23), 1917

Published September 1917
as a pamphlet by Priboi
Publishers, St. Pefersburg

Collected Works,
Vol. 24, pp. 67-71

From THE STATE AND REVOLUTION

Chapter IIT
THE STATE AND REVOLUTION,
FXPERIENCE OF THE PARIS COMMUNE
OF 1871. MARX’S ANALYSIS

1. WHAT MADE THE COMMUNARDS’
ATTEMPT HEROIC?

It is well known that in the autumn of 1870, a few months
before the Commune, Marx warned the Paris workers that
any attempt to overthrow the government would be the
folly of despair.3® But when, in March 1871, a decisive
battle was forced upon the workers and they accepted it,
when the uprising had become a fact, Marx greeted the
proletarian revolution with the greatest enthusiasm, in spite
of unfavourable auguries. Marx did not persist in the ped-
antic attitude of condemning an “untimely” movement as
did the ill-famed Russian renegade from Marxism, Plekha-
nov, who in November 1905 wrote encouragingly about
the workers’ and peasants’ struggle, but after December
1905 cried, liberal fashion: “They should not have taken
up arms.”

Marx, however, was not only enthusiastic about the
heroism of the Communards, who, as he expressed it, “stormed
heaven”.3® Although the mass revolutionary movement
did not achieve its aim, he regarded it as a historic experi-
ence of enormous importance, as a certain advance of the
world proletarian revolution, as a practical step that was
more important than hundreds of programmes and argu-
ments. Marx endeavoured to analyse this experiment, to
draw tactical lessons from it and re-examine his theory
in the light of it.

The only “correction” Marx thought it necessary to make
to the Communist Manifesto he made on the basis of the
revolutionary experience of the Paris Communards.

i
|
|
|
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heaven”.3% Although the mass revolutionary movement
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revolutionary experience of the Paris Communards.
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The last pljeface to the new German edition of. the Com-
munist Manifesto, signed by both its authors, is dated

June 24, 1872. In this preface the authors, Karl Marx and

Frederick Engels, say that the programme of the Communist

Manifesto “has in some details become out-of-date”. and
they go on to say: |

“... One thing especially was proved by the Commune,
viz., that ‘the working class cannot stmply lay hold of the

ready-made state machinery and wield it for its own
pur poses’..,.”40

The fauthqrs took the words that are in single quotation
marks in this passage from Marx’s book, The Civil War in
France. |

Thus, Marx and Engels regarded one principal and funda-
menta! lesson of the Paris Commune as being of such enor-
mous importance that they introduced it as an 1mportant
correction into the Communist Manifesto.

Most characteristically, it is this important correction
that has been distorted by the opportunists, and its mean-
ing probably is not known to nine-tenths, if not ninety-
nine-hundredths, of the readers of the Communist Mani-
festo. We shall deal with this distortion more fully farther on
in a chapter devoted specially to distortions. Here it will
be sufficient to note that the current, vulgar “interpreta-
tion” of Marx’s famous statement just quoted is that Marx
here allegedly emphasises the idea of slow development
in contradistinction to the seizure of power, and so on
~ As a matter of fact, the exact opposite is the case. Marx s
E:iea 1s that the working class must break up, smash the
ready—m_ade state machinery”, and not confine itself mere-
ly to laying hold of it.

On April 12, 1871, i.e., just at the time of the Commune
Marx wrote to Kugelmann: |

“lf you look up the last chapter of wmy kK;
Brumaire, you will find that Ipdeclare tgat t%}étezzﬁ
attempt of the French Revolution will be no longer
as before, to transfer the bureaucratic-military machiné
‘fI'OII_I one hand to another, but to smash it [ Marx'’s
italics—the original is zerbrechen ], and this is the pre-
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condition for every real people’s revolution on the Con-
tinent. And this is what our heroic Party comrades in
Paris are attempting.” (Neue Zeit,** Vol. XX, 1, 1901-02,
p. 709.) (The letters of Marx to Kugelmann have ap-
peared in Russian in no less than two editions, one of

which I edited and supplied with a preface.)*®

The words, “to smash the bureaucratic-military machine”,
briefly express the principal lesson of Marxism regarding
the tasks of the proletariat during a revolution in relation
to the state. And it is this lesson that has been not only
completely ignored, but positively distorted by the pre-
vailing, Kautskyite, “interpretation” of Marxism!

As for Marx's reference to The Eighteenth Brumaire,
we have quoted the relevant passage in full above.

It is interesting to note, in particular, two points in the
above-quoted argument of Marx. First, he restricts his
conclusion to the Continent. This was understandable in
1871, when Britain was still the model of a purely capital-
ist country, but without a militarist clique and, to a con-
siderable degree, without a bureaucracy. Marx therefore
excluded Britain, where a revolution, even a people’s
revolution, then seemed possible, and indeed was possible,
without the precondition of destroying the “ready-made

state machinery”.
Today, in 1917, at the time of the first great imperial-

ist war, this restriction made by Marx is no longer valid.

Both Britain and America, the biggest and the last repre-
sentatives—in the whole world—of Anglo-Saxon “liberty”,
in the sense that they had no militarist cliques and bureau-
cracy, have completely sunk into the all-European filthy,
bloody morass of bureaucratic-military institutions which
subordinate everything to themselves, and suppress every-
thing. Today, in Britain and America, too, “the precondi-
tion for every real people’s revolution” is the smashing, the
destruction of the “ready-made state machinery” (made
and brought up to “European”, general imperialist, per-
fection in those countries in the years 1914-17).

Secondly, particular attention should be paid to Marx’s
extremely profound remark that the destruction of the bu-

* See Collected Works, Vol. 12, pp. 104-12. —Ed.
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reaucratic-military state machine is “the precondition for }
every real people’s revolution”. This idea of a “people’s” i
revolution seems strange coming from Marx, so that the 1
Russian Plekhanovites and Mensheviks, 42 those followers of |

Struve who wish to be regarded as Marxists, might possibly
declare such an expression to be a “slip of the pen” on

Marx’s part. They have reduced Marxism to such a state of

wretchedly liberal distortion that nothing exists for them
beyond ‘the antithesis between bourgeois revolution and
prole!;arlan revolution, and even this antithesis they inter-
pret in an utterly lifeless way.

If we take the revolutions of the twentieth century as
examples we shall, of course, have to admit that the Por-
tuguese and the Turkish revolutions** are both bourgeois
revolutsgons. Neither of them, however, is a “people’s”
revplutlon, since in neither does the mass of the people,
the}r vast majority, come out actively, independently, with
their own economic and political demands to any noticeable
degree. By contrast, although the Russian bourgeois revo-
lution of 1905-07 displayed no such “brilliant” successes
as at times fell to the Portuguese and Turkish revolu-
t}ons, it was undoubtedly a “real people’s” revolution
since t}_w mass of the people, their majority, the very low-’-
est soclal groups, crushed by oppression and exploitation
rose mqlependently and stamped on the entire course of the
revoh}tlop the imprint of their own demands, their attempts
to 1-)1111(1 in their own way a new society in place of the old
society that was being destroyed.

In Eurgpe, in 1871, the proletariat did not constitute
the majority of the people in any country on the Continent.
A “people’s” revolution, one actually sweeping the majority
Into its stream, could be such only if it embraced both the
proletariat and the peasants. These two classes then con-
stituted the “people”. These two classes are united by
the fact that the “bureaucratic-military state machine”
Oppresses, crushes, exploits them. To smash this machine, to
bre{zk 1t up, is truly in the interest of the “people”, of their
majority, of the workers and most of the peasants, is “the
precondition” for a free alliance of the poor peasants and
the proletarians, whereas without such an alliance democracy
1s unstable and socialist transformation is 1mpossible.

—— A e e EmaCmaantr ;i e ey
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As is well known, the Paris Commune was actually work-
ing its way toward such an alliance, although it did not
reach its goal owing to a number of circumstances, internal
and external.

Consequently, in speaking of a “real people’s revolution”
Marx, without in the least discounting the special features
of the petty bourgeoisie (he spoke a great deal about them
and often), took strict account of the actual balance of
class forces in most of the continental countries of Europe
in 1871. On the other hand, he stated that the “smashing”
of the state machine was required by the interests of both
the workers and the peasants, that it united them, that it
placed before them the common task of removing the “par-

asite” and of replacing it by something new.
By what exactly?

2. WHAT IS TO REPLACE THE SMASHED STATE MACHINE?

In 1847, in the Communist Manifesto, Marx’s answer to
this question was as yet a purely abstract one; to be exact,
it was an answer that indicated the tasks, but not the ways
of accomplishing them. The answer given in the Communist
Manifesto was that this machine was to be replaced by
“the proletariat organised as the ruling class”, by the “win-

‘ning of the battle of democracy”.*4

Marx did not indulge in utopias; he expected the ezpe-
rience of the mass movement to provide the reply to the
question as to the specific forms this organisation of the
proletariat as the ruling class would assume and as to the
exact manner in which this organisation would be combined
with the most complete, most consistent “winning of the
battle of democracy”.

Marx subjected the experience of the Commune, meagre
as it was, to the most careful analysis in The Civil War in
France. Let us quote the most important passages of this

work. :

Originating from the Middle Ages, there developed
in the nineteenth century “the centralised state power,
with its ubiquitous organs of standing army, police,
bureaucracy, clergy, and judicature”. With the develop-
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ment of class antagonism between capital and labour,

“state power assumed more and more the character of a

public force for the suppression of the working class,

of a machine of class rule. After every revolution, which

marks an advance in the class struggle, the purely coer-
cive character of the state power stands out in bolder
and bolder relief”. After the revolution of 1848-49, state
power became “the national war instrument of capital
against labour”. The Second Empire consolidated this.

“The direct antithesis to the empire was the Com-
mune.” It was the “specific form” of “a republic that

was not only to remove the monarchical form of class
rule, but class rule itself....”

What was this “specific” form of the proletarian, social-
ist republic? What was the state it began to create?

“...The first decree of the Commune ... was the sup-

pression of the standing army, and its replacement by
the armed people....”

This demand now figures in the programme of every party
calling itself socialist. The real worth of their programmes,
however, is best shown by the behaviour of our Socialist-
Revolutionaries*® and Mensheviks, who, right after the

revolution of February 27,4¢ actually refused to carry out
this demand!

“...The Commune was formed of the municipal coun-
cillors, chosen by universal suffrage in the various wards
of Paris, responsible and revocable at any time. The
majority of its members were naturally working men,
or acknowledged representatives of the working class....

“...The police, which until then had been the instru-
ment of the Government, was at once stripped of its
political attributes, and turned into the responsible and
at all times revocable instrument of the Commune....
So were the officials of all other branches of the admin-
Istration.... From the members of the Commune down-
wards, public service had to be done at workmen’s wages.
The privileges and the representation allowances of the
high dignitaries of state disappeared along with the dig-
nitaries themselves.... Having once got rid of the stand-
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ing army and the police, the instruments of the physical
force of the old Government, the Commune proceeded
at once to break the instrument of spiritual suppression,
the power of the priests.... The judicial functionaries
lost that sham independence ... they were thenceforward
to be elective, responsible, and revocable....”*7

The Commune, therefore, appears to have replaced the
smashed state machine “only” by fqller democracy: aboli-
tion of the standing army; all officials to .be“electsd _anfi
subject to recall. But as a matter of fact this “only” signi-
fies a gigantic replacement of certain institutions by gth(?r
institutions of a fundamentally different type. Th:}s 1s
exactly a case of “quantity being transiormed into quality ’:
democracy, introduced as fully and consmtf:mt.ly as 1s
at all conceivable, is transformed from bourgeois into pro-
letarian democracy; from the state (=a special force for
the suppression of a particular class) into something which
' er the state proper. .

N Il}coislosltligll necessary t£ suppress the bourgeoisie and crush
their resistance. This was particularly necessary for the
Commune; and one of the reasons for its dt_a-feat was that
it did not do this with suflficient determination. The organ
of suppression, however, is here the majority of the popu-
lation, and not a minority, as was always‘ the case un_der
slavery, serfdom and wage Slavery._And since the major-
ity of the people itself suppresses 1ts oppressors, a “spe-
cial force” for suppression is no longer necessary! In tlps
sense, the state begins to wither away. Instead of the sgeglal
institutions of a privileged minority (pr1v1leg‘_ed_ Off%(}lal—
dom, the chiefs of the standing army), the majority itself
can directly fulfil all these functions, and the more the func-
lions of state power are performed by the people as a
whole, the less need there is for the existence of this power.

[n this connection, the following measures of the Com-
mune, emphasised by Marx, are particularly Iloteworthy: the
abolition of all representation allowances, and of all mon-
ctary privileges to officials, the reduction of thg remuner-
ation of all servants of the state to the level of “workmen’s
wages”. This shows more clearly than anything else the
turn from bourgcois to proletarian democracy, from the
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democracy of the oppressors to that of the oppressed classes,
from the state as a “special force” for the suppression of
a particular class to the suppression of the oppressors by
the general force of the majority of the people—the workers
and the peasants. And it is on this particularly striking
point, perhaps the most important as far as the problem of
the state is concerned, that the ideas of Marx have been
most completely ignored! In popular commentaries, the
number of which is legion, this is not mentioned. The thing
done is to keep silent about it as if it were a piece of old-
fashioned “naiveté”, just as Christians, after their reli-
gion had been given the status of a state religion, “for-
got” the “naiveté” of primitive Christianity with its de-
mocratic revolutionary spirit.

The reduction of the remuneration of high state offi-
cials seems to be “simply” a demand of naive, primitive
democracy. One of the “founders” of modern opportunism,
the ex-Social-Democrat Eduard Bernstein, has more than
once repeated the vulgar bourgeois jeers at “primitive” de-
mocracy. Like all opportunists, and like the present Kaut-
skyites, he did not understand at all that, first of all, the
transition from capitalism to socialism is impossible without
a certain “reversion” to “primitive” democracy (for how
else can the majority, and then the whole population
without exception, proceed to discharge state functions?);
and that, secondly, “primitive democracy” based on capit-
alism and capitalist culture is not the same as primitive
democracy in prehistoric or pre-capitalist times. Capitalist
culture has created large-scale production, factories, rail-
ways, the postal service, telephones, etc., and on this basis
the great majority of the functions of the old “state power”
have become so simplified and can be reduced to such ex-
ceedingly simple operations of registration, filing and check-
ing that they can be easily performed by every literate
person, can quite easily be performed for ordinary “work-
men’'s wages”, and that these functions can (and must) be
stripped of every shadow of privilege, of every semblance
of “official grandeur”.

All officials, without exception, elected and subject to
recall at any time, their salaries reduced to the level of
ordinary “workmen’s wages”—these simple and “self-evi-
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REPUBLIQUE FRANCAISE.

LIBERTE, EGALITE, FRATERNITE.

AU PEUPLE

Citoyens,

Le Peuple de Paris a secoué le joug qu'on essayait de
lui imposer. -

Calme, impassible dans sa force, il a attendu sans
crainte comme sans provocation les fous éhontés qui

- voulaient toucher a la République

Cette fois, nos fréres de Farmée n'ont pas voulu porter
la main sur I'arche sainte de nos libertés. Merci a tous;
et que Paris et Ia France jettent ensemble les bases
d'une République acclamée avec toutes ses consé-
quences, le seul Gouvernement qui fermera pour tou-
joursI'ere des invasions et des guerres civiles.

L’état de siége est levé

Le Peuple de Paris est convoqué dans ses sections
pour faire ses Elections communales.

La sireté de tous les citoyens est assurée par le
concours de la Garde nationale.

Hatel-de-Ville. Paris, le 10 mars 1871,

Le Comilé central de la Garde nationale,

ASSI, BILLIORAY, FERRAT, BABRICK, Edouard MOREAU,
C. DUPONT, VARLIN, BOURSIER, MORTIER, GOUNIER,
LAVALETTE, Fr. JOURDE, ROUSSEAL, Ch. LULLIER,
BLANCHET, J. GROLLARD, BARROUD. . GERESME,
FABRE, POUGERET.

Facsimile of the Manifesto issued by the Central Committee of

the National Guard dn March 19, 1871
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dent” democratic measures, while completely uniting the
interests of the workers and the majority of the peasants,
at the same time serve as a bridge leading from capitalism
to socialism. These measures concern the reorganisation
of the state, the purely political reorganisation ol society;
but, of course, they acquire their full meaning and signili-
cance only in connection with the “expropriation of the
expropriators” either being accomplished or in preparation,
i.e., with the transformation of capitalist private ownership
of the means of production into social ownership.

«“The Commune,” Marx wrote, “made that catchword
of all bourgeois revolutions, cheap government, a real-
ity, by abolishing the two greatest sources of expendi-
ture—the army and the officialdom.”

From the peasants, as from other sections of the petty
bourgeoisie, only an insignificant few “rise to the top?”,
“get on in the world” in the bourgeois sense, i.e., become
either well-to-do, bourgeois, or officials in secure and priv-
ileged positions. In every capitalist country where there
are peasants (as there are in most capitalist countries),
the vast majority of them are oppressed by the government
and long for its overthrow, long for “cheap” government.
This can be achieved ornly by the proletariat; and by achiev-
ing it, the proletariat at the same time takes a step towards
the socialist reorganisation of the state.

3. ABOLITION OF PARLIAMENTARISM

«The Commune,” Marx wrote, “was to be a working,
not a parliamentary, body, executive and legislative

at the same time....

“Instead of deciding once in three or six years which
member of the ruling class was to represent and repress
[ver- und zertreten] the people in parliament, universal
suffrage was to serve the people constituted in communes,
as individual suffrage serves every other employer in the
search for workers, foremen and accountants for his

business.”

Owing to the prevalence of social-chauvinism and oppor-

4-1534
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tunism, this remarkable criticism of parliamentarism, made
in 1871, also belongs now to the “forgotten words” of Marx-
ism. The prolessional Cabinet Ministers and parliamentari-
ans, the traitors to the proletariat and the “practical”
socialists of our day, have left all criticism of parliamen-
tarism to the anarchists, and, on this wonderfully reasonable
ground, they denounce all criticism of parliamentarism as
“anarchism™!! It is not surprising that the proletariat of
the “advanced” parliamentary countries, disgusted with

such “socialists” as the Scheidemanns, Davids, Legiens,
Sembats, Renaudels, Hendersons, Vanderveldes, Staunings,

Brantings, Bissolatis and Co., has been with increasing
frequency giving its sympathies to anarcho-syndicalism, in
spite of the fact that the latter is merely the twin brother

of opportunism.

For Marx, however, revolutionary dialectics was never
the empty fashionable phrase, the toy rattle, which Plekha-
nov, Kautsky and others have made of it. Marx knew how to
break with anarchism ruthlessly for its inability to make
use even of the “pigsty” of bourgeois parliamentarism,
especially when the situation was obviously not revolution-
ary; but at the same time he knew how to subject parlia-
mentarism to genuinely revolutionary proletarian criticism.

To decide once every few years which member of the
ruling class is to repress and crush the people through
parliament—this is the real essence of bourgeois par-
liamentarism, not only in parliamentary-constitutional mo-
narchies, but also in the most democratic republics.

But if we deal with the question of the state, and if we
consider parliamentarism as one of the institutions of the
state, from the point of view of the tasks of the proletariat
in this field, what is the way out of parliamentarism? How
can it be dispensed with? |

Once again we must say: the lessons of Marx, based on

the study of the Commune, have been so completely for-
gotten that the present-day “Social-Democrat” (i.e., pres-
ent-day traitor to socialism) really cannot understand any
criticism of parliamentarism other than anarchist or reaction-
ary criticism.

The way out of parliamentarism is not, of course, the
abolition of representative institutions and the elective
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principle, but the conversion of the re'presentatjve i‘IclSti—
tutions from talking shops into “workmg” bodies. “The
Commune was to be a working, not a parliamentary, body,
executive and legislative at the same time.”

“A working, not a parliamentary, body”——thls_ is a blowfv
straight from the shoulder at the present—day‘parhamentarl-
ans and parliamentary “lap dogs” of Socla]:—Democrac.y!
Take any parliamentary country, from America to Swit-
serland, from France to Britain, Norway anc} so forth—
in these countries the real business of “state” is performed
behind the scenes and is carried on by the departments,
chancelleries and General Staffs. Parliament is given up
to talk for the special purpose of fooling tl}e “common
people”. This is so true that even in the Russian republic,
a bourgeois-democratic republic, all these sins of parlia-
mentarism came out at once, even before it ‘m_an_ag'ed to set
up a real parliament. The heroes of rotten philistinism, such
as the Skobelevs and Tseretelis, the Chernovs and_ Avksen-
tyevs, have even succeeded in polluting the Soviets after
the fashion of the most disgusting bourgeois parliamentar-
ism, in converting them into mere talking shops. In the
Soviets, the “socialist” Ministers are fooliing the credulous
rustics with phrasemongering and resolutions. In the gov-
ernment itself a sort of permanent shuffle 1s going on in
order that, on the one hand, as many Socialist-Revolution-
aries and Mensheviks as possible may in turn get near the
“pie”, the lucrative and honourable posts, and that, on
the other hand, the “attention” of the people may be “en-
gaged”. Meanwhile the chancelleries and army staffs “do”
the business of “state”. | o

Dyelo Naroda,*® the organ of the ruling Socmlls_t—Be—
volutionary Party, recently admitted in a leading art_lcle—;
with the matchless frankness of people of “good society”,
in which “all” are engaged in political prostitution—that
even in the ministries headed by the “socialists” (save the
mark!), the whole bureaucratic apparatus is in fgct un-
changed, is working in the old way and quite f_reely _sal;ot—
aging revolutionary measures! Even W1tl.10.ut t_hls admission,
does not the actual history of the participation of the So-
cialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks 1n t_he government
prove this? It is noteworthy, however, that in the ministe-

4#
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rial company of the Cadets, the Chernovs, Rusanovs, Zen-
zinovs and the other editors of Dyelo Naroda have so com-
pletely lost all sense of shame as to brazenly assert, as if
1t were a mere bagatelle, that in “their” ministries every-
thing is unchanged!! Revolutionary-democratic phrases to
gull the rural Simple Simons, and bureaucracy and red tape
to “gladden the hearts” of the capitalists—that is the es-
sence of the “honest” coalition.

The Commune substitutes for the venal and rotten par-
liamentarism of bourgeois society institutions in which
freedom of opinion and discussion does not degenerate into
deception, for the parliamentarians themselves have to
work, have to execute their own laws, have themselves to
test the results achieved in reality, and to account di-
rectly to their constituents. Representative institutions re-
main, but there is no parliamentarism here as a special
system, as the division of labour between the legislative
and the executive, as a privileged position for the deputies.
We cannot imagine democracy, even proletarian democracy,
without representative institutions, but we can and must
imagine democracy without parliamentarism, if criticism
of bourgeois society is not mere words for us, if the desire
to overthrow the rule of the bourgeoisie is our earnest and
sincere desire, and not a mere “election” cry for catching
workers’ votes, as it is with the Mensheviks and Socialist-

Revolutionaries, and also the Scheidemanns and Legiens, |

the Sembats and Vanderveldes.

It is extremely instructive to note that, in speaking of the
functions of fhose officials who are necessary for the Com-
mune and for proletarian democracy, Marx compares them
to the workers of “every other employer”, that is, of the
ordinary capitalist enterprise, with its “workers, foremen
and accountants”. |

There is no trace of utopianism in Marx, in the sense
that he made up or invented a “new” society. No, he stud-
led the birth of the new society out of the old, and the
forms of transition from the latter to the former, as a natur-
al-historical process. He examined the actual experience of
a mass proletarian movement and tried to draw practical
lessons from it. He “learned” from the Commune, just as
all the great revolutionary thinkers learned unhesitatingly
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from the experience of great movements of the oppressed
classes, and never addressed them with pedantic “homilies”
(such as Plekhanov’s: “They should not have taken up
arms” or Tsereteli’s: “A class must limit itself”).

Abolishing the bureaucracy at once, everywhere and
completely, is out of the question. It is a utopia. But to
smash the old bureaucratic machine at once and to begin
immediately to construct a new one that will make possible
the gradual abolition of all bureaucracy—this is not a
utopia, it is the experience of the Commune, the direct and
immediate task of the revolutionary proletariat.

Capitalism simplifies the functions of “state” admin-
istration; it makes it possible to cast “bossing” aside and
to confine the whole matter to the organisation of the
proletarians (as the ruling class), which will hire “work-
ers, foremen and accountants” in the name of the whole
of society. -

We are not utopians, we do not “dream” of dispensing
at once with all administration, with all subordination.
These anarchist dreams, based upon incomprehension of the
tasks of the proletarian dictatorship, are totally alien to
Marxism, and, as a matter of fact, serve only to postpone
the socialist revolution until people are different. No, we
want the socialist revolution with people as they are now,
with people who cannot dispense with subordination, con-

“trol and “foremen and accountants”.

The subordination, however, must be to the armed van-
guard of all the exploited and working people, i.e., to the
proletariat. A beginning can and must be made at once,
overnight, to replace the specific “bossing” of state of-
ficials by the simple functions of “foremen and account-
ants”, functions which are already fully within the ability
of the average town dweller and can well be performed for
“workmen’s wages”.

We, the workers, shall organise large-scale production
on the basis of what capitalism has already created, relying
on our own experience as workers, establishing strict, iron
discipline backed up by the state power of the armed work-
ers. We shall reduce the role of state officials to that of
simply carrying out our instructions as responsible, revo-
cable, modestly paid “foremen and accountants” (of course,




24 V. I. LENIN

with the aid of technicians of all sorts, types and degrees). fi

T'his is our proletarian task, this is what we can and must
start with in accomplishing the proletarian revolution.
Such a beginning, on the basis of large-scale production,
will of itself lead to the gradual “withering away” of all

bureaucracy, to the gradual creation of an order—an order 1

without inverted commas, an order bearing no similarity

to wage slavery—an order under which the functions of

control and accounting, becoming more and more stmple,
will be performed by each in turn, will then become a
habit and will finally die out as the special functions of a
special section of the population.

A witty German Social-Democrat of the seventies of the
last century called the postal service an example of the
soclalist economic system. This is very true. At present
the postal service is a business organised on the lines of
a state-capitalist monopoly. Imperialism is gradually trans-
forming all trusts into organisations of a similar type,
in which the same bourgeois bureaucracy stands over the
“common” people, who are overworked and starved. But
the mechanism of social management is here already to
hand. Once we have overthrown the capitalists, crushed the
resistance of these exploiters with the iron hand of the
armed workers, and smashed the bureaucratic machine of
the modern state, we shall have a splendidly equipped me-
chanism, freed from the “parasite”, a mechanism which can
very well be set going by the united workers themselves,
who will hire technicians, foremen and accountants, and
pay them all, as indeed all “state” officials in general,
workmen’s wages. Here is a concrete, practical task which
can immediately be fulfilled in relation to all trusts, a
task whose fulfilment will rid the working people of exploi-
tation, a task which takes account of what the Commune
had already begun to practise (particularly in building up
the state).

To organise the whole ecconomy on the lines of the postal
service so that the technicians, foremen and accountants,
as well as all officials, shall receive salaries no higher than
“a workman’s wage”, all under the control and leadership
of the armed proletariat—this is our immediate aim. This
1s the state and this is the economic foundation we need.
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This is what will bring about the abolition of .par_lian}ent*
arism and the preservation of representative 1nstitutions.
This is what will rid the labouring classes of the bourgeoi-

sie’s prostitution of these institutions.

4. ORGANISATION OF NATIONAL UNITY

“In a brief sketch of national organisation whi(‘,l} the
Commune had no time to develop, it states explicitly
‘that the Commune was to be the political form of even
the smallest village....” The communes were to elect
the “National Delegation” in Paris. | |

« .. The few but important functions which would still
remain for a central government were not to be sup-
pressed, as has been deliberately mis—s:tated, but were
to be transferred to communal, i.e., strictly responsible,

icials.

Oﬂ‘l‘(f.? National unity was not to be broken, b_ut, on tl}e |
contrary, organised by the communal' constitution; 1t
was to become a reality by the destructlon_of state power
which posed as the embodiment of_ that unity yet ‘Wanted
to be independent of, and superior to, the nation, on
whose body it was but a parasitic excrescence.... While
the merely repressive organs of the 0_1(_1 governmeptal
power were to be amputated, its legitimate functions
were to be wrested from an authority claiming the rlﬁght
to stand above society, and restored to the responsible

servants of society.”

The extent to which the opportunists of present-day So-
cial-Democracy have failed—perhaps it would be more true
to say, have refused—to understand these observations of
Marx is best shown by that book of Herostl:atti:an fame of
the renegade Bernstein, T'he Premises of Socialism and _the
Tasks of the Social-Democrats. 1t is in connectlion with
the above passage from Marx that Bernstein wrote that “as
far as its political content is concerned”, this programme
“displays, in all its essential features, the greatest sm}i
ilarity to the federalism of Proudhon.... In Splte‘Of a
the other points of difference between Marx and the c‘petty-
bourgeois’ Proudhon [Bernstein places the word “petty-
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bourgeois” in inverted commas to make it sound ironical |

on these points, their lines of reasoning run as close as !

could be”. Of course, Bernstein continues, the importance
of the municipalities is growing, but “it seems doubtful
to me whether the first job of democracy would be such a
dissolution [Auflésung] of the modern states and such a
complete transformation [Umwandlung] of their organi-
sation as is visualised by Marx and Proudhon (the forma-
tion of a National Assembly from delegates of the provincial
or district assemblies, which, in their turn, would consist
of delegates from the communes), so that consequently
the previous mode of national representation would disap-
pear”. (Bernstein, Premises, German edition, 1899, pp. 134
and 136.)

To confuse Marx’s views on the “destruction of state
power, a parasitic excrescence”, with Proudhon’s federal-
Ism is positively monstrous! But it is no accident, for it
never occurs to the opportunist that Marx does not speak
here at all about federalism as opposed to centralism, but
about smashing the old, bourgeois state machine which
exists in all bourgeois countries.

The only thing that does occur to the opportunist is
what he sees around him, in an environment of petty-bour-
geols philistinism and “reformist” stagnation, namely,
only “municipalities”! The opportunist has even grown out
of the habit of thinking about proletarian revolution.

It is ridiculous. But the remarkable thing is that no-
body argued with Bernstein on this point. Bernstein has
been refuted by many, especially by Plekhanov in Russian
literature and by Kautsky in European literature, but
neither of them has said anything about this distortion of
Marx by Bernstein.

The opportunist has so much forgotten how to think in
a revolutionary way and to dwell on revolution that he
attributes “federalism™ to Marx, whom he confuses with the
founder of anarchism, Proudhon. As for Kautsky and Ple-
khanov, who claim to be orthodox Marxists and defenders
of the theory of revolutionary Marxism, they are silent
on this point! Here is one of the roots of the extreme vul-
garisation of the views on the difference between Marxism
and anarchism, which is characteristic of both the Kaut-
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skyites and the opportunists, and which we shall discuss
again later. |

There is not a trace of federalism in Marx’s above-quot-
ed observations on the experience of the Commune. Marx
agreed with Proudhon on the very point that the opportun-
ist Bernstein did not see. Marx disagreed with Proudh_on
on the very point on which Bernstein found a similarity
between them.

Marx agreed with Proudhon in that they both stood for
the “smashing” of the modern state machine. Ne}th_er 15he
opportunists nor the Kautskyites wish to see the similarity
of views on this point between Marx1sm a:_nd anarchism
(both Proudhon and Bakunin) because this is where they
have departed from Marxism. . |

Marx disagreed both with Proudhon and Balfunln precise-
ly on the question of federalism (not to mention the dicta-
torship of the proletariat). Federalis_m as a principle fol-
lows logically from the petty-bourgeois views of anarchism.
Marx was a centralist. There is no departure whatever from
centralism in his observations just quoted. Only tho'se wl:_lo
are imbued with the philistine “superstitious belief” in
the state can mistake the destruction of the bourgeois state
machine for the destruction of centralism!

Now 1if the proletariat and the poor peasants take state
power into their own hands, organise themselves quite free-

ly in communes, and urife the action of all the communes

in striking at capital, in crushing the resistance of the
capitalists, and in transferring the privately-owned rail-
ways, factories, land and so on to the ent_ire natlon,,to the
whole of society, won’t that be centralism? Won't that
be the most consistent democratic centralism and, more-
over, proletarian centralism? o
Bernstein simply cannot conceive of the pOSSlbll-lty of
voluntary centralism, of the voluntary amalgamation of

- the communes into a nation, of the voluntary fusion of the

proletarian communes, for the purpose of' destroying bou{:'-
geols rule and the bourgeois state machine. Like all phi-
listines, Bernstein pictures centralism as something which
can be imposed and maintained solely fron} above, and
solely by the bureaucracy and the militalry cllque..

As though foreseeing that his views might be distorted,
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Marx expressly emphasised that the charge that the Com-
mune had wanted to destroy national unity, to abolish the
central authority, was a deliberate fraud. Marx purposely

k)

used the words: “National unity was ... to be organised?”,
S0 as to oppose conscious, democratic, proletarian central-
ism to bourgeois, military, bureaucratic centralism.

But there are none so deaf as those who will not hear.
And the very thing the opportunists of present-day Social-
Democracy do not want to hear about is the destruction of
state power, the amputation of the parasitic excrescence.

2. ABOLITION OF THE PARAS(TE STATE

We have already quoted Marx’s words on this subject,
and we must now supplement them.

“...1t is generally the fate of new historical creations,”
he wrote, “to be mistaken for the counterpart of older
and even defunct forms of social life, to which they may
bear a certain likeness. Thus, this new Commune, which
breaks [bricht, smashes] the modern state power, has
been regarded as a revival of the medieval communes ...
as a federation of small states (as Montesquieu and the
Girondins® visualised it) ... as an exaggerated form of the
old struggle against over-centralisation....

“...The Communal Constitution would have restored
to the social body all the forces hitherto absorbed by
that parasitic excrescence, the ‘state’, feeding upon so-
cliety and hampering its free movement. By this one act
it would have initiated the regeneration of France....

“...The Communal Constitution would have brought
the rural producers under the intellectual lead of the
central towns of their districts, and there secured to
them, in the town working men, the natural trustees
of their interests. The very existence of the Commune
involved, as a matter of course, local self-government,

but no longer as a counterpoise to state power, now be-
come superiluous.”

“Breaking state power”, which was a “parasitic excres-
cence”; its “amputation”, its “smashing”; “state power,
now become superfluous”—these are the expressions Marx
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used in regard to the state when appraising and analysing
the experience of the Commune. |

All this was written a little less than half a century ago;
and now one has to engage in excavations, as it were, in
order to bring undistorted Marxism to the knowledge of
the mass of the people. The conclusions drawn from_the
observation of the last great revolution which Marx lived
through were forgotten just when t}le time for the next
oreat proletarian revolutions had arrived.

“...The multiplicity of interpretations to which the
Commune has been subjected, and the multiplicity of
interests which expressed themselves in it show that
it was a thoroughly flexible political form, while all
previous forms of government had been essentla_lly re-
pressive. Its true secret was this: it was essentially a
working-class government, the result pf the struggle of
the producing against the appropriating class, the po-
litical form at last discovered under which.the economic
emancipation of labour could be accomplished....

“Except on this last condition, the Communal Con-
stitution would have been an impossibility and a delu-

sion....”

The utopians busied themselves with “discovering” po-
litical forms under which the socialist transformation of
society was to take place. The anarchists dismissed the
question of political forms altogether. The opportunists of
present-day Social-Democracy accepted the bourgeois po-
litical forms of the parliamentary democratic state as the
limit which should not be overstepped; they battered their
foreheads praying before this “model”, and denounced as

anarchism every desire to break these forms.

Marx deduced from the whole history of socialism and

‘the political struggle that the state was bound to disappear,

and that the transitional form of its disappearance (the
transition from state to non-state) would be the *“prole-
tariat organised as the ruling class”. Marx, however, did not
set out to discover the political forms of this future stage.
He limited himself to carefully observing French history,
to analysing it, and to drawing the conclusion to which
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the year 1801 had led, namely, that matters were moving
towards the destruction of the bourgeois state machine.

And when the mass revolutionary movement of the pro-
letariat burst forth, Marx, in spite of its failure, in spite
of its short life and patent weakness, began to study the
forms it had discovered. |

The Commune is the form “at last discovered” by the
proletarian revolution, under which the economic emanci-
pation of labour can take place.

The Commune is the first attempt by a proletarian rev-

olution to smaskh the bourgeois state machine; and it is
the political form “at last discovered”, by which the
smashed state machine can and must be replaced.

We shall see further on that the Russian revolutions of
1900 and 1917, in different circumstances and under differ-
ent conditions, continue the work of the Commune and
confirm Marx’s brilliant historical analysis.

Chapter IV

CONTINUATION. SUPPLEMENTARY
EXPLANATIONS BY ENGELS

Marx gave the fundamentals concerning the significance
of the experience of the Commune. Engels returned to the
same subject time and again, and explained Marx’s analysis
and conclusions, sometimes elucidating other aspects of
the question with such power and vividness that it is nec-
essary to deal with his explanations specially.

1. THE HOUSING QUESTION

In his work, The Housing Question (1872), Engels already
took into account the experience of the Commune, and
dealt several times with the tasks of the revolution in re-
lation to the state. It is interesting to note that the treat-
ment of this specific subject clearly revealed, on the one
hand, points of similarity between the proletarian state
and the present state—points that warrant speaking of the
state in both cases—and, on the other hand, points of

difference between them, or the transition to the destruction
of the state.
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“How is the housing question to be settled, then? In
present-day society, it 1s settled just as any other so-
cial question: by the gradual economic levelling of de-
mand and supply, a settlement which reproduces the
question itself again and again and therefore is no settle-
ment. How a social revolution would settle this question
not only depends on the circumstances in each partic-
ular case, but is also connected with much more far-reach-
ing questions, one of the most fundamental of which
is the abolition of the antithesis between town and coun-
try. As it is not our task to create utopian systems for
the organisation of the future society, it would be more
than idle to go into the question here. But one thing is
certain: there is already a sufficient quantity of houses
in the big cities to remedy immediately all real ‘housing
shortage’, provided they are used judiciously. This can
naturally only occur through the expropriation of the
present owners and by quartering in their houses homeless
workers or workers overcrowded in their present homes.
As soon as the proletariat has won political power, such
a measure prompted by concern for the common good
will be just as easy to carry out as are other expropria-
tions and billetings by the present-day state.” (German
edition, 1887, p. 22.)%¢ |

- The change in the form of state power is not examined
here, but only the content of its activity. Expropriations
and billetings take place by order even of the present state.
From the formal point of view, the proletarian state will
also “order”.the occupation of dwellings and expropriation
of houses. But it is clear that the old executive apparatus,
the bureaucracy, which is connected with the bourgeoisie,
would simply be unfit to carry out the orders of the prole-

tarian state.

“..It must be pointed out that the ‘actual seizure’
of all the instruments of labour, the taking possession
of industry as a whole by the working people, is the exact
opposite of the Proudhonist ‘redemption’. In the latter
case the individual worker becomes the owner of the
dwelling, the peasant farm, the instruments of labour; in
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the former case, the ‘working people’ remain the collective
owners ol the houses, factories and instruments of la-
bour, and will hardly permit their use, at least during
a transitional period, by individuals or associations
without compensation for the cost. In the same way, the
abolition of property in land is not the abolition of ground
rent but its transfer, if in a modified form, to society.
The actual seizure of all the instruments of labour by
the working people, thereiore, does not at all preclude
the retention of rent relations.” (P. 68.)

We shall examine the question touched upon in this
passage, namely, the economic basis for the withering away
of the state, in the next chapter. Engels expresses himself
most cautiously, saying that the proletarian state would
“hardly” permit the use of houses without payment, “at
least during a tramsitional period”. The letting of houses
owned by the whole people to individual families presup-
poses the collection of rent, a certain amount of control,
and the employment of some standard in allotting the hous-
ing. All this calls for a certain form of state, but it does
not at all call for a special military and bureaucratic ap-
paratus, with officials occupying especially privileged po-
sitions. The transition to a situation in which it "will be
possible to supply dwellings rent-free depends on the com-
plete “withering away” of the state.

Speaking of the Blanquists’ adoption of the fundamental
position of Marxism after the Commune and under the
influence of its experience, Engels, in passing, formulates
this position as follows:

“...Necessity of political action by the proletariat and
of its dictatorship as the transition to the abolition of
classes and, with them, of the state....” (P. 55.)

Addicts to hair-splitting criticism, or bourgeois “ex-
terminators of Marxism”, will perhaps see a contradic-
tion between this recognition of the “abolition of the state”
and repudiation of this formula as an anarchist one in the
above passage from Anti-Diihring. It would not be sur-
prising 1f the opportunists classed Engels, too, as an “an-
archist”, for it is becoming increasingly common with the
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social-chauvinists to accuse the internationalists of anarch-
1Sm. |

Marxism has always taught that with the abolition of
classes the state will also be abolished. The well-known
passage on the “withering away of the state” in Anti-Diih-
ring accuses the anarchists not simply of favouring the abo-
lition of the state, but of preaching that the state can be
abolished “overnight”.

As the now prevailing “Social-Democratic” doctrine com-
pletely distorts the relation of Marxism to anarchism on
the question of the abolition of the state, it will be partic-
ularly useful to recall a certain controversy in which Marx

and Engels came out against the anarchists.

2. CONTROVERSY WITH THE ANARCHISTS

This controversy took place in 1873. Marx and Engels
contributed articles against the Proudhonists, “autono-
mists” or “anti-authoritarians™, to an Italian socialist an-
nual, and it was not until 1913 that these articles appeared

in German in Neue Zeit.%}

“If the political struggle of the working class assumes
revolutionary forms,” wrote Marx, ridiculing the anarch-
ists for their repudiation of politics, “and if the work-
ers set up their revolutionary dictatorship in place of
‘the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie, they commit the
terrible crime of violating principles, for in order to
satisfy their wretched, vulgar everyday needs and to
crush the resistance of the bourgeoisie, they give the
state a revolutionary and transient form, instead of lay-
ing down their arms and abolishing the state....” (Neue

Zeit, Vol. XXXII, 1, 1913-14, p. 40.)52

- It was solely against this kind of “abolition” of the state
that Marx fought in refuting the anarchists! He did not
at all oppose the view that the state would disappear when
classes disappeared, or that it would be abolished when
classes were abolished. What he did oppose was the pro-
position that the workers should renounce the use of arms,
organised violence, that is, the state, which 1s to serve to

“crush the resistance of the bourgeoisie”.
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To prevent the true meaning of his struggle against anarch-
ism from being distorted, Marx expressly emphasised the
“revolutionary and transient form” of the state which the
proletariat needs. The proletariat needs the state only tem-
porarily. We do not at all differ with the anarchists on the
question of the abolition of the state as the aim. We main-
tain that, to achieve this aim, we must temporarily make
use of the instruments, resources and methods of state
power against the exploiters, just as the temporary dictator-
ship of the oppressed class is necessary for the abolition
of classes. Marx chooses the sharpest and clearest way of
stating his case against the anarchists: After overthrowing
the yoke of the capitalists, should the workers “lay down
their arms”, or use them against the capitalists in order
to crush their resistance? But what is the systematic use
of arms by one class against another if not a “transient
form™ of state?

Let every Social-Democrat ask himself: Is that how he
has been posing the question of the state in controversy
with the anarchists? Is that how it has been posed by the
vast majority of the official socialist parties of the Second
International? |

Engels expounds the same ideas in- much greater detail
and still more popularly. First of all he ridicules the mud-
dled ideas of the Proudhonists, who called themselves “an-
ti-authoritarians”, i.e., repudiated all authority, all sub-
ordination, all power. Take a factory, a railway, a ship
on the high seas, said Engels: is it not clear that not one
of these complex technical establishments, based on the
use of machinery and the systematic co-operation of many
people, could function without a certain amount of subor-

dination and, consequently, without a certain amount of
authority or power?

“...When I counter the most rabid anti-authoritarians
with these arguments, the only answer they can give
me 1s the following: Oh, that’s true, except that here
it is not a question of authority with which we vest
our delegates, but of a commission! These people
imagine they can change a thing by changing its
pame, .., v
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The Paris Commune in session
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REPUBLIQUE FRANCAISE
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COMMUNE oz PARIS
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LA COMMUNE DE PARIS,

Considérant que le premier des principes de la République fran¢aise est la liberté;

Considérant quo 1a liberlé de conscienes est Ia premidre dé: liberids;

Considérant que le Ludgel des cultes est contraire su principe, puisquil impose les
citoyans contre leur propré foi;

Consldérant, en fait, que le clergé a éié lo complice dos crimes de Ja monarchie contre
la libartd,

DECRETE :
Arrt. 1v, L'Eglise est séparée de I'Etat,
Arr, 2. Le budget des cultes est supprimé,

Ant. 3, Les biens dits de mainmorte, appartenant aux congrégations reli-
gicuses, meubles et immeubles, sont déelarés propriétés nationales,

Art. 4 Une enquéte sera faite immédiatement gur ces biens, pour en constater
la nature et les mettre a la disposition de la Nation,

LA COMMUNE DE PARIS.

Paris, le 3 avril 181,

- IMPRIMERIE NATMINALE, — Awril 1834,

Decree of the Paris Commune on separation of the church from

the state, April. 3, 1871
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Having thus shown that authority and autonomy are
relative terms, that the sphere of their application varies
with the various phases of social development, that it is
absurd to take them as absolutes, and adding that the
sphere of application of machinery and large-scale produc-
tion is steadily expanding, Engels passes from the general
discussion of authority to the question of the state.

“Had the autonomists,” he wrote, “contented themselves
with saying that the social organisation of the future
would allow authority only within the bounds which the
conditions of production make inevitable, one could
have come to terms with them. But they are blind to all
facts that make authority necessary and they passion-
ately fight the word.

“Why do the anti-authoritarians not confine them-
selves to crying out against political authority, the
state? All socialists are agreed that the state, and with
it political authority, will disappear as a result of the
coming social revolution, that is, that public functions
will lose their political character and become mere ad-
ministrative functions of watching over social inter-
ests. But the anti-authoritarians demand that the po-
litical state be abolished at one stroke, even before the
social relations that gave birth to it have been destroyed.
They demand that the first act of the social revolu-
tion shall be the abolition of authority.

“Have these gentlemen ever seen a revolution? A rev-
olution is certainly the most authoritarian thing there
is; it is an act whereby one part of the population im-
poses its will upon the other part by means of rifles,
bayonets and cannon, all of which are highly authoritar-
ian means. And the victorious party must maintain its
rule by means of the terror which its arms inspire in
the reactionaries. Would the Paris Commune have lasted
more than a day if it had not used the authority of the
armed people against the bourgeoisie? Cannot we, on
the contrary, blame it for having made too little use
of that authority? Therefore, one of two things: either
the anti-authoritarians don’'t know what they are talk-
ing about, in which case they are creating nothing but

5-1534
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confusion. Or they do know, and in that case they are

betraying the cause of the proletariat. In either case '

they serve only reaction.” (P. 39.)%4

This argument touches upon questions which should be
examined in connection with the relationship between pol-
itics and economics during the withering away of the state
(the next chapter is devoted to this). These questions are:
the transformation of public functions from political into
simple functions of administration, and the “political
state”. This last term, one particularly liable to cause misun-
derstanding, indicates the process of the withering away
of the state: at a certain stage of this process, the state

which is withering away may be called a non-political state.

Again, the most remarkable thing in this argument of
Engels is the way he states his case against the anarchists.
Social-Democrats, claiming to be ‘disciples of Engels, have
argued on this subject against the anarchists millions of
times since 1873, but they have not argued as Marxists
could and should. The anarchist idea of the abolition of
the state is muddled and non-revolutionary—that is how
Engels put it. It is precisely the revolution in its rise and
development, with its specific tasks in relation to violence,
authority, power, the state, that the anarchists refuse to
see.

The usual criticism of anarchism by present-day Social-
Democrats has boiled down to the purest philistine banal-
1ity: “We recognise the state, whereas the anarchists do
not!” Naturally, such banality cannot but repel workers
who are at all capable of thinking and revolutionary-mind-
ed. What Engels says is different. He stresses that all so-
cialists recognise that the state will disappear as a result
of the socialist revolution. He then deals specifically with
the question of the revolution—the very question which,
as a rule, the Social-Democrats evade out of opportunism,
leaving it, so to speak, exclusively for the anarchists “to
work out”. And when dealing with this question, Engels
takes the bull by the horns; he asks: should not the Commune
have made more use of the revolutionary power of the state,
that is, of the proletariat armed and organised as the rul-
ing class?
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Prevailing official Social-Democracy usually dismissed
the question of the concrete tasks_of the proletarlat in
the revolution either with a philistine sneer, or, ai'; best,
with the sophistic evasion: “The future will show.” And
the anarchists were justified in saylng al:_)out such ch{al-
Democrats that they were failing in their task of giving
‘he workers a revolutionary education. Engels draws upon
the experience of the last proletarian revolution precisely
for the purpose of making a most concrete study of what

" should be done by the proletariat, and Iin what manner,

in relation to both the banks and the state.

3. LETTER TO BEBEL

One of the most, if not fhe most remarkable ol?serva-
tion on the state in the works of Marx and Engels is con-
tained in the following passage in Engels’s letter 1o Beb'el
dated March 18-28, 1875. This letter, we may observe 1n
parenthesis, was, as far as we know, first published by Bebel
in the second volume of his memoirs (Aus meinem Leben),
which appeared in 1911, i.e., thirty-six years after the

letter had been written and sent.
Engels wrote to Bebel criticising that sgme.draft of
the Gotha Programme which Marx criticised 1n his famous

letter to Bracke.’® Referring specially to the question of

“the state, Engels said:

«The free people’s state has been .transformed into
the free state. Taken in its grammatical sense, a fI:ee
state is one where the state is free in relation to 1ts
citizens, hence a state with a despotic govemment..The
whole talk about the state should be dropped, especially
since the Commune, which was no longer a st,ate in the
proper sense of the word. The ‘people’s state has been
thrown in our faces by the anarchists to the point of
disgust, although already Marx’s boo_k against Pr(_)ud—
hon®® and later the Communist Manifesio say plainly

that with the introduction of the s'ociahst"order of so-
ciety the state dissolves of itself [sw]:l_auﬂost.] and dis-
appears. As the state is only a transitional institution
which is used in the struggle, in the revolution, to hold

5*
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down one’s adversaries by force, it is sheer nonsense to
talk of a ‘free people’s state’; so long as the proletariat

“The Commune was no longer a state in the proper sense
of the word”—this is the most theoretically important

._g:_":

still needs the state, it does not need it in the interests
of freedom but in order to hold down its adversaries,
and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom
the state as such ceases to exist. We would therefore
propose replacing state everywhere by Gemeinwesen, a
good old German word which can very well take the place
of the French word commune.” (Pp. 321-22 of the Ger-
man original.)?’ |

It should be borne in mind that this letter refers to the
party programme which Marx criticised in a letter dated
only a few weeks later than the above (Marx’s letter is
dated May o, 18795), and that at the time Engels was living
with Marx in London. Consequently, when he says “we”
in the last sentence, Engels, undoubtedly, in his own as
well as in Marx’s name, suggests to the leader of the Ger-
man workers’ party that the word “state” be struck out
of the programme and replaced by the word “community”.

What a howl about “anarchism” would be raised by the
leading lights of present-day “Marxism”, which has been
falsified for the convenience of the opportunists, if such
an amendment of the programme were suggested to
them!

Let them howl. This will earn them the praises of the
bourgeoisie.

And we shall go on with our work. In revising the pro-
gramme of our Party, we must by all means take the advice
of Engels and Marx into consideration in order to come
nearer the truth, to restore Marxism by ridding it of dis-
tortions, to guide the struggle of the working class for its
emancipation more correctly. Certainly no one opposed
to the advice of Engels and Marx will be found among the
Bolsheviks. The only difficulty that may perhaps arise will
be in regard to the term. In German there are two words
meaning “community”, of which Engels used the one which
does not denote a single community, but their totality,
a system of communities. In Russian there is no such word,
and we may have to choose the French word “commune?,
although this also has its drawbacks.

{
3
.'
i

statement Engels makes. After what has been said above,
this statement is perfectly clear. The Commune was ceas-
ing to be a state since it had to suppress, not the majority
of the population, but a minority (the exploiters). It had
smashed the bourgeois state machine. In place of a special
coercive force the population itself came on the scene. All
this was a departure from the state in the proper sense of

~ the word. And had the Commune become firmly estab-

lished, all traces of the state in it would have “withered
away” of themselves; it would not have had to “abolish”
the institutions of the state—they would have ceased to
function as they ceased to have anything to do.

“The ‘people’s state’ has been thrown in our faces by
the anarchists.” In saying this, Engels above all has in
mind Bakunin and his attacks on the German Social-Dem-
ocrats. Engels admits that these attacks were justified
insofar as the “people’s state” was as much an absurdity
and as much a departure from socialism as the “iree peo-
ple’s state”. Engels tried to put the struggle of the Ger-
man Social-Democrats against the anarchists on the right
lines, to make this struggle correct in principle, to rid it of
opportunist prejudices concerning the “state”. Unfortunate-
ly, Engels’s letter was pigeon-holed for thirty-six years.
We shall see farther on that, even after this letter was pub-
lished, Kautsky persisted in virtually the same mistakes
against which Engels had warned.

Bebel replied to Engels in a letter dated September 21,
1875, in which he wrote, among other things, that he “fully
agreed” with Engels’s opinion of the draft programme, and
that he had reproached Liebknecht with readiness to make
concessions (p. 334 of the German edition of Bebel's mem-
oirs, Vol. II). But if we take Bebel's pamphlet, Our Aims,
we find there views on the state that are absolutely wrong.

“The state must ... be transformed from one based on class rule
into & people’s state.” (Unsere Ziele, German edition, 1886, p. 14.)

This was printed in the ninth (the ninth!) edition of
Bebel’s pamphlet! It is not surprising that opportunist
views on the state, so persistently repeated, were absorbed
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by the German Social-Democrats, eSpecially as Engels:s'

revolutionary interpretations had been safely pigeon-holed,
and all the conditions of life were such as to “wean” them
from revolution for a long time.

5. THE 1891 PREFACE TO MARX’S
THE CIVIL WAR IN FRANCE

In his preface to the third edition of The Civil War in
France (this preface is dated March 18, 1891, and was
originally published in Neue Zeit), Engels, in addition to
some interesting incidental remarks on questions concerning
the attitude towards the state, gave a remarkably vivid
summary of the lessons of the Commune.%® This summary
made more profound by the entire experience of the twen-
ty years that separated the author from the Commune, and
directed expressly against the “superstitious belief in the
state” so widespread in Germany, may justly be called the
last word of Marxism on the question under consideration.

In France, Engels observed, the workers emerged with
arms from every revolution; “therefore the disarming of
the workers was the first commandment for the bourgeois,
who were at the helm of the state. Hence, after every

revolution won by the workers, a new strugele, endin
with the defeat of the workers”. S °

~ This summary of the experience of bourgeois revolutions
1s as conclse as it 1s expressive. The essence of the matter

—among other things, on the question of the state (kas the
oppressed class arms?)—is here remarkably well grasped.
It is precisely this essence that is most often evaded both
by professors influenced by bourgeois ideology, and by pet-
ty-bourgeois democrats. In the Russian revolution of 1917,
the honpur (Cavaignac honour) of blabbing this secret of
bourgeois revolutions fell to the Menshevik, would-be Marx-

ist, Tsereteli. In his “historic” speech of June 11, Tsere--

te:li blurted out that the bourgeoisie were determined to
disarm the Petrograd workers—presenting, of course, this

decision as his own, and as a necessity for the “state” in
general!
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Tsereteli’s historic speech of June 11 will, of course,
serve every historian of the revolution of 1917 as a graphic
1lustration of how the Socialist-Revolutionary and Menshe-
vik bloc, led by Mr. Tsereteli, deserted to the bourgeoisie
against the revolutionary proletariat.

Another incidental remark of Engels's, also connected
with the question of the state, deals with religion. It is
well known that the German Social-Democrats, as they
degenerated and became increasingly opportunist, slipped more
and more frequently into the philistine misinterpretation
of the celebrated formula: “Religion is to be declared
a private matter.” That is, this formula was twisted to
mean that religion was a private matter even for the party
of the revolutionary proletariat!! It was against this com-
plete betrayal of the revolutionary programme of the pro-
letariat that Engels vigorously protested. In 1891 he saw
only the very feeble beginnings of opportunism in his party,
and, therefore, he expressed himself with extreme caution:

«As almost only workers, or recognised representa-
tives of the workers, sat in the Commune, its decisions
bore a decidedly proletarian character. Either they de-
creed reforms which the republican bourgeoisie had failed
to pass solely out of cowardice, but which provided a
necessary basis for the free activity of the working class
—such as the realisation of the principle that in rela-

" tion to the state religion is a purely private matter—or
the Commune promulgated decrees which were in the
direct interest of the working class and in part cut deep-
ly into the old order of society.”

Engels deliberately emphasised the words “in relation
to the state”, as a straight thrust at German opportunism,
which had declared religion to be a private matter in re-
lation to the party, thus degrading the party of the revolu-
tionary proletariat to the level of the most vulgar “iree-
thinking” philistinism, which is prepared to allow a non-
denominational status, but which renounces the party strug-
gle against the opium of religion which stupefies the people.

"The future historian of the German Social-Democrats, in
tracing the roots of their shameful bankruptcy in 1914,
will find a fair amount of interesting material on this ques-
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tion, beginning with the evasive declarations in the arti-
cles of the party’s ideological leader, Kautsky, which throw 3
the_ door wide open to opportunism, and ending with the #
attitude of the party towards the “Los-von-Kirche-Bewe- 3

gung” (the “Leave-the-Church” movement) in 1913.5°¢

But let us sece ho_w, twenty vyears after the Commune,
Engels summed up its lessons for the fighting proletariat. 3
Here are the lessons to which Engels attached prime im- - §

portance:

“...It was precisely the oppressing power of the for-

mer centralised government, army, political police, bu-
reaucracy, which Napoleon had created in 1798 and which
every new government had since then taken over as a
Welcon'{e Instrument and used against its opponents—it
was this power which was to fall everywhere, just as it
had fallen in Paris. |

“From the very outset the Commune had to recognise
that tl}e working class, once in power, could not go on
managing with the old state machine; that in order not
to lose again its only just gained supremacy, this work-
ing class must, on the one hand, do away with all the
old machinery of oppression previously used against it
1tself,_ and, on the other, safeguard itself against its own
deputlgs and officials, by declaring them all, without
exception, subject to recall at any time....”

Engels emphasised once again that not only under a

monarchy, but also in a democratic republic the state re-
mains a state, i.e., it retains its fundamental distinguish-
~ing featurfz of transforming the officials, the “servants of
society”, 1ts organs, into the masters of soclety.

“Against this transformation of the state and the OT-
oans Qf the state from servants of soclety into masters
of society—an inevitable transformation in all previous
states—the Commune used two infallible means. In the
first place, it filled all posts—administrative, judicial
and educational—by election on the basis of universal
sutirage of all concerned, subiject to recall at any time by
the ele(':tors. And, in the second place, it paid all offi-
cials, high or low, only the wages received by other work-
ers. The highest salary paid by the Commune to anyone
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was 6,000 francs.* In this way a dependable barrier to
place-hunting and careerism was set up, even apart from
the binding mandates to delegates to representative bo-
dies, which were added besides....”

Engels here approached the interesting boundary line at
which consistent democracy, on the one hand, is lrans-
formed into socialism and, on the other, demands socialism.
For, in order to abolish the state, it 1s necessary to convert
the functions of the civil service into the simple operations
of control and accounting that are within the scope and
ability of the vast majority of the population, and, subse-
quently, of every single individual. And if careerism is to
be abolished completely, it must be made impossible for
“honourable” though profitless posts in the Civil Service
to be used as a springboard to highly lucrative posts in
banks or joint-stock companies, as constantly happens in
all the freest capitalist countries. |

Engels, however, did not make the mistake some Marx-
ists make in dealing, for example, with the question of
the right of nations to self-determination, when they ar-
gue that it is impossible under capitalism and will be su-
perfluous under socialism. This seemingly clever but ac-
tually incorrect statement might be made in regard to any
democratic institution, including moderate salaries for offi-
cials, because fully consistent democracy is impossible un-
der capitalism, and under socialism all democracy will
wither away.

This is a sophism like the old joke about a man becom-
ing bald by losing one more hair.

To develop democracy fo the utmost, to find the forms
for this development, to test them by practice, and so forth
—all this is one of the component tasks of the struggle
for the social revolution. Taken separately, no kind of de-
‘mocracy will bring socialism. But in actual life democra-
cy will never be “taken separately”; it will be “taken to-

* Nominally about 2,400 rubles or, according to the present rate
of exchange, about 6,000 rubles. The action of those Bolsheviks who
propose that a salary of 9,000 rubles be paid to members of municipal
councils, for instance, instead of a maximum salary of 6,000 rubles—
quite an adequate sum-—throughout the state, is inexcusable,80
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gethgr” with other things, it will exert its influence on eco-

nomic life as well, will stimulate its transformation: and

In 1ts turn it will be influenced by economic develop;nent

and so on. This is the dialectics of living history. |
Engels continued:

“...Tl}is shattering [Sprengung] of the former state pow-
er and its replacement by a new and truly democratic

one is described in detail in the third section of The

Civil War. But it was necessary to touch briefly here
once more on some of its features, because in Germany
particularly the superstitious belief in the state has
passed from_phiIOSOphy into the general consciousness of
the bourgeoisie and even of many workers. According to
the philosophical conception, the state is the ‘realisa-
tion o_f the idea’, or the Kingdom of God on earth, trans-
lated into philosophical terms, the sphere in which eter-
nal truth and justice are, or should be, realised. And
from this follows a superstitious reverence for the state
and everyjching connected with it, which takes root the
more rea:dﬂy since people are accustomed from childhood
to imagine that the affairs and interests common to the
whole of society could not be looked after other than as
they have been looked after in the past, that is, through
the state and its lucratively positioned officials. And
people think they have taken quite an extraordinarily
b.old.step forward when they have rid themselves of be-
lief in hereditary monarchy and swear by the democratic
repub_llc. In reality, however, the state is nothing but a
machine for the oppression of one class by another, and
indeed in the democratic republic no less than in the
monarchy. And at best it is an evil inherited by the pro-
letariat after its victorious struggle for class supremacy
whose worst sides the victorious proletariat will have t(;
lop off as speedily as possible, just as the Commune had
to, until a generation reared in new, free social condi-
tions 1s able to discard the entire lumber of the state.”

Eng_els_ warned the Germans not to forget the principles
of socialism with regard to the state in general in connec-
tion Wlth. the substitution of a republic for the monarchy.
His warnings now read like a veritable lesson to the Tsere-

\

THE STATE AND REVOLUTION 75

telis and Chernovs, who in their “coalition” practice have
revealed a superstitious belief in, and a superstitious re-

~verence for, the state!

Chapter V1

THE VULGARISATION OF MARXISM
BY THE OPPORTUNISTS

The question of the relation of the state to the social
revolution, and of the social revolution to the state, like
the question of revolution generally, was given very little
attention by the leading theoreticians and publicists of the
Second International (1889-1914). But the most character-
istic thing about the process of the gradual growth of op-
portunism that led to the collapse of the Second Interna-
tional in 1914 is the fact that even when these people were
squarely faced with this question they tried fo evade it or
ignored 1t.

In general, it may be said that evasiveness over the ques-
tion of the relation of the proletarian revolution to the
state—an evasiveness which benefited and fostered oppor-
tunism—resulted in the distortion of Marxism and in its
complete vulgarisation. |

To characterise this lamentable process, if only briefly,
we shall take the most prominent theoreticians of Marxism:

Plekhanov and Kautsky.

{. PLEKHANOV’S CONTROVERSY
WITH THE ANARCHISTS

Plekhanov wrote a special pamphlet on the relation of
anarchism to socialism, entitled Anarchism and Socialism,
which was published in German in 139Y4.

In treating this subject, Plekhanov contrived complete-
ly to evade the most urgent, burning, and most political-
ly essential issue in the struggle against anarchism, namely,
the relation of the revolution to the state, and the ques-
tion of the state in general! His pamphlet falls into two
distinct parts: one of them is historical and literary, and

" contains valuable material on the history of the ideas of

Stirner, Proudhon and others; the other is philistine, and
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contains a clumsy dissertation on the theme that an anar-
chist cannot be distinguished from a bandit.

It is a most amusing combination of subjects and most
characteristic of Plekhanov’s whole activity on the eve of
the revolution and during the revolutionary period in Rus-
sia. In fact, in the years 1905 to 1917, Plekhanov revealed
himseli as a semi-doctrinaire and semi-philistine who, in
politics, trailed in the wake of the bourgeoisie.

We have seen how, in their controversy with the anar- -
chists, Marx and Engels with the utmost thoroughness ex- .

plained their views on the relation of the revolution to the
state. In 1891, in his foreword to Marx’'s Critique of the
Gotha Programme, Engels wrote that “we”—that is, En-
gels and Marx— “were at that time, hardly two years after
The Hague Congress of the [First ] International,®! engaged
in the most violent struggle against Bakunin and his
anarchists”.

The anarchists had tried to claim the Paris Commune
as their “own”, so to say, as a corroboration of their doc-
trine; and they completely misunderstood its lessons and
Marx’s analysis of these lessons. Anarchism has given
nothing even approximating true answers to the concrete
political questions: Must the old state machine be
smashed? And what should be put in its place?

But to speak of “anarchism and socialism” while com-

pletely evading the question of the state, and disregarding
the whole development of Marxism before and after the
Commune, meant inevitably slipping into opportunism. For
what opportunism needs most of all is that the two ques-
tions just mentioned should rnot be raised at all. That in
ttself is a victory for opportunism.

2. KAUTSKY’S CONTROVERSY
WITH THE OPPORTUNISTS

Undoubtedly, an immeasurably larger number of Kaut-
sky’s works have been translated into Russian than into any
other language. It is not without reason that some German
Social-Democrats say in jest that Kautsky is read more
in Russia than in Germany (let us say, in parenthesis, that
this jest has a far deeper historical meaning than those
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who first made it suspect. The Russian workers, by making
in 1905 an unusually great and unprecedented .demand for
the best works of the best Social-Democratic literature in
the world, and by receiving translations and editions of
these works in quantities unheard of in other countries,
rapidly transplanted, so to speak, the enormous experience
of a neighbouring, more advanced country to the young
soil of our proletarian movement). |
Besides his popularisation of Marxism, Kautsky 1s par-
ticularly known in our country for his controversy with the
opportunists, with Bernstein at their head. One fact, how-

ever, is almost unknown, one which cannot be ignored if

we set out to investigate how Kautsky drifted into the
morass of unbelievably disgraceful confusion and defence
of social-chauvinism during the supreme crisis of 1914-10.
This fact is as follows: shortly before he came out agalinst
the most prominent representatives of opportunism in
France (Millerand and Jaures) and in Germany (Bernstein),
Kautsky betrayed very considerable vacillation. The Marx-
ist Zarya,®? which was published in Stuttgart in 19501-02,
and advocated revolutionary proletarian views, was forced
to enter into controversy with Kautsky and describe as “elas-
tic” the half-hearted, evasive resolution, conclhatory'to—-
wards the opportunists, that he proposed at the Intern,atlon—
al Socialist Congress in Paris in 1900.°% K:autsky s let-
ters published in Germany reveal no less hesitancy on his
part before he took the field against Bernstein. |

Of immeasurably greater significance, however, is the
fact that, in his very controversy with the opportunists,
in his formulation of the question and his manner of treaf-
ing it, we can now see, as we study the history of Kaytsky* S
latest betrayal of Marxism, his systematic deviation to-
wards opportunism precisely on the question of the state.

Let us take Kautsky’s first important work against op-
portunism, Bernstein and the Social-Democratic _Programme.
Kautsky refutes Bernstein in detail, but here 1s a charac-
teristic thing: .

Bernstein, in his Premises of Socialism, of Herostratean

fame, accuses Marxism of “Blanquism” (an accusation since

repeated thousands of times by the opportunists and lib-
eral bourgeoisie in Russia against the revolutionary
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Marxists, the Bolsheviks). In this connection Bernstein dwells
particularly on Marx’s The Civil War in France, and tries,
quite unsuccessiully, as we have seen, to identify Marx’s
views on the lessons of the Commune with those of Proud-
hon. Bernstein pays particular attention to the conclusion
which Marx emphasised in his 1872 preface to the Com-
munist Manifesto, namely, that “the working class cannot
simply lay hold of the ready-made state machinery and

wield 1t for its own purposes”.

This statement “pleased” Bernstein so much that he used

it no less than three times in his book, interpreting it in
the most distorted, opportunist way.

As we have seen, Marx meant that the working class

must smash, break, shatter (Sprengung, explosion—the ex-
pression used by Engels) the whole state machine. But
according to Bernstein it would appear as though Marx
in these words warned the working class against excessive
revolutionary zeal when seizing power.

A cruder and more hideous distortion of Marx’s idea can-
not be imagined. -

How, then, did Kautsky proceed in his most detailed
refutation of Bernsteinism? ¢4
~ He refrained from analysing the utter distortion of Marx-
ism by opportunism on this point. He cited the above-
quoted passage from Engels’s preface to Marx’s Civil War
and said that according to Marx the working class cannot
simply take over the ready-made state machinery, but that,
generally speaking, it can take it over—and that was all.
Kautsky did not say a word about the fact that Bernstein
attributed to Marx the wvery opposite of Marx's real idea,
that since 1852 Marx had formulated the task of the prole-
tarian revolution as being to “smash” the state machine. é°

The result was that the most essential distinction between
Marxism and opportunism on the subject of the tasks of
the proletarian revolution was slurred over by Kautsky!

“We can quite safely leave the solution of the problem of the pro-
letarian dictatorship to the future,” said Kautsky, writing “against”
Bernstein. (P. 172, German edition.)

This 1s not a polemic against Bernstein, but, in essence,
a concession to him, a surrender to opportunism; for at
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present the opportunists ask nothing better than to “quite
safely leave to the future” all fundamental questions of
the tasks of the proletarian revolution. |

From 1852 to 1891, or for forty years, Marx and Engels
taught the proletariat that it must smash the state ma-
chine. Yet, in 1899, Kautsky, confronted with the complete
betrayal of Marxism by the opportunists on this point,
fraudulently substituted for the question whether it is nec-
essary to smash this machine the question of the concrete
forms in which it is to be smashed, and then sought rei-
uge behind the “indisputable” (and barren) philistine truth

that concrete forms cannot be known in advance!!

A gulf separates Marx and Kautsky over their attitudes
towards the proletarian party’s task of training the work-
ing class for revolution.

Let us take the next, more mature, work by Kautsky,
which was also largely devoted to a refutation of opportun-
ist errors. It is his pamphlet, The Social Revolution. In
this pamphlet, the author chose as his special theme the
question of “the proletarian revolution” and “the proletar-
ian regime”. He gave much that was exceedingly valuable,
but he avoided the question of the state. Throughout the
pamphlet the author speaks of the winning of state power
—and no more; that is, he has chosen a formula which makes
a concession to the opportunists, inasmuch as it admits

‘the possibility of seizing power without destroying the state

machine. The very thing which Marx in 1872 declared
to be “obsolete” in the programme of the Communist
Manifesto,®® is revived by Kautsky in 1902.

A special section in the pamphlet is devoted to the “forms
and weapons of the social revolution”. Here Kautsky
speaks of the mass political strike, of civil war, and of the
“instruments of the might of the modern large state, its

_ bureaucracy and the army”; but he does not say a word

about what the Commune has already taught the workers.
Evidently, it was not without reason that Engels issued a
warning, particularly to the German socialists, against
“superstitious reverence” for the state.

Kautsky treats the matter as follows: the victorious pro-
letariat “will carry out the democratic programme”, and
he goes on to formulate its clauses. But he does not say
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a word about the new material provided by 1871 on the
£

subject of the replacement of bourgeois democracy by pro-
letarian democracy. Kautsky disposes of the question by
using such “impressive-sounding” banalities as: i

“Still, it goes without saying that we shall not achieve suprem-

acy under the present conditions. Revolution itself presupposes long
and deep-going struggles, which, in themselves, will change our pres- .
ent political and social structure.” R

Undoubtedly, this “goes without saying”, just as the fact -
that horses eat oats or the Volga flows into the Caspian. ¥
Only it is a pity that an empty and bombastic phrase 7§
about “deep-going” struggles is used to avoid a question of ¥ =
vital importance to the revolutionary proletariat, namely, & i
what makes its revolution “deep-going” in relation to the =
state, to democracy, as distinct from previous, non-prole- =
tarian revolutions. -
By avoiding this question, Kautsky in practice makes =
a_concession to opportunism on this most essential point, @ =
although in words he declares stern war against it and F S
stresses the importance of the “idea of revolution” (how 1% =
much is this “idea” worth when one is afraid to teach the S
workers the concrete lessons of revolution?), or says, “rev- E 8 5
olutionary idealism before everything else”, or announces "
that the English workers are now “hardly more than petty ) S
bourgeois™. k| =
“The most varied forms of enterprises—bureaucratic[??], trade E;
unionist, co-operative, private ... can exist side by side in socialist . =
society,” Kautsky writes. “... There are, for example, enterprises
which cannot do without a bureaucratic [??] organisation, such as
the railways. Here the democratic organisation may take the follow-
ing shape: the workers elect delegates who form a sort of parliament,
which establishes the working regulations and supervises the man-
agemment of the bureaucratic apparatus. The management of other
enterprises may be transferred to the trade unions, and still others
may become co-operative enterprises.”
This argument is erroneous; it is a step backward com-
pared with the explanations Marx and Engels gave in
the seventies, using the lessons of the Commune as an

example.
As far as the supposedly necessary “bureaucratic” or-

ganisation is concerned, there is no difference whatever
between a railway and any other enterprise in large-scale
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machine industry, any factory, large shop, or large-scale
capitalist agricultural enterprise. The technique ol all these
enterprises makes absolutely imperative the strictest disci-
pline, the utmost precision on the part of everyone in carrying
out his allotted task, for otherwise the whole enterprise may
come to a stop, or machinery or the finished product may
be damaged. In all these enterprises the workers will, of
course, “elect delegates who will form a sort of parlia-
ment”.

The whole point, however, is that this “sort of parlia-
ment” will not be a parliament in the sense of a bourgeois
parliamentary institution. The whole point is that this
“sort of parliament” will not merely “establish the work-
ing regulations and supervise the management of the bureau-
cratic apparatus”, as Kautsky, whose thinking does not go
beyond the bounds of bourgeois parliamentarism, imag-
ines. In socialist society, the “sort of parliament” consisting
of workers’ deputies will, of course, “establish the work-
ing regulations and supervise the management” of the “ap-
paratus”, but this apparatus will nof be “bureaucratic”.
The workers, after winning political power, will smash the
old bureaucratic apparatus, shatter it to its very founda-
tions, and raze it to the ground; they will replace it by a
new one, consisting of the very same workers and other
employees, against whose transformation into bureaucrats
the measures will at once be taken which were specified in
detail by Marx and Engels: (1) not only election, but also
recall at any time; (2) pay not to exceed that of a workman;
(3) immediate introduction of control and supervision by
all, so that all may become “bureaucrats” for a time and
that, therefore, nobody may be able to become a “bu-
reaucrat”.

Kautsky has not reflected at all on Marx’s words: “The
Commune was a working, not a parliamentary, body, exec-
utive and legislative at the same time.” %’

Kautsky has not understood at all the difference between
bourgeois parliamentarism, which combines democracy (rnot
for the people) with bureaucracy (against the people), and
proletarian democracy, which will take immediate steps
to cut bureaucracy down to the roots, and which will be
able to carry these measures through to the end, to the com-

6-1534
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plete abolition of bureaucracy, to the introduction of com-
plete democracy for the people. |

Kautsky here displays the same old “superstitious rever-
ence” for the state, and “superstitious belief” in bureauc-
racy.

Let us now pass to the last and best of Kautsky’s works
agalust the opportunists, his pamphlet 7The Road to Power
(which, 1 believe, has not been published in Russian, for
1t appeared in 1909, when reaction was at its height in our
country). This pamphlet is a big step forward, since it
does not deal with the revolutionary programme in general,
as the pamphlet of 1899 against Bernstein, or with the tasks
of the social revolution irrespective of the time of its oc-
currence, as the 1902 pamphlet, The Social Revolution: it
deals with the concrete conditions which compel us to rec-
ognise that the “era of revolutions” is setting in. |

The author explicitly points to the aggravation of class
antagonisms in general and to imperialism, which plays
a particularly important part in this respect. After the
“revolutionary period of 1789-1871” in Western Europe, he
says, a similar period began in the East in 1905. A world
war is approaching with menacing rapidity. “It [the pro-
letariat ] can no longer talk of premature revolution.” “We
have entered a revolutionary period.” The “revolutionary
era 1s beginning”.

These statements are perfectly clear. This pamphlet of
Kautsky's should serve as a measure of comparison of what
the German Social-Democrats promised to be before the im-
perialist war and the depth of degradation to which they,
including Kautsky himself, sank when the war broke out.
“The present situation,” Kautsky wrote in the pamphlet
under survey, “is fraught with the danger that we [i.e.,
the German Social-Democrats] may easily appear to be
more ‘moderate’ than we really are.” It turned out that in
reality the German Social-Democratic Party was much
more moderate and opportunist than it appeared to be!

It is all the more characteristic, therefore, that although
Kautsky so explicitly declared that the era of revolutions
had already begun, in the pamphlet which he himself said
was devoted to an analysis of the “political revolution?,
he again completely avoided the question of the state.

|
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These evasions of the question, these omissions and equiv-
ocations, inevitably added up to that complete swing-
over to opportunism with which we shall now have to deal.

Kautsky, the German Social-Democrats’ spokesman, seems
to have declared: 1 abide by revolutionary views (1899),
| recognise, above all, the inevitability of the social rev-
olution of the proletariat (1902), I recognise the advent of
a new era of revolutions (1909). Still, I am going back on
what Marx said as early as 1852, since the question of the
tasks of the proletarian reveolution in relation to the state
is being raised (1912).

1t was in this point-blank form that the question was put
in Kautsky's controversy with Pannekoek.

3. KAUTSKY'S CONTROVERSY WITH PANNEKOEK

In opposing Kautsky, Pannekoek came out as one of the
representatives of the “Left radical” trend which included
Rosa Luxemburg, Karl Radek and others. Advocating rev-
olutionary tactics, they were united in the conviction that
Kautsky was going over to the “Centre”, which wavered
in an unprincipled manner between Marxism and opportu-
nism. This view was proved perfectly correct by the war,
when this “Centrist” (wrongly called Marxist) trend, or
Kautskyism, revealed itself in all its repulsive wretched-
ness.

In an article touching on the question of the state, en-
titled “Mass Action and Revolution” (Neue Zeit, 1912,
Vol. XXX, 2), Pannekoek described Kautsky's attitude as
one of “passive radicalism”, as “a theory of inactive ex-
pectancy”. “Kautsky refuses to see the process of revolu-
tion,” wrote Pannekoek (p. 616). In presenting the matter
in this way, Pannekoek approached the subject which in-
terests us, namely, the tasks of the proletarian revolution
in relation to the state.

“The struggle of the proletariat,” he wrote, “is not merely a strug-
gle against the bourgeoisie for state power, but a struggle against
state power.... The content of this [the proletarian] revolution is the
destruction and dissolution [Auflésung] of the instruments of power of
the state with the aid of the instruments of power of the proletariat...

(p. 544). The struggle will cease only when, as the result of it, the
state organisation is completely destroyed. The organisation of the

6#
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majority will then have demonstrated its superiorit- by destrovin
the organisation of the ruling minority.” (P. 548.) v ying

The formulation in which Pannekoek presented his ideas
suffers from serious defects. But its meaning is clear none- 3
theless, and it is interesting to note kow Kautsky combated

it.

“Up to now,” he wrote, “the antithesis between the Social-Dem-
ocrats and the anarchists has been that the former wished to win

state power while the latter wished to destroy it. Pannekoek wants
to do both.” (P. 724.) o

Although Pannekoek’s exposition lacks precision and con-
creteness—not to speak of other shortcomings of his article
which have no bearing on the present subject—Kautsky
seized precisely on the point of principle raised by Panne-

koek; and on this fundamental point of principle Kautsky

completely abandoned the Marxist position and went over
wholly to opportunism. His definition of the distinction
between the Social-Democrats and the anarchists is abso-
lutely wrong; he completely vulgarises and distorts Marx-
ism. |
The distinction between the Marxists and the anarchists
is this: (1) The former, while aiming at the complete abol-
ition of the state, recognise that this aim can only be
achieved after classes have been abolished by the socialist
revolution, as the result of the establishment of socialism,
which leads to the withering away of the state. The latter
want to abolish the state completely overnight, not under-
standing the conditions under which the state can be abo-
lished. (2) The former recognise that after the proletariat
has won political power it must completely destroy the old
state machine and replace it by a new one consisting of an
organisation of the armed workers, after the type of the
Commune. The latter, while insisting on the destruction of
the state machine, have a very vague idea of what the
proletariat will put in its place and how it will use its
revolutionary power. The anarchists even deny that the
revolutionary proletariat should use the state power, they
reject its revolutionary dictatorship. (3) The former demand
that the proletariat be trained for revolution by utilising
the present state. The anarchists reject this.
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In this controversy, it is not Kautsky but Pannekoek
who represents Marxism, for it was Marx who taught that
the proletariat cannot simply win state power in the sense
that the old state apparatus passes into new hands, but
must smash this apparatus, must break it and replace it
by a new one.

Kautsky abandons Marxism for the opportunist camp, for
this destruction of the state machine, which is utterly unac-
ceptable to the opportunists, completely disappears from
his argument, and he leaves a loophole for them in that
“conquest” may be interpreted as the simple acquisition of
a majority.

To cover up his distortion of Marxism, Kautsky behaves
like a doctrinaire: he puts forward a “quotation” from Marx
himself. In 1850 Marx wrote that a “resolute centralisa-
tion of power in the hands of the state authority”®® was
necessary, and Kautsky triumphantly asks: does Pannekoek
want to destroy “Centralism?”?

This is simply a trick, like Bernstein's identification of
the views of Marxism and Proudhonism on the subject of
federalism as against centralism.

Kautsky's “quotation” is neither here nor there. Central-
ism is possible with both the old and the new state ma-
chine. If the workers voluntarily unite their armed forces,
this will be centralism, but it will be based on the “complete
destruction” of the centralised state apparatus—the stand-
ing army, the police and the bureaucracy. Kautsky acts
like an outright swindler by evading the perfectly well-
known arguments of Marx and Engels on the Commune and
plucking out a quotation which has nothing to do with the

point at issue. |

“Perhaps he [Pannekoek],” Kautsky continues, “wants to abol-
ish the state functions of the officials? But we cannot do without
officials even in the party and the trade unions, let alone in the state
administration. And our programme does not demand the abolition
of state officials, but that they be elected by the people.... We are
discussing here not the form the administrative apparatus of the ‘fu-
ture state’ will assume, but whether our political struggle abolishes
[literally dissolves—auflost ] the state power before we have captured
it [Kautsky’s italics]. Which ministry with its officials could be
abolished?” Then follows an enumeration of the ministries of educa-
tion, Justice, finance and war. “No, not one of the present ministries
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will be removed by our political struggle against the government, capitalism, democracy i?’ Festricted, cramped, curtailed, mu-
I'repeat, in order to prevent misunderstanding: we are not discussin'é'f tilated by all the conditions of wage slavery, and the pov-
here the form the ‘future state’ will be given by the victorious Socia]> . erty and misery of the people. This and this alone is the

(]%em;zcgasts, but how the present state is changed by our opposition.’_’._;‘é{; o on why the functionaries of our bolitical organisations

diers’ Deputies?

The point is not at all whether the “ministries” will §
remain, or whether “committees of specialists” or some 3§
other bodies will be set up; that is quite immaterial. The
point is whether the old state machine (bound by thousands #
of threads to the bourgeoisie and permeated through and ‘3
through with routine and inertia) shall remain, or be de-
stroyed and replaced by a new one. Revolution consgists not 3
in the new class commanding, governing with the aid of
the old state machine, but in this class smashing this ma- §
chine and commanding, governing with the aid of a nrew
machine. Kautsky slurs over this basic idea of Marxism, or

he does not understand it at all.

His question about officials clearly shows that he does
not understand the lessons of the Commune or the teach-
ings of Marx. “We cannot do without officials even in the 3§

party and the trade unions....”

We cannot do without officials under capitalism, under
the rule of the bourgeoisie. The proletariat is oppressed,
the working people are enslaved by capitalism. Under §

and trade unions are corrupted—or rather tend to be cor-

This is an obvious trick. Pannekoek raised the question
of revolution. Both the title of his articles and the pasages :§
quoted above clearly indicate this. By skipping to the ques- 4
tion of “opposition”, Kautsky substitutes the opportunistj
for the revolutionary point of view. What he says. means: @
at present we are an opposition; what we shall be after
we have captured power, that we shall see. Revolu tion has 1
vanished! And that is exactly what the opportunists wanted. 8

The point at issue is neither opposition nor political 4
struggle in general, but revolution. Revolution consists in §
the proletariat desiroying the “administrative apparatus” 4
and the whole state machine, replacing it by a new one, ‘§
made up of the armed workers. Kautsky displays a “super- 1§
stitious reverence” for “ministries”: but why can they not §
be replaced, say, by committees of specialists working un- 4
der sovereign, all-powerful Soviets of Workers’ and Sol-

rupted—Dby the conditions of cap_italism' a_nd betray a tend-
ency to become bureaucrats, 1.e., privileged persons di-
vorced from the people and standing above the people.
That is the essence of bureaucracy; and until the cap-
italists have been expropriated and the Pou_rgeo;sw over-
thrown, even proletarian functionaries will inevitably be
«“hureaucratised” to a certain extent. | | |
According to Kautsky, since elected fupctlonarles will
remain under socialism, so will officials, so will the bureauc-

~ racy! This is exactly where he is wrong. Marx, referring

to the example of the Commune, showed that under socia-
lism functionaries will cease to be “bureaucrat‘s”, to ]?e
“officials”, they will cease to be so in proportion as—in
addition to the principle of election of otficials—the prin-
ciple of recall at any time is also introduced, as salaries are
reduced to the level of the wages of the average workman,
and as parliamentary institutions are replaced by.“w?,rlé;
ing bodies, executive and legislative at the same time”.

As a matter of fact, the whole of Kautsky’s,argument
against Pannekoek, and particularly the former's wonder-
ful point that we cannot do without. officials even in our
party and trade union organisations, is merely a repetition
of Bernstein's old “arguments” against Marxism in generq_l.
In his renegade book, The Premises of Socialism, Bernstein
combats the ideas of “primitive” democracy, combats what
he calls “doctrinaire democracy”: binding_ manda;te_s, un-
paid officials, impotent central represente_ltlve bodies, etc.
To prove that this “primitive” democracy is unsound, Bern-
stein refers to the experience of the British trade unions,
as interpreted by the Webbs.7? Seventy years of develop-
ment “in absolute freedom”, he says (p. 137, German edi-
tion), convinced the trade unions that primitive democra-
Cy was useless, and they replaced it by ordinary democra-
¢y, l.e., parliamentarism combined with bureaucracy.

In reality, the trade unions did not develop “in absolute
h‘eed_om” but in absolute capitalist slavery, under Wh_l('»h,!
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-1t goes without saying, a number of concessions to the pre-
vailing evil, violence, falsehood, exclusion of the poor from
the affairs of “higher” administration, “cannot be - done
without”. Under socialism much of “primitive” democra-
cy will inevitably be revived, since, for the first time in
the history of civilised society, the mass of the population
will rise to taking an independent part, not only in voting
and elections, but also in the everyday administration of
the state. Under socialism all will govern in turn and will
soon become accustomed to no one governing.

Marx’s critico-analytical genius saw in the practical meas-
ures of the Commune the turning-point which the oppor-
tunists fear and do not want to recognise because of their
cowardice, because they do not want to break irrevocably
with the bourgeoisie, and which the anarchists do not want
to see, either because they are in a hurry or because they do
not understand at all the conditions of great social changes.
“We must not even think of destroying the old state
- machine; how can we do without ministries and officials?”
argues the opportunist, who is completely saturated with
philistinism and who, at bottom, not only does not believe
in revolution, in the creative power of revolution, but lives
in mortal dread of it (like our Mensheviks and Socialist-
Revolutionaries).

“We must think only of destroying the old state machine;
it is no use probing into the concrete lessons of earlier pro-
letarian revolutions and analysing what to put in the place
of what has been destroyed, and how,” argues the anarchist
(the best of the anarchists, of course, and not those who,
following the Kropotkins and Co., trail behind the bour-
geoisie). Consequently, the tactics of the anarchist become
the tactics of despair instead of a ruthlessly bold revolu-
tionary effort to solve concrete problems while taking into
account the practical conditions of the mass movement.

Marx teaches us to avoid both errors; he teaches us to
act with supreme boldness in destroying the entire old
state machine, and at the same time he teaches us to put
the question concretely: the Commune was able in the space
of a few weeks to start building a new, proletarian state
machine by introducing such-and-such measures to provide
wider democracy and to uproot bureaucracy. Let us learn
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revolutionary boldness from the Communards; let us see
in their practical measures the outline of really urg.ent an:;l_
immediately possible measures, and then,.followmg this
road, we shall achieve the complete destruction of bureauc-
cy.
- 'Ij‘fhe possibility of this destruction is guaranteed by the
fact that socialism will shorten the working day, will raise
the people to a new life, will create such conditions for
the majority of the population as will enable ,everybodg_/,
without exception, to perform “state functions”, and this
will lead to the complete withering away of every form of

state in general.

“Its object [the object of the mass strikel,” Kautsky continues,

“cannot be to destroy the state power; its only object can be to make

overnment compliant on some specific question, or to replace
;hgogernment hostile%o the proletariat by one willing to meet it half-
way [entgegenkommende].... But never, under no circumstances,
can it [that is, the proletarian victory over a hostile govermment ]
lead to the destructiorn of the state power; it can lei’:ld _only to a certain
shifting [Verschiebung] of the balance of forces within the state pow-
er.... The aim of our political struggle remains, as in the past, the
conquest of state power by winning a majority in parhamint‘ and 2by
raising parliament to the rank of master of the government.” (Pp. 726,

727, 732.)

This is nothing but the purest and most vulgar oppor-
tunism: repudiating revolution in deeds, while acce‘Ptmg it
in words. Kautsky’s thoughts go no further than a “govern-
ment ... willing to meet the proletariat half-way”—a step
backward to philistinism compared with 18{17, .when the
Communist Manifesto proclaimed “the organisation of the
proletariat as the ruling class”.?? _ o

Kautsky will have to achieve his beloved “unity” with
the Scheidemanns, Plekhanovs and Vanderveldes, all of
whom agree to fight for a government “willing to meet the
proletariat half-way”. - . o

We, however, shall break with these traitors to socialism,
and we shall fight for the complete destruction of the old
state. machine, in order that the armed proletariat itself
may become the government. These are two vastly difierent
things.

Kautsky will have to enjoy the pleasant company pf the
Legiens and Davids, Plekhanovs, Potresovs, Tseretelis and
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Chernovs, who are quite willing to work for the “shifting

of the balance of forces within the state power”, for “win-
ning a majority in parliament”, and “raising parliament
to the rank of master of the government”. A most worthy
obJ‘ect, which is wholly acceptable to the opportunists and
whlqh keeps everything within the bounds of the bourgeois
parliamentary republic.

We, however, shall break with the opportunists; and the
entire class-conscious proletariat will be with us in the
fight —not to “shift the balance of forces”, but to over-
- throw the bourgeoisie, to destroy bourgeois parliamentarism,
for a democratic republic after the type of the Commune
or a republic of Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies’
for the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat. |

* I

To the right of Kautsky in international socialism there
are trends such as Sozialistische Monatshefte?® in Germany
(Legien, David, Kolb and many others, including the Scan-
dinavians Stauning and Branting); Jaureés's followers and
Vandervelde in France and Belgium; Turati, Tréves and
other Right-wingers of the Italian Party?3; the Fabians™
and “Independents” (the Independent Labour Party,?5
which, in fact, has always been dependent on the Liberals)
in Britain; and the like, All these gentry, who play a tre-
mendous, very often a predominant role in the parliamenta-
ry work and the press of their parties, repudiate outright
the _dlctatorship of the proletariat and pursue a policy of
- undisguised opportunism. In the eyes of these gentry, the
“dictatorship” of the proletariat “contradicts” democracy!!
There is really no essential distinction between them and
the petty-bourgeois democrats.
~Taking this circumstance into consideration, we are jus-
1;§ﬁed in drawing the conclusion that the Second Interna-
tional, that is, the overwhelming majority of its official
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in this way make their political rule the foundation for
the socialist reorganisation of society, they have actually

preached to the masses the very opposite and have depict-
ed the “conquest of power” in a way that has left thousands

of loopholes for opportunism.
The distortion and hushing up of the question of the

relation of the proletarian revolution to the state could
not but play an immense role at a time when states, which
posses a military apparatus expanded as a consequence of
imperialist rivalry, have become military monsters which
are exterminating millions of people in order to settle the
issue as to whether Britain or Germany—this or that finance

capital—is to rule the world.*

Written in August-September 1917

Collected Works,
Vol. 25, pp. 443-42, 449-b4.
475-91

Published as a pamphlet in 1918
by Zhizn i Znaniye Publishers,

St. Petershurg

* The MS. continues as follows:

Chapter VII
THE EXPERIENCE OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTIONS OF 1905 AND 1917

The subject indicated in the title of this chapter is so vast that
volumes could and should be written about it. In the present pamphlet
we shall have to confine ourselves, naturally, to the most important
lessons provided by experience, those bearing directly upon the tasks
of the proletariat in the revolution with regard to state power. (Here

the manuscript breaks off, —Fd.)

representatives, has completely sunk into opportunism. The |
experience of the Commune has been not only ignored B
but distorted. Far from inculcating in the workers’ mindé
the idea that the time is nearing when they must act to
smash the old state machine, replace it by a new one, and
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The third plea, that the proletariat “will not be able
technically to lay hold of the state apparatus”, 18, perhaps
the most common and most frequent. It deserves mos;;
attention for this reason, and also because it indicates one
of the. most serious and difficult tasks that will confront
the victorlous proletariat. There is no doubt that these
tasl.(s -Wlll be very difficult, but if we, who call ourselves
§oclallst§, indicate this difficulty only to shirk these tasks
In practice the distinction between us and the lackeys of
the bourgeoisie will be reduced to nought. The difficulty
of the tasks of the proletarian revolution should prompt the
proletariat’s supporters to make a closer and more definite
study of the means of carrying out these tasks.

The state apparatus is primarily the standing army, the
police and the bureaucracy. By saying that the prolet’ariat
will not be able technically to lay hold of this apparatus
the writers of Novaya Zhizn"® reveal their utter ignorance:
- and their reluctance to take into account either facts or
the arguments long ago cited in Bolshevik literature

All thp Novaya Zhizn writers regard themselves if.not
as Marxists, then at least as being familiar with M:’:II'XiSHl
as educated socialists. But Marx, basing himself on the ex-
perience of the Paris Commune, taught that the proletariat
cannot simply .lay hold of the ready-made state machine
and use it for its own purposes, that the proletariat must
smash this machine and substitute a new one for it (I deal
Wlt_h t}_us in greater detail in a pamphlet, the first part of
which is now finished and will soon appear under the title
The State and Revolution. The Marzist Theory of the State
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and the Tasks of the Proletariat in the Revolution®).
This new type of state machinery was created by the Paris
Commune, and the Russian Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’
and Peasants’ Deputies are a “state apparatus” of the
same type. 1 have indicated this many times since April 4,
1917; it is dealt with in the resolutions of Bolshevik con-
ferences and also in Bolshevik literature. Novaya Zhizn
could, of course, have expressed its utter disagreement with
Marx and with the Bolsheviks, but for a paper that has
so often, and so haughtily, scolded the Bolsheviks for
their allegedly frivolous attitude to difficult problems to
evade this question completely is tantamount to issuing
itself a certificate of mental poverty. * |

The proletariat cannot “lay hold of” the “state appara-
tus” and “set it in motion”. But it can smash everything
that is oppressive, routine, incorrigibly bourgeois in the
old state apparatus and substitute its own, new apparatus.
The Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies
are exactly this apparatus. |

That Novaya Zhizn has completely forgotten about this
“state apparatus” can be called nothing but monstrous.
Behaving in this way in their theoretical reasoning, the
Novaya Zhizn people are, in essence, doing in the sphere
of political theory what the Cadets are doing in political
practice. Because, if the proletariat and the revolutionary
democrats do not in fact need a new state apparatus, then
the Soviets lose their raison d’étre, lose their right to exist-
ence, and the Kornilovite Cadets are right in trying to

reduce the Soviets to nought!

This monstrous theoretical blunder and political blind-
ness on the part of Novaya Zhizn is all the more mon-.
strous because even the internationalist Mensheviks*? (with
whom Novaya Zhizn formed a bloc during the last City
Council elections in Petrograd) have on this question shown
some proximity to the Bolsheviks. So, in the declaration
of the Soviet majority made by Comrade Martov at the
Democratic -Conference,’® we read:

“... The Soviets of Wbrkers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies,
set up in the first days of the revolution by a mighty burst of creative

* See Collected Works, Vol. 25, pp. 381-492. —Ed.
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enthusiasm that stems from the people themselves, constitute the new
fabric of the revolutionary state that has replaced the outworn state
fabric of the old regime....”

This is a little too flowery: that is to say, rhetoric here
covers up lack of clear political thinking. The Soviets have
not yet replaced the old “fabric”, and this old “fabric”
is not the state fabric of the old regime, but the state fab-
ric of both tsarism and of the bourgeois republic. But at
any rate, Martov here stands head and shoulders above
Novaya Zhizn.
| The Soviets are a new state apparatus which, in the
first place, provides an armed force of workers and peasants:
and this force is not divorced from the people, as was the
old standing army, but is very closely bound up with the
people. From the military point of view this force is in-
compar_ably more powerful than previous forces; from the
r‘eYolutlonary point of view, it cannot be replaced by any-
thing else. Secondly, this apparatus provides a bond with
the people, with the majority of the people, so intimate,
SO II:.ldISSOIUble, so easily verifiable and renewable, that
nothing even remotely like it existed in the previous state
apparatus. Thirdly, this apparatus, by virtue of the fact

that its personnel is elected and subject to recall at the

people’s will without any bureaucratic formalities, is far
more democratic than any previous apparatus. Fourthly,
it provides a close contact with the most varied profes-
sions, thereby facilitating the adoption of the most varied
and most radical reforms without red tape. Fifthly, it pro-
vides an organisational form for the vanguard, i.e., for the
most class-conscious, most energetic and most progressive
section of the oppressed classes, the workers and peasants,
and so constitutes an apparatus by means of which the
vanguard of the oppressed classes can elevate, train, edu-
cate, and lead the entire vast mass of these classes, which
has up to now stood completely outside of political life
and history. Sixthly, it makes it possible to combine the
advqntages of the parliamentary system with those of im-
mediate and direct democracy, i.e., to vest in the people’s
elected representatives both legislative and executive func-
tions. Compared with the bourgeois parliamentary system,
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this is an advance in democracy’s development which is
of world-wide, historic significance.

In 1905, our Soviets existed only in embryo, so to speak,
as they lived altogether only a few weeks. Clearly, under
the conditions of that time, their comprehensive develop-
ment was out of the question. It is still out of the question
in the 1917 revolution, for a few months is an extremely
short period and—this is most important—the Socialist-
Revolutionary and Menshevik leaders have prostituted the
Soviets, have reduced their role to that of a talking shop,
of an accomplice in the compromising policy of the leaders.
The Soviets have been rotting and decaying alive under
the leadership of the Liebers, Dans, Tseretelis and Cher-
novs. The Soviets will be able to develop properly, to dis-
play their potentialities and capabilities to the full only
by taking over full state power; for otherwise they have
nothing to do, otherwise they are either simply embryos
(and to remain an embryo too long is fatal), or playthings.
“Dual power” means paralysis for the Soviets.

If the creative enthusiasm of the revolutionary classes
had not given rise to the Soviets, the proletarian revolu-
tion in Russia would have been a hopeless cause, for the
proletariat could certainly not retain power with the old
state apparatus, and it is impossible to create a new appa-
ratus immediately. The sad history of the prostitution of
the Soviets by the Tseretelis and Chernovs, the history of
the “coalition”, is also the history of the liberation of the
Soviets from petty-bourgeois illusions, of their passage
through the “purgatory” of the practical experience of the
utter abomination and filth of all and sundry bourgeois
coalitions. Let us hope that this “purgatory” has steeled
rather than weakened the Soviets.

WwWritten at the end of
September-October 1 (14), 1917

Published in October 1917 Collected Works,
in the mag.r:ztzine1 grasveshcheniye Vol. 26, pp. 101-04
No. 1- |




From THE REPORT ON THE ACTIVITIES |

OF THE COUNCIL OF PEOPLE’S COMMISSARS, ‘
DELIVERED AT THE THIRD ALL-RUSSIA CONGRESS ey
OF SOVIETS | i

JANUARY 11 (24), 1918

Comrades, on behalf of the Council of People’s Commis-
sars I must submit to you a report of its activities for the
two months and fifteen days that have elapsed since the
establishment of Soviet power and the Soviet Government
in Russia. .

T'wo months and fifteen days—that is only five days -
more than the preceding workers’ power lasted and ruled e
over a whole country, or over the exploiters and the capital- T A
ists, the power of the Paris workers at the time of the | "{:
Paris Commune of 1871. | A

We must first of all remember this workers’ power, we
must cast our minds back and compare it with the Soviet
power that was formed on October 25. And if we compare | Sl
the preceding dictatorship of the proletariat with the pres- R
ent one we shall see at once what a gigantic stride the i ’
international working-class movement has made, and in
what an immeasurably more favourable position Soviet pow-
er in Russia finds itself, notwithstanding the incredibly
complicated conditions of war and economic ruin.

After retaining power for two months and ten days, the
workers of Paris, who for the first time in history estab-
lished the Commune, the embryo of Soviet power, perished
at the hands of the French Cadets, Mensheviks and Right
Socialist-Revolutionaries of a Kaledin type. The French
workers had to pay an unprecedentedly heavy price for the
first experience of workers’ government, the meaning and
purpose of which the overwhelming majority of the peas-
ants in France did not know.

We find ourselves in immeasurably more favourable cir-

i —

Versailles butchers search for traces of gunpowder

KL http://www.dztsg.net/doc



Banner of the 67th Battalion of the Paris Communards

-
—— e e -

K<L http://www.dztsg.net/doc

REPORT AT THE THIRD CONGRESS OF SOVIETS 07

a—

cumstances because the Russian soldiers, workers and peas-
ants were able to create the Soviet Government, an appara-
tus which informed the whole world of their methods of
struggle. It is this that puts the Russian workers and peasants
in a position that differs from the power of the Paris prole-
tariat. They had no apparatus, the country did not under-
stand them: we were immediately able to rely on Soviet
power, and that is why we never doubted that Soviet pow-
er enjoys the sympathy and the warmest and most devoted
support of the overwhelming majority of the people, and
that therefore Soviet power is invincible.

Published in Izvestia TsIK Collected Works,
on January 12 and 13, 1918 Vol. 26, pp. 455-56




type of Soviet power has shown its value since 1t has spread
to Finland, a country that is different in every respect,
where there are no Soviets but where there is, a_Lt any rate,
a new type of power, proletarian power.”® This is, there-
fore, proof of what is theoretically regarded as indispu-
table—that Soviet power is a new type of stale without a
bureaucracy, without police, without a standing army, a
state in which bourgeois democracy has been replaced by
a new democracy, a democracy that brings to 13he f.ore the
vanguard of the working people, gives them legislative and
executive authority, makes them responsible for military
defence and creates state machinery that can re-educate

the masses.

From the REPORT ON THE REVIEW
OF THE PROGRAMME
AND ON CHANGING THE NAME OF THE PARTY,
DELIVERED AT THE EXTRAORDINARY -
SEVENTH CONGRESS OF THE R.C.P.(B.)
MARCH 8, 1918

Following this, our task is to define the Soviet type of
state. 1 have tried to outline theoretical views on this ques-
tion in my book The State and Revolution. It seems to me
that the Marxist view on the state has been distorted in the
highest degree by the official socialism that is dominant
in Western Europe, and that this has been splendidly con-
firmed by the experience of the Soviet revolution and the
establishment of the Soviets in Russia. There is much that
is crude and unfinished in our Soviets, there is no doubt
about that, it is obvious to everyone who examines their
work; but what is important, has historical value and is a
step forward in the world development of socialism, is
that they are a new type of state. The Paris Commune was
a matter of a few weeks, in one city, without the people
being conscious of what they were doing. The Commune
was not understood by those who created it; they estab-
lished the Commune by following the unfailing instinect of
‘the awakened people, and neither of the groups of French
socialists was conscious of what it was doing. Because we :
are standing on the shoulders of the Paris Commune and |
the many years of development of German Social-Democ-

.racy, we have conditions that enable us to see clearly
what we are doing in creating Soviet power. Despite all the
crudity and lack of discipline that exist in the Soviets—
this is a survival of the petty-bourgeois nature of our coun-
try—despite all that the new type of state has been creat-
ed by the masses of the people. It has been functioning for |
months and not weeks, and not in one city, but throughout 2
a tremendous country, populated by several nations. This '

First published in full Collected Works,
in 1923pin the book The Vol. 27, pp. 132-33

Seventh Congress of the Russian
Communist Party. Verbatim Report.
March 6-8, 1918
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From THE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION
AND THE RENEGADE KAUTSKY

HOW KAUTSKY TURNED MARX
INTO A COMMON LIBERAL

The fundamental question that Kautsky discusses in his
pamphlet is that of the very essence of proletarian revolu-
tion, namely, the dictatorship of the proletariat. This is
a question that is of the greatest importance for all coun-
tries, especially for the advanced ones, especially for those
at war, and especially at the present time. One may say
without fear of exaggeration that this is the key problem
ol the entire proletarian class struggle. It is, therefore,
necessary to pay particular attention to it.

Kautsky formulates the question as follows: “The con-
trast between the two socialist trends” (i.e., the Bolshe-
viks and non-Bolsheviks) “is the contrast between two
radically different methods: the dictatorial and the de-
mocratic” (p. 3).

Let us point out, in passing, that when calling the non-
Bolsheviks in Russia, i.e., the Mensheviks and Socialist-
Revolutionaries, socialists, Kautsky was guided by their
name, that is, by a word, and not by the actual place they
occupy in the struggle between the proletariat and the bour-
geoisie. What a wonderful understanding and application
of Marxism! But more of this later.

For the moment we must deal with the main point,
namely, with Kautsky’s great discovery of the “fundamental
contrast” between “democratic and dictatorial methods”.
That is the crux of the matter; that is the essence of Kaut-
sky’s pamphlet. And that is such an awful theoretical mud-
dle, such a complete renunciation of Marxism, that Kaut-
sky, it must be confessed, has far excelled Bernstein.

The question of the dictatorship of the proletariat is a
question of the relation of the proletarian state to the bour-
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geois state, of proletarian democracy to bourgeois democ-
racy. One would think that this is as plain as a pikestall.
But Kautsky, like a schoolmaster who has become as dry
as dust from quoting the same old textbooks on history,
persistently turns his back on the twentieth century and
his face to the eighteenth century, and for the hundre:dth
time, in a number of paragraphs, in an incredibly tedious
fashion chews the old cud over the relation of bourgeois
democracy to absolutism and medievalism!

It sounds just like he were chewing rags in his sleep!

But this means he utterly fails to understand what is
what! One cannot help smiling at Kautsky'’s effort to make
it appear that there are people who preach “contempt
for democracy” (p. 11) and so forth. That is the sort of
twaddle Kautsky uses to befog and confuse the issue, for
he talks like the liberals, speaking of democracy in genera},
and not of bourgeois democracy; he even avoids using this
precise, class term, and, instead, tries to speak about “pre-
socialist” democracy. This windbag devotes almost one-
third of his pamphlet, twenty pages out of sixty-three, to
this twaddle, which is so agreeable to the bourgeoisie, for
it is tantamount to embellishing bourgeois democ_racy, and
obscures the question of the proletarian revolution.

But, after all, the title of Kautsky’s pamphlet is The
Dictatorship of the Proletariat. Everybody knows that this
is the very essence of Marx’s doctrine; and after a lot ?f
irrelevant twaddle Kautsky was obliged to quote Marx's
words on the dictatorship of the proletariat. Rl

But the way in which Kautsky the “Marxist” did it was
simply farcical! Listen to this:

“This view” (which Kautsky dubs “contempt f01r dem10(:‘,-
racy”) “rests upon a single word of Karl Marx’'s.” This

is what Kautsky literally says on page 20. And on page 60

the same thing is repeated even in the form that they (the
Bolsheviks) “opportunely recalled the little word” (that is
literally what he says—des Wortchens!!) “about _the dicta-
torship of the proletariat which Marx once used in 1879 in
a letter”.

Here is Marx’'s “little word”: _

“Between capitalist and communist society lies the
period of the revolutionary transformation of the one into
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pedant, has deliberately ignored.) “... Literally, the w:\,rc)rczlli dleiftéDOI'bll}lp
means the abolition of democracy. But, of course, I‘;a en li Er'aty(i
this word also means the undivided rule of a single person uni*es‘ ric fe
by any laws—an autocracy, which dilfers from despotism only inso ag
as it is not meant as a permanent state institution, but as a transien

emergency measure.

the other. Corresponding to this is also a political transi-
tion period in which the state can be nothing but the
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.” 89

First of all, to call this classical reasoning of Marx'’s,
which sums up the whole of his revolutionary teaching,

“a single word” and even “a little word”, is an insult to
and complete renunciation of Marxism. It must not be for-
gotten that Kautsky knows Marx almost by heart, and,
judging by all he has written, he has in his desk, or in his
head, a number of pigeon-holes in which all that was ever
written by Marx is most carefully filed so as to be ready at
hand for quotation. Kautsky must know that both Marx
and Engels, in their letters as well as in their published
works, repeatedly spoke about the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, before and especially after the Paris Commune.
Kautsky must know that the formula “dictatorship of the
proletariat” is merely a more historically concrete and
scientifically exact formulation of the proletariat’s task
of “smashing” the bourgeois state machine, about which
both Marx and Engels, in summing up the experience of
the Revolution of 1848, and, still more so, of 1871, spoke
for forty years, between 1852 and 1891.

How is this monstrous distortion of Marxism by that
Marxist pedant Kautsky to be explained? As far as the phi-
losophical roots of this phenomenon are concerned, it
amounts to the substitution of eclecticism and sophistry for
dialectics. Kautsky is a past master at this sort of substitu-
tion. Regarded from the point of view of practical politics,
it amounts to subservience to the opportunists, that is,
in the last analysis to the bourgeoisie. Since the outbreak
- of the war, Kautsky has made increasingly rapid progress
in this art of being a Marxist in words and a lackey of the
bourgeoisie in deeds, until he has become a virtuoso at it.

One feels even more convinced of this when examining
the remarkable way in which Kautsky “Interprets” Marx’s
“little word” about the dictatorship of the proletariat. Lis-
ten to this:

“Marx, unfortunately, neglected to show us in greater detail how
he conceived this dictatorship....” (This is an utterly mendacious
phrase of a renegade, for Marx and Engels gave us, indeed, quite
a number of most detailed indications, which Kautsky, the Marxist
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“The term, ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’, hence not the dic-

' ' indivi 88, . 1 to precludes
hip of a single individual, but of a class, ipso facto |
Eﬁtéorgosgibility t}%al; Marx in this connection had in mind a dic-

| <hip in the literal sense of the term. b
tato‘{ltllgzpeaks here not of a form of government, but of a condition

i ' ' letariat has gained
hich must necessarily arise wherever the pro . .

Bollitical power. That Marx in this case did not have in mind a folllﬂm

of government is proved by the fact that he was of the opinion that

in Britain and America the transition might take place peacefully,
i.e., in a democratic way” (p. 20).

have deliberately quoted this argument in full so
th:fethe reader may clearly see the methods Kautsky the
“ stician” employs. :
“Il{e;);isky chose 1?0 gpproach the question in such a way
as to begin with a definition of the “wor dictatorship.
Very well. Everyone has a sacred right to approach' a
question in whatever way he pleases. One must only dis-
tinguish a serious and honest approach from a dlf‘;hOIle]ft
one. Anyone who wants to be serious in approach_m_g t (;
question in this way ought to give his own deﬁn:ztwn 0
the “word”. Then the question would be ‘Pu.t falrly”and
squarely. But Kautsky does not do that. “Literally, he
writes, “the word dictatorship means the abolition of de-
m(i(i'lrat?l)lre' first place, this is not a definition. If Kautsky
wanted to avoid giving a definition pf the concept dictator-
ship, why did he choose this particular approach to the
ey |
qllgzzl(_i)llllcily, it is obviously wrong. It is natural for a ll'b-
eral to speak of “democracy” In gel_lel;?li butla Marxist
will never forget to ask: “for what Cld‘:b? I::veryoue 'knows,
for instance (and Kautsky the “historian” knows it too),
that rebellions, or even strong ferment, among the slz_wcs
in ancient times at once revealed the fact that the ancient
state was essentially a dictatorship of the slaveowners. Did
this dictatorship abolish democracy among, and for, the
slaveowners? Everybody knows that it did not.
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Kautsky the “Marxist” made this monstrously absurd
ai]d untrue statement because he “forgot” the class strug-
gle....

To transform Kautsky's liberal and false assertion into
a Marxist and true one, one must say: dictatorship does
not necessarily mean the abolition of democracy for the
class that exercises the dictatorship over other classes: but
it Eioeg mean the abolition (or very material restriction
which is also a form of abolition) of demeocracy for the clasé
(?iveil which, or against which, the dictatorship is exer-

sed.

_But, however true this assertion may be, it does not
give a definition of dictatorship.

Let us examine Kautsky’s next sentence:

“... But, of course, taken literally, this word also
i L ’ B0, y means the un-
divided rule of a single person unrestricted by any laws....” L

L}ke a blind puppy sniffing at random first in one di-
rection and then in another, Kautsky accidentally stum-
bled upon one true idea (namely, that dictatorship is rule
unrestricted by any laws), nevertheless, he failed to give
a d?ﬁmtlpn of dictatorship, and, moreover, he made an
obvious historical blunder, namely, that dictatorship means
the rule of.a single person. This is even grammatically
Incorrect, since dictatorship may also be exercised by a
handful of persons, or by an oligarchy, or by a class, etc.

_Kautsk}f then goes on to point out the difference between
dlct.atOI'ShIP and despotism, but, although what he says is
obviously incorrect, we shall not dwell upon it, as it is
wholly irrelevant to the question that interests us. Every-
one knows Kautsky’s inclination to turn from the twen-

tieth century to the eighteenth, and from the eighteenth

century to classical antiquity, and we hope that the German
prplet.arlat, after it has attained its dictatorship, will bear
this inclination of his in mind and appoint him, say
teacher of ancient history at some gymnasium. To ,try t(;
evade a dpi;inition of the dictatorship of the proletariat by
philosophising about despotism is either crass stupidity or
very clumsy trickery.

As a result, we find that, having undertaken to discuss
the dictatorship, Kautsky rattled off a great deal of mani-

.t
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fest lies, but has given no definition! Yet, instead of rely-
ing on his mental faculties he could have used his memory
to extract from “pigeon-holes” all those instances in which
Marx speaks of dictatorship. Had he done so, he would
certainly have arrived either at the following definition
or at one in substance coinciding with it:

Dictatorship is rule based directly upon force and un-
restricted by any laws.

The revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat is rule
won and maintained by the use of violence by the prole-
tariat against the bourgeoisie, rule that is unrestricted by
any laws.

This simple truth, a truth that is as plain as a pikestaff
to every class-conscious worker (who represents the people,
and not an upper section of petty-bourgeois scoundrels
who have been bribed by the capitalists, such as are the
social-imperialists of all countries), this truth, which is
obvious to every representative of the exploited classes
fighting for their emancipation, this truth, which is beyond
dispute for every Marxist, has to be “extracted by force”
from the most learned Mr. Kautsky! How is it to be ex-
plained? Simply by that spirit of servility with which the
leaders of the Second International, who have become
contemptible sycophants in the service of the bourgeoisie,
are imbued.

Kautsky first committed a sleight of hand by proclaim-
ing the obvious nonsense that the word dictatorship, in
its literal sense, means the dictatorship of a single person,
and then—on the strength of this sleight of hand—he de-
clared that “hence” Marx’'s words about the dictatorship
of a class were not meant in the literal sense (but in one
in which dictatorship does not imply revolutionary vio-
lence, but the “peaceful” winning of a majority under bour-
geois—mark you— “democracy”).

One must, if you please, distinguish between a “condi-
tion” and a “form of government”. A wonderfully profound
distinction; it is like drawing a distinction between the
“condition” of stupidity of a man who reasons foolishly
and the “form” of his stupidity.

Kautsky finds it necessary to interpret dictatorship as a
“condition of domination” (this is the literal expression
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h!a uses on the very next page, p. 21), because then rewvolu-
izonar;_/ violence, and violent revolution, disappear. The
co‘nd_ltwn of domination” is a condition in which any
majority finds itself under ... “democracy”! Thanks to such

a fl:aud, revolution happily disappears!

The fraud, however, is too crude and will not save Ka-
utsky. One cannot hide the fact that dictatorship presup-
poses and implies a “condition”, one so disagreeable to
renegades, _of revolutionary violence of one class against
another.'l.t 1s patently absurd to draw a distinction between
a “condition” and a “form of government”. To speak of
forms of government in this connection is trebly stupid
for every schoolboy knows that monarchy and republic ar(;
two different forms of government. It must be explained to
Mr. Kautsky that both these forms of government, like all
transitional “forms of government” under capitalism, are

only v::lriations of the bourgeois state, that is, of the dic-
tatorship of the bourgeoisie.

Lastly, to speak of forms of government is not only a

stupid, but also a very crude falsification of Marx, who
was very clearly speaking here of this or that form or type
Ofrstate, and not of forms of government.

I'he proletarian revolution is impossible without the
forcll:rle destruction of the bourgeois state machine and the
subst;‘ltutlon for it of a new one which, in the words of En-
gelBs, is“no lfmlllger a state in the proper sense of the word”. 8!

ecause ol his renegade position,
to befog and belie a%l thiI;. e

Ij‘gok what wretched subterfuges he uses.

N hI:SI; subterfuge. “...That Marx in this case did not have

in mind a form of government is proved by the fact that he
was of };lie opinion that in Britain and America the transi-
tion nght take place peacefully, i.e., in a democratic
way.

‘r_l_‘he. form of government has absolutely nothing to do
with it, I.or.there are monarchies which are not tybpical of
th.e bourgeois state, such, for instance, as have no military
ch_que, and there are republics which are quite typical in
this respect, such, for instance, as have a military clique
and a bureaucracy. This is a universally known historical
and political fact, and Kautsky cannot falsify it.
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If Kautsky had wanted to argue in a serious and honest
manner he would have asked himself: Are there historical
Jaws relating to revolution which know of no exception?
And the reply would have been: No, there are no such laws.
Such laws only apply to the typical, to what Marx once
termed the <“ideal”, meaning average, normal, typical
capitalism. -~

Further, was there in the seventies anything which made
England and America exceptional in regard to what we are
now discussing? It will be obvious to anyone at all familiar
with the requirements of science in regard to the problems
of history that this question must be put. To fail to put
it is tantamount to falsifying science, to engaging in
sophistry. And, the question having been put, there can be
no doubt as to the reply: the revolutionary dictatorship
of the proletariat is violence against the bourgeoisie; and
the necessity of such violence is particularly called for,
as Marx and Engels have repeatedly explained in detail
(especially in The Civil War in France and in the preface
to it), by the existence of militarism and a bureaucracy.
But it is precisely these institutions that were non-exisi-
ent in Britain and America in the seventies, when Marx
made his observations (they do exist in Britain and in Amer-
ica now)! |

Kautsky has to resort to trickery literally at every step
to cover up his apostasy!

And note how he inadvertently betrayed his cloven hoof
when he wrote: “peacefully, i.e., in a democratic way”!!

In defining dictatorship, Kautsky tried his utmost to
conceal from the reader the fundamental feature of this
concept, namely, revolutionary violence. But now the truth
is out: it is a question of the contrast between peaceful
and wviolent revolutions.

That is the crux of the matter. Kautsky has to resort to
all these subterfuges, sophistries and falsifications only to
excuse himself from violent revolution, and to conceal his
renunciation of it, his desertion to the side of the ‘liberal
labour policy, i.e., to the side of the bourgeoisie. That is
the crux of the matter.

Kautsky the “historian” so shamelessly falsifies history
that he “forgets” the fundamental fact that pre-monopoly
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capitalism—which actually reached its zenith in the seven-
ties—was by virtue of its fundamental economic traits,
which found most typical expression in Britain and in
America, distinguished by a, relatively speaking, maximum
fondness for peace and freedom. Imperialism, on the other
hand, i.e., monopoly capitalism, which finally matured
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' ) ' hole of
o to seize the bank, which belonged to tpe W
lelrgancz,“ did he not proceed from the principles and

ractice of “pure democragy”? _ i
! In actual fact, it is obvious that Kautsky 1s wriling 1n

a country where the police forbid to laugh “in crowds”,

' ' by ridicule.
therwise Kautsky would have been killed by ,
: r]IL?hird]y, I would respectfully remind Mr. Kautsky, who
has Marx and Engels off pat, of the following a'ppralsal‘ of
the Paris Commune given by Engels from the point of view

of ... “pure democracy”: : g ¥
“Hage these gentlemen” (the anti-authoritarians) “ever

2 revolution? A revolution is certainly the most au-
i?ﬁﬂ'itarian thing there 1is; it is: an act whereby one part of
the population imposes its will upon the other by }Ill}ef};llllls
of rifles, bayonets and cannon_—all. of which are highly
authoritarian means. And the victorious party must maln-
tain its rule by means of the terror 'Whl(}h its arms inspire
in the reactionaries. Would the Paris Commune have last-
ed more than a day if it had not qsgd the authority of t{lle
armed people against the bourgeoisie? Cannot we, qfn ;cli
contrary, blame it for having made too little use ol tha

UL
auglé)rre 13; your “pure democracy”! How Enge_ls would havs
ridiculed the vulgar petty bourgeois, the “Social-Democrat
(in the French sense of the forties and the general Euro-
pean sense of 1914-18), who took it into his head t'O talk
about “pure democracy” 1in a class:dw1ded society! :
But that’s enough. It is impossible to enumerate a

only in the twentieth century, is, by virtue of its funda-
mental economic traits, distinguished by a minimum fond-
ness for peace and freedom, and by a maximum and univer-
sal development of militarism. To “fail to notice” this in
discussing the extent to which a peaceful or violent revolu-
tion is typical or probable is to stoop to the level of a most
ordinary lackey of the bourgeoisie.

Second subterfuge. The Paris Commune was a dictator-
ship of the proletariat, but it was elected by universal
suffrage, i.e., without depriving the bourgeoisie of the
franchise, i.e., “democratically”. And Kautsky says trium-
phantly: “...The dictatorship of the proletariat was for
Marx” (or: according to Marx) “a condition which neces-
sarily follows from pure democracy, if the proletariat
forms the majority” (bei iiberwiegendem Proletariat, |
. .21 ) |

This argument of Kautsky’s is so amusing that one tru-
ly suffers from a veritable embarras de richesses (an embar-
rassment due to the wealth ... of objections that can be made
to it). Firstly, it is well known that the flower, the General
Staff, the upper sections of the bourgeoisie, had fled from b4
Paris to Versailles. In Versailles there was the “socialist”

Louis Blanc—which, by the way, proves the falsity of

Kautsky'’s assertion that “all trends” of socialism took part

‘in the Paris Commune. Is it not ridiculous to represent
the division of the inhabitants of Paris into two belligerent
camps, one of which embraced the entire militant and po-
litically active section of the bourgeoisie, as “pure de-
mocracy” with “universal suffrage”?

Secondly, the Paris Commune waged war against Ver-
sailles as the workers’ government of France against the
bourgeois government. What have “pure democracy” and
“universal suffrage” to do with it, when Paris was decid-
ing the fate of France? When Marx expressed the opinion
that the Paris Commune had committed a mistake in fail-
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Kautsky's various absfurdities, since every phrase he utters
' mless pit of apostasy. _

j ﬁaﬁgtgﬁld Engfljls anal;?sed the 'Paris (;ommgnta_ in a most
detailed manner and showed that its merit lay in 1is attegq;&
to smash, to break up the “ready-made state machinery”.
Marx and Engels considered this conclusion to be so 1mpor-
tant that this was the only amendment they introduced 1n
1872 into the “obsolete” (in parts) programme of the Cﬁ)m-
munist Manifesto.®® Marx and Engels showed that the Par-
is Commune had abolished the army and the bgreaucracy,
had abolished parliamentarism, had destroyed “that para-
sitic excrescence, the state”, etc. But the sage Kautsky,

donning his nightcap, repeats the fairy-tale about “pure
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democracy”, which has been told a thousand times by
liberal professors.

No wonder Rosa Luxemburg declared, on August 4, 1914,
that German Social-Democracy was a stinking corpse.

Third subterfuge. “When we speak of the dictatorship
as a form of government we cannot speak of the dictatorship
of a class, since a class, as we have already pointed out,
can only rule but not govern....” It is “organisations” or
“parties” that govern.

That is a muddle, a disgusting muddle, Mr. “Muddle-
headed Counsellor”! Dictatorship is not a “form of govern-
ment”; that is ridiculous nonsense. And Marx does not
speak of the “form of government” but of the form or type
of state. That is something altogether different, entirely
different. It is altogether wrong, too, to say that a class
cannot govern: such an absurdity could only have been
uttered by a “parliamentary cretin”, who sees nothing but
bourgeois parliaments and notices nothing but “ruling par-
ties”. Any Kuropean country will provide Kautsky with
examples of government by a ruling class, for instance,
by the landowners in the Middle Ages, in spite of their
insufficient organisation.

To sum up: Kautsky has in a most unparalleled manner
distorted the concept dictatorship of the proletariat, and
has turned Marx into a common liberal; that is, he himself
has sunk to the level of a liberal who utters banal phrases
about “pure democracy”, embellishing and glossing over
the class content of bourgeois democracy, and shrinking,
above all, from the use of revolutionary violence by the op-
pressed class. By so “interpreting” the concept “revolu-
tionary dictatorship of the proletariat” as to expunge the
revolutionary violence of the oppressed class against its
oppressors, Kautsky has beaten the world record in the lib-
eral distortion of Marx. The renegade Bernstein has proved
to be a mere puppy compared with the renegade Kautsky.

Written October-not later than
November 10, 1918

Published in
pamphlet form in 1918 by Kom-
munist Publishers, Moscow

Collected Worhs,
Vol. 28, pp. 231-42
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From the LETTER TO THE WORKERS OF EUROPE
AND AMERICA

“Soviet power” is the second historical step, or stage,
in the development of the proletarian dl(':ta'tOI‘Shlp. The
first step was the Paris Commune. The brilliant analysis
of its nature and significance given by Marx in his 7he
Civil War in France showed that the Commune had created
a new type of state, a proletarian state. E_very state, 111(;11.1(1-
ing the most democratic republic, is nothing but a machine
for the suppression of one class by another. The proletar-
ian state is a machine for the suppression of the bourgeoi-
sie by the proletariat. Such suppression is necessary because
of the furious, desperate resistance pul up b_y_ the land-
owners and capitalists, by the entire bourgeoisie and _all
their hangers-on, by all the exploiters, who stop at nothing
when their overthrow, when the expropriation of the ex-

propriators, begins..

- Written January 21, 1919

' ] d Works
Published in Pravda No. 16 ?Colle_cte RS,
and Jzvestia VTsIK No. 16, Vol. 28, pp. 431-32

January 24, 1919




From the THESES AND REPORT ON BOURGEOIS
DEMOCRACY AND THE DICTATORSHIP |
OF THE PROLETARIAT,
DELIVERED AT THE FIRST CONGRESS
OF THE COMMUNIST INTERNATIONAL
MARCH 4, 1919

e — '_‘_. - -

0. The Paris Commune—to which all who parade as so- |
cialists pay lip service, for they know that the workers |
ardently and sincerely sympathise with the Commune—
showed very clearly the historically conventional nature and
limited value of the bourgeois parliamentary system and
bourgeois democracy—institutions which, though highly pro-
gressive compared with medieval times, inevitably require
a radical alteration in the era of proletarian revolution.
It was Marx who best appraised the historical significance of
the Commune. In his analysis, he revealed the exploiting
nature of bourgeois democracy and the bourgeois parliamen-
tary system under which the oppressed classes enjoy the
right to decide once in several years which representative
of the propertied classes shall “represent and suppress”
(ver- und zertreten) the people in parliament.8® And it is now,
when Soviet movement is embracing the entire world and
continuing the work of the Commune for all to see, that the
traitors to socialism are forgetting the concrete experience
and concrete lessons of the Paris Commune and repeating
the old bourgeois rubbish about “democracy in general”.
The Commune was not a parliamentary institution.

6. The significance of the Commune, furthermore, lies J
in the fact that it endeavoured to crush, to smash to its
very foundations, the bourgeois state apparatus, the bu-
reaucratic, judicial, military and police machine, and to
replace it by a self-governing, mass workers’ organisation
in which there was no division between legislative and
executive power. All contemporary bourgeois-democratic
republics, including the German republic, which the traitors

The shadow of Thiers (a carléon)
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0. The Paris Commune—to which all who parade as so-
cialists pay lip service, for they know that the workers |
ardently and sincerely sympathise with the Commune— |
showed very clearly the historically conventional nature and |
limited value of the bourgeois parliamentary system and
bourgeois democracy—institutions which, though highly pro-
gressive compared with medieval times, inevitably require
a radical alteration in the era of proletarian revolution.
It was Marx who best appraised the historical significance of
the Commune. In his analysis, he revealed the exploiting
nature of bourgeois democracy and the bourgeois parliamen-
tary system under which the oppressed classes enjoy the
right to decide once in several years which representative
of the propertied classes shall “represent and suppress”
(ver- und zertreten) the people in parliament.®® And it is now,
when Soviet movement is embracing the entire world and
continuing the work of the Commune for all to see, that the

- traitors to socialism are forgetting the concrete experience | | =T
and concrete lessons of the Paris Commune and repeating 0 : N i R
the old bourgeois rubbish about “democracy in general”. | " |
The Commune was not a parliamentary institution.

6. The significance of the Commune, furthermore, lies
in the fact that it endeavoured to crush, to smash to its
very foundations, the bourgeois state apparatus, the bu-
reaucratic, judicial, military and police machine, and to
replace it by a self-governing, mass workers’ organisation
in which there was no division between legislative and
executive power. All contemporary bourgeois-democratic
republics, including the German republic, which the traitors

The shadow of Thiers (a cartoon)
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to socialism, in mockery of the truth, describe as a
proletarian republic, retain this state apparatus. We there-
fore again get quite clear confirmation of the point that
shouting in defence of “democracy in general” is actually
defence of the bourgeoisie and their privileges as
exploiters.

19. Only the Soviet organisation of the state can really
effect the immediate break-up and total destruction of
the old, i.e., bourgeois, bureaucratic and judicial machin-
ery, which has been, and has inevitably had to be, retained
under capitalism even in the most democratic republics,
and which is, in actual fact, the greatest obstacle to the
practical implementation of democracy for the workers and
working people generally. The Paris Commune took the
first epoch-making step along this path. The Soviet system

has taken the second.

Collected Works,

Published in Pravda No. 51
Vol. 28, pp. 459, 466

and Izvestia VTsIK No. 51,
March 6, 1919




APPENDIX:

THE PARIS COMMUNE AND THE TASKS
OF THE DEMOCRATIC DICTATORSHIP

Iskra’s position on the question whether it is permis-
sible for Social-Democrats to participate in the Provisional
Government is now extremely confused. It appears, even
according to the followers of Martynov, that, given favour-
able conditions, there may be such a scale of the revolu-
tion which will serve as the immediate preface to a grand
social upheaval, but the Party itself, its will, its work and
its plans, will seem to have nothing at all to do with this.
“Rely on God, but be up to the mark yourself”, says a
proverb, the object of which is to render religious fatalism
harmless. We shall say: “Rely on circumstances, on the his-
toric process, but be up to the mark yourself.” Otherwise
you will be a fatalist Economist and not a Social-Democrat-
ic revolutionary. I read in the resolution of the Menshe-
vik conference: “Only in one case should Social-Democracy
on 1its own initiative direct its efforts at taking power
in its hands and retaining it as long as possible: namely,
in the case when the revolution spreads to the advanced
countries of Western Europe, in which the conditions for
putting socialism into practice have already reached a def-
inite maturity.” First of all, one cannot help asking one-
seli: can one direct one’s efforts at something not on one's
own initiative? And secondly, what if the sentence is turned
about as follows: “Only in one case will the revolution
in Russia spread to advanced countries of Western Europe,
namely, if the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party
succeeds in seizing power and retaining it in its hands for

a long time....” If suppositions are to be made, then why
not that one? Maximum energy is never a hindrance. By
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the way, nobody is even talking about the seizure 0]:_:T power
by the party; it is a question only of participation—as
far as possible leading participation—in _the revolut_lon
at the time when power is in its hands (if such a time
comes), and when efforts are made to snatch that power
from 1it. o

In connection with the possibility and permissibility of
such a democratic dictatorship of the proletariat, it is of
interest to collect some historical information on the Paris

Commune, which was a revolutionary power and qgrned

out revolutiori from above as well as from below.
-—Was The Commune a dictatorship of the proletar}at?

Engels’s Introduction to the third edition of Marx's The
Civil War in France ends with the words: “Of_late, 1:,he
Social-Democratic philistine has once more _been filled with
wholesome terror at the words: Dictatorship of the Prole-
tariat. Well and good, gentlemen, do you want to know
what this dictatorship looks like? Look at the Palzls (;J,om-
mune. That was the Dictatorship of the Proletaylat.

But there are various dictatorships. Pel_:'haps it was a
true, pure dictatorship of the proletariat in the sense of
the pure Social-Democratic composition of its membership
and the character of its practical tasks? By no means! The

_class-conscious proletariat (and only more or less class-

nserous—at-thit), 1.e., the members of the International,
were in the minority; the majority consisted of representa-
tives of petty-bourgeois democracy. One of tl{e latest re-
searchers (Gustav Jaeckh) says so quite unequivocally. In
the Central Committee of the National Guard, for example,
there were 35 members and only two socialists (i.e., mem-
bers of the International), but, on the oth?r hanq, they
(Varlin and Avoine) carried enormous weight with all
their colleagues in power. Lissagaray wrote about that
same committee: “Who were these men? .The agitators,
the revolutionists of La Corderie, the socialists? No, there

was not a known name amongst them. All those electeg
were men of the middle classes, shopkeepers, employees....

o ———r — 4

And yet Varlin and Avoine participated in that committee.
Later, Pindy, Ostyn and Jourde also entered the commaittee.

The New York Arbeiter Zeitung, the organ of the Interna-
tional, wrote on July 18, 1874: “The International did not

B'

o
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therefore make the Commune and was not identical with it,
but the members of the International made the programme
of the Commune their own in order to extend it beyond
itself, and they were at the same time the most zealous
and faithful defenders of the Commune, because they had
realised its importance for the working class.”

The General Council, which was headed, as we know,
by Marx, approved those tactics of the Paris Federation
of the International. Its Manifesto said: “Wherever and in
whatever form the class struggle is waged, the members
of our association must be in its front ranks.” But our pre-
decessors, the members of the International, had no desire
to merge with the Commune, they always defended their
own special, purely proletarian party organisation. Jaeckh

writes: “The Federal Council of the International was

obliged very early to ensure itself constant influence on the
development of important questions by plenipotentiaries

with the authorities, first in the Central Committee -and
then in the Paris Commune.” A splendid proof of the se-

clusion ¢f the proletarian organisation at that time, with,
however, participation of its members in the government,
is provided by the text of the following invitation: “Next
Saturday, May 20, at one o’clock sharp, there will be an
extraordinary sitting of the Federal Council of the Interna-
tional Working Men’s Association. Members of the Com-
mune belonging to the International are invited to attend.
They will be required to give an account of the position
they have adopted in the Commune and of the cause and
essence of the disagreements that have arisen within it.
Admission to the sitting by membership card.” Here is
another interesting document-—a decision taken by the above-
mentioned extraordinary sitting: “The International Work-
ing Men’s Association adopted the following decisions at
its extraordinary sitting on May 20: ‘Having heard co-mem-
bers who are also members of the Commune, the meeting
recognised that their conduct was completely loyal and
invited them to defend the interests of the working class
and to strive to maintain the unity of the Commune so
necessary for winning the struggle against the Versailles
government. It approved their having demanded publicity
for the sittings of the Commune and modification of Para-
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graph 3 of its Manifesto establishing the Committee of
Public Safety, which makes it impossible to exercise con-
trol over the activity of the executive authority, that is,
the Committee of Public Safety.’”

The meeting was attended by six members of the Com-
mune, and three sent their apologies. On March 19, Lis-
sagaray counted 25 representatives of the working class in
the Commune, but they did not all belong to the Interna-
tional:; even then the petty bourgeoisie was in the majority.

This is not the place to relate the history of the Com-
mune and the role played in it by members of the Inter-
national. We shall merely say that Duval sat on the Exec-
utive Committee; Varlin, Jourde and Beslay on the Fi-
nance Committee, and Duval and Pindy on the Military
Committee: Assi and Chalain were on the Committee of
Public Safety; Malon, Frankel, Theisz, Dupont and Av-
rial on the Labour Committee. At the new elections on Ap-
ril 16, some more members of the International, including
Marx's son-in-law, Longuet, were elected; but the Commune
also included some of its declared enemies, such as Vési-
nier. Towards the end of the Commune, finance was ad-
ministered by two highly talented members of the Inter-
national, Jourde and Varlin.

Trade and labour were directed by Frankel; the posts
and telegraph, the Mint and direct taxation were adminis-
tered by socialists. But still, most of the highly important
ministries were, as Jaeckh notes, in the hands of the pefty
bourgeoisie.

Hence there is no doubt that, when Engels called the
Commune a dictatorship of the proletariat, he had in mind
only the participation, and ideologically leading pgrtici—
pation at that, of representatives-of the proletariat in the
revolutionary government of Paris.

But perhaps the immediate aim of the Commune was all
the same a complete social revolution? We cannot harbour
such illusions. o .

Indeed, the General Council’s famous Manifesto, written
beyond doubt by Marx, says: “The Commune was there-
fore to serve as a lever for uprooting the economic founda-
tions upon which rests the existence of classes, and there-
fore of class rule.” But it continues: “The working class
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did not expect miracles from the Commune. They have no
ready-made utopias to introduce par décret du peuple. They
know that in order to work out their own emancipatioh
and along with it that higher form to which present socie-
ty 1s irresistibly tending by its own economical agencies,

they will have to pass through long struggles, through a

series of historic processes, transforming circumstances and
men. They have no ideals to realise, but to set free the ele-
ments of the new society with which old collapsing bour-

4 sﬂegis‘ society itself is pregnant.” All the measures, all the

ial le%islaﬂ.op adopted by the Commune, were praetical
and not Rut0pia£} the Commune was carrying out what we
now call the fiinimum programme of socialism. In order
to recall what the Commiine actually did 1o that direction,
we shall quote another passage from the same Introduction
by Engels: |

“On March 26 the Paris Commune was elected and on
Mar_ch 28 it was proclaimed. The Central Committee of the
National Guard, which up to then had carried on the gov-
ernment, handed in its resignation to the Commune after
it had'first decreed the abolition of the scandalous Paris
'‘Morality._Poliee’. On March 30 the Commune abolished
conscription and the standing army, and declared the sole
armed force to be_the National Guard, in which all citi-
zens capable of bearing arms were to be enrolled. It remit-
ted all payments of rent for dwelling houses from October
1870 until April, the amounts already paid to be booked
as future rent payments, and stopped all sales of articles
pledged in the municipal loan office. On the same day the
foreigners elected to the Commune were confirmed in of-
fice, because ‘the flag of the-Commune—is-the flag of the
World Republic’. On April 1 it was decided that the high-
est salary to be received by any employee of the Commune,
and therefore also by its members themselves, was not to
exceed 6,000 francs. On the following day the Commune
decreed the separation of the church from the state, and
the abolition of all state payments for religious purposes
as well as the transformation of all church property into
national property; as a result of which, on April 8 the ex-
clusion from the schools of all religious symbols, .pictures,
dogmas, prayers—in a word, ‘of all that belongs to the
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sphere of the individual's conscience’—was ordered and
sradually put into effect. On the 5th, in reply to the shoot-
ing, day after day, of captured Commune fighters by the
Versailles troops, a decree was issued for the imprisonment
of hostages, but it was never carried into execution. On
the 6th the guillotine was brought out by the 137th Battal-
ion of the National Guard, and publicly burnt, amid great
popular rejoicing. On the 12th the Commune decided that
the Victory Column on the Place Vendime, which had been
cast from captured guns by Napoleon after the war of 1309,
should be demolished as a symbol of chauvinism and in-
citement to national hatred. This was carried out on May
16. On April 16 it ordered a statistical tabulation of fac-
tories which had been closed down by the manuiacturers,
and the working out of plans for the operation of thesec
factories by the workers formerly employed in them, who
were to be organised in co-operative societies, and also
plans for the organisation of these co-operatives in one
great union. On the 20th it abolished night work for bakers,
and also the employment offices, which since the Second
Empire had been run as a monopoly by creatures appointed
by the police—labour exploiters of the first rank; these
offices were transferred to the mayoralties of the twenty
arrondissements of Paris. On April 30 it ordered the closing
of the pawnshops, on the ground that they were a private
exploitation of the workers and were in contradiction with
the right of the workers to their instruments of labour and

to credit. On May 5 it ordered the razing of the Chapel of

Atonement, which had been built in expiation of the exec-

ution of Louis XVI.”
We know that, partly because of the mistakes it made
and its excessive nobleness, the Commune did not succeed

. e ——— -
“in overcoming —reéaction, and the Communards perished.

Well, did they disgrace or compromise the cause of the
proletariat, as Martynov croakingly affirms of the possible
future revolutionary government in Russia? Apparently not,
for Marx wrote about the Commune:

«“Workingmen's Paris, with its Commune, will be for
ever celebrated as the glorious harbinger of a new society.
[ts martyrs are enshrined in the great heart of the working
class. Its exterminators history has already nailed to that




190 V. I. LENIN

eternal pillory from which all the prayers of their priests
will not avail to redeem them.”

Our small historic reference seems to us not uninstructive.
, It teaches us first of all that the participation of represent-
atives of the socialist proletariat with the petty bourgeoi-
sie In a revolutionary government is in principle entirely
permissible, and in certain conditions a direct obligation.
It shows us further that the real task which the Commune
had to carry out was above all to put into effect a demo-
cratic, and not a socialist dictatorship, to carry out our

minimum prograiime. Finally it reminds us that when we

draw lessons for ourselves from the Paris Commune, we
must imitate not its mistakes (it did not capture the Bank
of France, did not undertake an offensive on Versailles,
did not have a clear programme, etc.), but its practically

successful steps, which chart out the correct road. What

L R T E ]

we must do is not take over the ‘word “commune” from the
great fighters of 1871, not blindly repeat each of their slo-
gans, but must clearly mark out our programme and prac-
tical slogans corresponding to the state of affairs in Russia
and formulated-in the words: fevolutionary democratic dic-
tatorship of the proletariat and peasantry.

Published in Proletary No. 8,
July 17(4), 1905

NOTES

1 Volume 41 of Lenin’s Collected Works includes “Three Outlines

for a Report on the Paris Commune”. Lenin delivered the report,
al a meeting of Social-Democrats in Geneva on March 22, 1904.
We give here the first of these outlines. p. 5

A reference to the June 1848 insurrection, one of the greatest class
battles of the French proletariat in the 19th century. p. 9

In his Introduction to Marx’s The Civil War in France, Engels
analysed the situation in France after the June 1848 insurrection,
saying: “If the proletariat was not yet able to rule France, the
bourgeoisie could no longer do so” (Marx and Engels, Selected
Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 475), p. O

I1.4.A. (Internationale Arbeiter Assoziation)—the International
Working Men’s Association (First International)—the first inter-
national mass organisation of the proletariat set up at an interna-
tional workers’ meeting in London, called by British and French
workers in 1864. The establishment of the First International was
the result of long and persistent efforts by Marx and Engels to
organise a working-class revolutionary party. Karl Marx was the
organiser and leader of the First International and wrote its Inaug-
ural Address, Rules and other programme and tactical documents.

- The International Working Men’s Association existed until 1876.

p. o

The 1862 London exposition—a world industrial exhibition at
which a delegation of French workers met British workers. p. 9

Proudhonism—an anti-Marxist trend in petty-bourgeois socialism,
so called after its ideologist, the French anarchist Pierre J oseph
Proudhon. Proudhon criticised big capitalist property from the
petty-bourgeois position and dreamed of perpetuating small prop-
erty ownership; he proposed the foundation of “people’s” and
“exchange” banks, with the aid of which the workers would allegedly
be able to acquire the means of production, become handicrafts-
men, and ensure the “just” marketing of their wares. Proudhon
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11
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13

did not understand the historic role of the proletariat and rejected
the class struggle, the proletarian revolution, and the dictatorship
of the proletariat; as an anarchist, he dénied the necessity for the
state. Marx and Engels struggled persistently against the Proud-
honists’ efforts to impose their views on the First International.

Proudhonism was subjected to a ruthless criticism, as an unscien-
tific and reactionary trend, in Marx’s The Poverty of Philosophy.

Answer to the “Philosophy of Poverty” by M. Proudhon, 1847,
and his other works. The Proudhonists constituted a minority in
the Paris Commune. p. 9

Blanquism—a trend in the French socialist movement led by the
prominent revolutionary and exponent of French utopian commu-
nism, Louis Auguste Blanqui (1805-1881). The Blanquists expect-
ed “that mankind will be emancipated from wage-slavery, not
by the proletarian class struggle, but through a conspiracy hatched
by a small minority of intellectuals” (V. I. Lenin, Collected
Works, Vol. 10, p. 392). In substituting the actions of a secret

group of conspirators for the activity of a revolutionary party, -

the Blanquists lost sight of the real conditions necessary for a
victorious uprising and ignored contacts with the people. They
constituted a majority in the Paris Commune. p. O

A reference to Louis Bonaparte and his supporters. S p. D

Lenin refers to the war of 1866 between Austria and Prussia,
which ended in Prussia’s victory. This secured Prussia’s leading
role among the German kingdoms and principalities in the unifi-
cation of Germany. p. 9

La débicle (1892)— Emile Zola’s novel describing the Franco-
Prussian War. p. 6

The manifesto issued by the Central Committee of the Social-
Democratic Workers’ Party of Germany on September 5, 1870,
said: “We protest against the annexation of Alsace and Lorraine....
We shall faithfully stand by our fellow-workmen in all countries
for the common international cause of the Proletariat!” (Marx
and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962,
p. 496.) p. 6

Lenin is quoting from the “Second Address of the General Council
of the International Working Men’s Association on the Franco-
Prussian War”, written by Marx (see Marx and Engels, Selecied
Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 497). p. 6

Lenin reiers to the following passage in Marx’s “Address of the
General Council of the International Working Men’s Association
on the Civil War in France, 1871”: “The infamous impostors re-
solved upon curing the heroic folly of Paris by a regimen of famine
and broken heads, and to dupe her in the meanwhile by ranting
manifestoes, holding forth that Trochu, ‘the governor of Paris,
will never capitulate’, and Jules Favre, the foreign minister, will
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‘not cede an inch of our territory, nor a stone of our fortresses’.
In a letter to Gambetta, that very same Jules Favre avows that
what they were ‘defending’ against were not the Prussian soldiers,
but the working men of Paris” (Marx and Engels, Selected Works
in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 000). p. 7

Alphonse Simon Guiod, commander of the Paris army artillery,
wrote to artillery division General Susane that he could take his
protégé on his staff, where he would be bored by inaction, or could
<end him to Mont Valérien, where only a pretence of firing was
made. This letter, published by the Commune in No. 115 of Journal
Officiel de la République Frangaise (Official Journal of the French
Republic) on April 25, 1871, showed that the Government _ot
National Defence merely pretended that it was defending Pal‘lﬁi
p.

In 1870, the Government of National Defence passed the death
centence on Louis Auguste Blanqui; it was later commuted to

imprisonment for life. p. 7

A reference to Leo Frankel, a Hungarian revolutionary émigré,
who was a member of the Paris Commune and its Minister for

Labour, Industry and Commerce. p. 9

“Plan of a Lecture on the Commune”—an outline of Lenin’s lec-
ture on the Paris Commune delivered in Geneva on March 5 (18),
1905, for the Russian colony of political emigrants. p. 11

See Note 3. p. 11

Here and further, Lenin refers to the German .edition of Ka_rl
Marx’s pamphlet The Civil War in France, which appeared in
Berlin in 1891, p. 11

Sedan—a city in France, where the French Army, under the com-
mand of MacMahon, was routed by the Prussians on September
1-2. 1870, during the Franco-Prussian War. More than 100,000

French soldiers, together with their Emperor Napoleon I1I, were
taken prisoner. p. 11

The Legitimists—adherents of the “legitimate” Bourbon dynasty
representing the interests of the big landed nobility, which was

overthrown in 1830. .
The Orleanists—supporters of the Orleans dynasty, which

relied on the finance aristocracy and the big bourgeoisie. It came
to power in 1330. p. 11

Ienin draws a comparison between the executioners of the Paris
Commune of 1871 and the executioners of the first Russian revo-

lution of 1905. p- 12
The article “The Paris Commune and the Tasks of the Democratic

Dictatorship” was published in Proletary No. 8, July 17 (4), 1905.
Its anthor is not known. It was edited by Lenin, who changed the
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25
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28

29
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32

title, made a number of amendments in the wording, and wrote
the conclusion. See Appendix.

This refers to the armed uprising of the Moscow workers against
the autocracy in December 1905, which was brutally suppressed.
p. 15

Lenin has in mind the “Second Address of the General Council
of the International Working Men’s Association on the Franeco-
Prussian War”, written by Marx (see Marx and Engels, Selected
Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 491-98). p. 15

The Man in a Muffler—a character from Chekhov’s story of the
same title, personifying the narrow-minded philistine afraid of

all innovation and initiative. p. 17
A cowardly philistine in a tale by M. Y. Saltykov-Shchedrin.
p. 17

A reference to Karl Marx’s The Civil War in France (see Marx

and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow,
1962, pp. 473-545). p. 18

Cadets—members of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, the
leading party of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie in Russia,
set up in October 1905. To hoodwink the working people, the
Cadets hypocritically called themselves “the party of people’s
freedom”, although actually they did not go beyond the demand
for a constitutional monarchy. After the bourgeois-democratic
revolution of February 1917, they held leading posts in the bour-
geols Provisional Government, pursuing a counter-revolutionary
policy opposed to the interests of the people. After the victory
of the October Socialist Revolution, the Cadets became irrecon-
cilable enemies of Soviet power and participated in all armed
counter-revolutionary acts and campaigns of the interventionists.

| p. 18

See Marx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965,
p. 264. p. 19

The article “Lessons of the Commune” is the verbatim report of
a speech made by Lenin at the international meeting in Geneva
on March 18, 1908. The editors of Zagranichnaya Gazeta (Foreign
Gazette), in which the article was published, introduced it with
the following note: “An international meeting was held in Ge-
neva on March 18 to commemorate three proletarian anniversa-
ries: the twenty-fifth anniversary of the death of Marx, the six-
tieth anniversary of the March revolution of 1848, and the anni-
versary of the Paris Commune. Comrade Lenin, on behalf of the
R.S.D.L.P., spoke at the meeting on the significance of the Com-
mune.” p. 20

See Karl Marx, “Second Address of the General Council of the
International Working Men’s Association on the Franco-Prussian

p. 14
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42

War” (Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
Moscow, 19362, p. 497). p. 20

Lenin refers to the Manifesto of October 17, 1905, in which the
tsar, frightened by the growth of the revolutionary movement,
promised the people “civil liberties” and a “legislative” Duma.
This was a political manoeuvre on the part of the autocracy, aimed
at gaining time, splitting the revolutionary forces, foiling the
strike, and crushing the revolution. p. 22

Sotsial-Demokrat—an illegal newspaper, Central Organ of the
R.S.D.L.P., published from February 1908 to January 1917. No. 1
was published in Russia and subsequent issues appeared abroad:
Nos. 2-32 (February 1909-December 1913) in Paris, Nos. 33-58
(November 1%14-January 1917) in Geneva. In all there were 58
issues. From December 1911 the paper was edited by Lenin. More
than 80 articles and short items by Lenin were carried in it. p. 33

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

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

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

1962, p. 522). p. 38

Lenin has in mind the “Second Address of the General Council
of the International Working Men’s Association on the Franco-
Prussian War. To the Members of the International Working
Men’s Association in Europe and the United States”, written by
Marx in London between September 6 and 9, 1370. p. 41

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

Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
Moscow, 1962, p. 22. p. 42

Die Neue Zeit (New Times)-—a theoretical journal of the German
Social-Democratic Party, published in Stuttgart from 1883 to
1923. It carried some of Marx’s and Engels’s writings for the
first time. Engels gave pointers to its editors and often criticised
them for their deviations from Marxism. Beginning with the mid-
nineties, after Engels’s death, it regularly published articles by
revisionists. During the First World War of 1914-18 the journal
formally occupied a Centrist position but virtually backed the

social-chauvinists. p. 43

The Mensheviks—an opportunist trend in the Russian Social-
Democratic movement.
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During the elections to the Party’s central organs at the
Second R.S.D.L.P. Congress in 1903, the revolutionary Social-Dem-
ocrats headed by Lenin won the majority (bolshinstvo), and the
opportunists found themselves in the minority (menshinstvo);
hence the names Bolsheviks and Mensheviks.

During the revolution of 1905-07, the Mensheviks opposed
the hegemony of the working class in the revolution and the alli-
ance of the working class with the peasantry, and demanded agree-
ment with the liberal bourgeoisie, which, in their opinion, should
have led the revolution. In the years of reaction which followed
the defeat of the revolution of 1905-07, most Mensheviks became
liquidators, demanding that the illegal revolutionary party of
the working class be liquidated. After the victory of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution in February 1917, the Mensheviks accepted
posts in the bourgeois Provisional Governnient, supported its
imperialist policy and waged a struggle against the mounting
proletarian revolution.

After the October Socialist Revolution, they became an openly
counter-revolutionary party, organising and participating in con-
spiracies and revolts against Soviet power. p. 44

This refers to the Portuguese revolution of 1910, which overthrew

the king and proclaimed a republic, and the Turkish revolution
of 1908-09, as a result of which Turkey became a constitutional
monarchy. p. 44

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

Socialist-Revolutionaries (S.R.s)—a petty-bourgeois party found-
ed in Russia in late 1901-early 1902.

After the February bourgeois-democratic revolution of 1917
the S.R.s, together with the Mensheviks and Cadets, were the
mainstay of the counter-revolutionary bourgeois-landowner Pro-
visional Government, and S.R. leaders (Kerensky, Avksentyev
and Chernov) were members of the cabinet. The S.R. Party refused
to support the peasants’ demand for the abolition of the landed
estates and advocated their preservation. The S.R. members of
the Provisional Government sent punitive expeditions against
peasants who had seized landed estates. On the eve of the October
armed uprising, the party openly sided with the counter-revolu-

tionary bourgeoisie in defence of the capitalist system and found

itself is_olated from the revolutionary masses.
During the foreign military intervention and the Civil War,

the S.R.s took part in counter-revolutionary conspiracies and

organised acts of terrorism against Soviet statesmen and Commu-

nist Party leaders. p. 46
A reference to the February 1917 bourgeois-democratic revolution
1n Russia. p. 46
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- Moscow, 1962, p. 42.

68

- Moscow,
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See Karl Marx, The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels, Se-
lected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 519-20).

Further, on pp. 49, 55-63 of this book, Lenin quotes from the
same work by Marx (op. cit., pp. 522, 519-22), p. 47

Dyelo Naroda (People’s Cause)—an S.R. daily published in Pet-
rograd from March 1917 to July 1918. p. 91

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

See Frederick Engels, The Housing Question (Marx and Engels,
Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 570-71).

Further, on pp. 61-62 of this book, Lenin quotes from the same
work by Engels (op. cit., pp. 629, 613). p. 61

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

Karl Marx, “Der politische Indifferentismus” (Political Indiffer-
entism) (see Marx/Engels, Werke, Bd. 18, Dietz Verlag, Berlin,
1962, S. 300). p. 63

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

Frederick Engels, “On Authority” (see Marx and Engels, Select-
ed Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 638-39).

p. 66

See Karl Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programme (Marx and Engels,

Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. II, Moscow, 1962, pp. 15—-376)'i
| p.

A reference to Karl Marx’s The Poverty of Philosophy. p. 67

See Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. 1618,
p.

See Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
1962, pp. 473-74.

Further, on pp. 70-74 of this book, Lenin quotes from the
same work (op. cit., pp. 475, 479, 483-895). p. 70

The Los-von-Kirche-Bewegung (the “Leave-the-Church” movement)
or Kirchenaustrittsbewegung (Movement to Secede from the Church)
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assumed a vast scale in Germany before the First World War.
In January 1914 Neue Zeit began, with the revisionist Paul
Gohre’s article “Kirchenaustrittsbewegung und Sozialdemokratio™
(The Movement to Secede from the Church and Social-Democracy),
to discuss the attitude of the German Social-Democratic
Party to the movement. During the discussion, prominent German
Social-Democratic leaders failed to rebuff Gohre, who asserted

that the party should remain neutral towards the Movement to .

Secede from the Church and forbid its members to engage in prop-
aganda against religion and the Church on behalf of the party.

p. 72

89 The figurés of the possible salaries are given by Lenin in the paper
currency of the second half of 1917,

During the First World War, the Russian paper ruble was
considerably devalued. p. 73

. The Hague Congress of the First International was held from Sep-
tember 2 to 7, 1872. It was attended by 65 delegates representing
15 national organisations. In preparing for the Congress, Marx
and Engels did much to rally the proletarian revolutionary forces.
The powers of the General Council and the political activity of
the proletariat were the main items on the agenda.

The Congress passed a resolution extending the General Coun-
cil’s powers.

Its resolution on the political activity of the proletariat stated
that “the winming of political power has become the proletariat’s
great task”, and that “to ensure the triumph of the social revolu-
tion and the achievement of its ultimate goal—the abolition of
classes”, the proletariat should organise a political party of its
own (see Marx/Engels, Werke, Bd. 18, Dietz Verlag, Berlin, 1962,
S. 149).

The Congress witnessed the culmination of the struggle which
Marx, Engels and their followers had waged for many years against
all kinds of petty-bourgeois sectarianism. The anarchist leaders,

Bakunin, Guillaume and others, were expelled from the Inter-
national. p. 76

® Zarya (Dawn)—a Marxist scientific and political journal, published
legally in Stuttgart in 1901-02 by the Iskra Editorial Board.
Four issues appeared. It criticised international and Russian
revisionism and defended the theoretical principles of Marxism.
Some of Lenin’s works were published in it. p. 77

% A reference to the Fifth World Congress of the Second International,
which met in Paris from September 23 to 27, 1900. On the funda-
mental issue, “The Winning of Political Power, and Alliances
with Bourgeois Parties”, put on the agenda in connection with
A. Millerand’s becoming a member of the Waldeck-Rousseay
counter-revolutionary government, the Congress carried a motion,
tabled by Kautsky, saying that “the entry of a single socialist
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i the Communist Party. “Preface to th
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volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 21-22). p. 79

2 See Karl Marx, The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels,

i 2, p. 019).
Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p > 8)1

' “ f the Central
x and Frederick Enge}’s, Address o
) %%emllliiatrgey taor the Communist League” (Marx and El_iliggls, Se Zectgg
Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 119). D-

jvil ; d Engels, Select-
x, The Civil War in France (MarX an
; essewligi glla:wo volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 519). p. 87

) : ’ trial Democracy.
70 This refers to Sidney and Beatrice Webb's Industria -

71 See Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, V(;)I.. glcj
Moscow, 1962, p. 93.
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74

b

76

77

the bourgeoisie and supported the war, were expelled from the
party. The Italian socialists held a joint conference with the Swiss
socialists in Lugano in 1914 and took part in the international
socialist conferences at Zimmerwald in 1915 and Kienthal in 1916.
However, the majority of the party adhered to the Centrist stand.

After Italy had joined the war on the side of the Entente in May

1915, the Italian Socialist Party renounced its opposition to the
war and advanced the slogan of “no participation in the war and
no sabotage of the war”, which boiled down to supporting the
war. p. 90

Fabians—members of the Fabian Society, a British reformist
organisation founded in 1884. They were chiefly bourgeois intel-
lectuals—scientists, writers and politicians (Sidney and Beatrice
Webb, George Bernard Shaw, Ramsay MacDonald and others).
They denied the need for the proletariat’s class struggle and the
socialist revolution, and maintained that the transition from
capitalism to socialism could be effected by petty reforms and
gradual social evolution. In 1900, the Fabian Society joined
the Labour Party.

During the First World War of 1914-18, the Fabians took a
social-chauvinist stand. p. 90

The Independent Labour Parity of Britain (I.L.P.)—a reformist
organisation founded by the leaders of the “new trade unions”
in 1893, when there was a revival of strikes and a growing move
ment for the independence of the working class from the bour-
geois parties. The 1.L.P. united the “new trade unions”, a number
of the old ones, and also intellectuals and petty bourgeois who
were under the influence of the Fabians. The party was led by
Keir Hardie and Ramsay MacDonald. From its very inception,
1t pursued a bourgeois reformist policy and concentrated on the
parliamentary struggle and parliamentary deals with the liber-
:;las.t Letrlllmt x;irlrote i)f the II) .L.P:i t,hat(,i it “is actually an opportunist

rty that has always been dependent on t 1sie” -
lected Works, Vol. gg, p. 494)1? ne bourgeoisie (Col

At the beginning of the First World War, the 1.L.P. issued

a manifesto against the war but soon took a social-chauvinist
stand. p. 90

Novaya Zhizn (New Life)—a daily published in Petrograd from
April 18 (May 1), 1917, to July 1918. It was founded b% a group
of Menshevik internationalists and writers.

It was hostile to the October Socialist Revolution and Soviet
power. From June 1, 1918 it appeared in two editions, one in

Petrograd and the other in Moscow. Both were closed down in
July 1918. p. 92

]!}Jen.she vik inlernationalists— a small group within the Menshevik
I_grLy whlph toork an inconsistently internationalist attitude du-
ring the First World War. Prominent among them were 1. Martov,
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Y. Larin and A. Martynov. From April to June 1917, they pub-

lished the monthly International.
They took a Centrist stand and criticised the social-chauvin-

ists, but were afraid to break with them and opposed the basic
principles of Lenin’s tactics adopted by the Bolshevik Party on
war, peace and revolution.

The Bolsheviks made several attempts to unite the interna-
tionalist forces for joint action against the social-chauvinists,
but the Menshevik internationalists did not break off their rela-
tions with the latter. The question of uniting the internationalists
was raised at the Petrograd City and the Seventh (April) All-
Russia conferences of the R.S.D.L.P.(B.), and also at the Sixth
Party Congress, but unity was not achieved through the fault of

‘the Menshevik internationalists’ leaders, who laid down a number

of unacceptable conditions for unification.

After the October Socialist Revolution, some of the Menshevik
internationalists sided with avowed enemies of Soviet power and
left the country. Others accepted Soviet power and worked in

Soviet institutions. Some of them joined the Bolshevik Party.
p. 93

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

27-October 5). p. 93

The revolutionary government of Finland, the Council of People’s
Representatives, was set up on January 29, 1918, after the over-
throw of Svinhufvud’s bourgeois government. In addition there
was also the Main Council of Workers’ Organisations, which was
the supreme organ of government. State power was based on the
“seims of workers’ organisations”, which were elected by the

organised workers. p. 99

A quotation from Marx’s Critique of the Gotha Programme (Marx
and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. II, Moscow,

1962, pp. 32-33). p. 102

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

This proposition is contained in Engels’s Introduction to Karl
Marx’s The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels, Selected Works

in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 431). p. 109

Lenin quotes from Frederick Engels’s article “On Authority”

(see Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
Moscow, 1962, p. ©639).

p. 109
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84 See Marx’s letter to L. Kugelmann of April 12, 1871 (Marx and
Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1965, p. 262), his work
The Civil War in France Marx and Engels, Selected Works in
two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, pp. 516 and 520-21), and
Engels’s Introduction of 1891 to The Civil War in France (ibid.,

p. 483). p. 109

85 This refers to the Preface to the 1872 German edition of the Com-
munist Manifesto written by Karl Marx and Frederick Engels
(Marx and Engels, Selected Works in two volumes, Vol. I,
Moscow, 1962, p. 22). p. 109

8 See Karl Marx, The Civil War in France (Marx and Engels, Se-
lected Works in two volumes, Vol. I, Moscow, 1962, p. 520).

p. 112
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A

Assi, Adolphe Alphonse (1840-
1886)—outstanding figure in the
French labour movement, mem-
ber of the Paris Commune.—117

Aurelle de Paladines, Louis
Jean-Baptiste d° (1804-1877)—
French general, monarchist; mem-
ber of the French National As-
sembly, commander of the Na-
tional Guard, hangman of the
Paris Commune in 1871.—7,12

A vksentyev, Nikolai Dmitrie-
vich (1878-1943)—one of the
leaders of the Socialist-Revolu-
tionary Party, member of its C.C.;
Minister of the Interior in the
bourgeois Provisional Govern-
ment after the February 1917
bourgeois-democratic revolution;
one of the organisers of counter-
revolutionary mutinies after the
Great October Socialist Revolu-
tion; whiteguard émigré.—o1

Avoine—member of the Pa-
ris Commune,—115

Avrial, Augustine (1840-1904)—
member of the Paris Commune,
member of the Labour-Exchange
Commission and of the Execu-
tive and Military Commissions of
the Commune,—117

B

Bakunin, Mikhail Alexandro-
vich (1814-1876) —Russian revolu-

tionary, ideologist of anarchism,
took an active part in the 1848-
49 revolution in Germany; mem-
ber of the First International, in
which he violently opposed
Marxism; was expelled from the
International in 1872 for his
splitting activity.—57, 69, 76

Bebel, August (1840-1913)—one
of the leaders of German So-
cial-Democracy and the interna-
tional working-class movement;
founded the Social-Democratic
Workers' Party of Germany with
Wilhelm Liebknecht in 1869; was
repeatedly elected deputy to the
Reichstag; fought reformism and
revisionism in the Social-Democ-
ratic movement of Germany in
the 1890s and at the beginnin
of the 20th century.—67, 6

Bernstein, Eduard (1850-1932) —
leader of the extreme opportu-
nist wing of German Social-
Democracy and the Second Inter-
national; theoretician of revi-
sionism and reformism.—48, 59,
566 57, 77, 78, 82, 85, 87, 100,
11

Beslay, Charles (1795-1878)—
prominent figure in the Interna-
tional and the Paris Commune. —
147

Bismarck, Otto (1815-1898)—
statesman and diplomat of Prus-
sia and Germany. In 1862
Minister-President and Foreign
Minister of Prussia. His policy
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was to unify the German stales
under Prussia’s hegemony; Reichs-
chancellor (1871-90); one of the
organisers of the intervention
against the Paris Commune
in 1871—_8, 10! 111 131 26
Bissolati, Leonida (1857-1920) —
one of the founders of the Ital-
ian Socialist Party and leader
of its extreme Right reformist
wing,—50
Blane, Louils (1811-1882) —
French petty-bourgeois socialist,
historian; denied the irreconcila-
bility of the class contradictions
under capitalism; opposed the
proletarian revolution and sup-
ported conciliation ~with the
bourgeoisie; eneny of the Paris
Commune in 1871.—108
Blanqui, Louis Auguste (1805-
1881)—outstanding French revo-
lutionary, prominent representa-
tive of utopian communism, took
part in uprisings and revolutions
in Paris in 1830-70, headed a
number of secret revolutionary so-
cieties; spent over 36 years In
prison. Advocating seizure of
power by a small group of revolu-
tionary conspirators, Blanqui did
not understand the decisive role
of organising the masses for
revolutionary struggle. While
paying a high tribute to Blanqui’s
revolutionary services, Marx and
Lenin Severely GI‘itiCiSGd his mis-
takes and the fallacy of his con-
spiratorial tactics.—7, 12, 17, 20
Bracke, Wilkelm (1842-1880)—
German socialist. The Cen-
tral Committee having issued
an anti-war manifesto in Septem-
ber 1870, Bracke was arrested and
detained in a fortress for 3
months; released in March 1871.
One of the leading publishers and
gist,é-ibutors of party literature.—
] 7!
Branting, Kerl Hjalmar (1860-
1925)—leader of the Swedish So-

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

C

Cavaignac, Louis-Eugeéne (1802-
1857)— French general, reaction-
ary politician; War Minister from
May 1848; dictator from June
1848; suppressed the Paris work-
ers’ uprising of June 1848 with
extreme brutality.—70 '

Chalain; Louis Denis (b. 1845)—
prominent figure in the French
labour movement, member of the
Paris Commune, member of the
Social Security Commission and
the L.abour-Exchange Commission
of the Paris Commune.—117

Chernov, Viktor Mikhailovich
(1876-1952)—one of the leaders
and theoreticians of the Social-
ist-Revolutionary Party; Minis-
ter of Agriculture (May-August
1917) in the bourgeois Provi-
sional Government; pursued a pol-
icy of severe repressions against
peasants who seized landed es-
tates; one of the organisers of an-
ti-Soviet revolts after the October
Socialist Revolution; emigrated
in 1920 and continued anti-So-
viet activities.—51, 75, 90, 95

D

Daqbrowski, Jaroslaw (1836-
_1871)-——revolutionary, took part
in the 1863-64 Polish uprising,
general of the Paris Commune in
1871, commander of the Com-
mune’s armed forces. Killed May
23, 1871, defending the Mont-
martre heights.—9

Dan (Gurevich), Fyodor I vano-
vich (1871-1947)—leader of the
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Mensheviks; supported the bour-
geois Provisional Government
after the February 1917 bourgeois-
democratic revolution; opposed
Soviet rule after the Great Oc-
tober Socialist Revolution.—95

David, Eduard (1863-1930)—
leader of the Right wing of Ger-
man Social-Democracy, revision-
ist: a social-chauvinist during
Wworld War I; became member
of the first coalition government
of the German Republic in 1919;
Minister of the Interior in 1919-
20.—50, 89, 90

Dupont, Lugene (1831-1881) —
French revolutionary, took part
in the June 1848 uprising in
France, then emigrated to London;
member of the First Internation-
al General Council in 1864-72,
supporter of Marx.—12, 117

Duval, Emile Victor (1841-
1871)—member of the National
Guard C.C. and of the Paris Com-
mune; arrested on April 4, 1871,
and shot by the Versailles
troops.—117

E
Engels, Frederick (1820-1890).—

33. 37, 42, 60, 62-74, 76, 78-81,
85, 102, 106, 107, 109, 115, 117

F

Falloux, Fréderic Alfred Pierre

(1811-1886)— French politician
and writer, legitimist and cleri-
cal; instigated the suppression of
the June 1848 uprising in Paris;
deputy to the Constituent and
Legislative Assemblies during the
Second Republic; Minister of
Education and Public Worship
in 1848-49.—11
Favre, Jules (1809-1880)—
French bourgeois politician, mem-
ber of the National Defence Gov-

ernment during the Franco-Prus-

sian War, 1870-71; Minister of
Foreign Affairs in the Thiers
government; one of the instiga-
tors of the blood-thirsty suppres-
sion of the Paris Commune.—6,7

Ferry, Jules (1832-1893) —
French politician, bourgeois
republican, lawyer, publicist; sec-
retary of the National Defence
Government after the September
1870 revolution, then Mayor ot
Paris; one of the instigators of
the suppression of the Paris Com-
mune.—6

Frankel, Leo (1844-1896)—
prominent figure in the Hungar-
jan and international working-
class movement; member ol the
Paris Commune, headed the La-
bour-Exchange Commission; emi-
grated to London atter the defeat
of the Commune and became a
member of the General Council of
the First International; associate
of Karl Marx and Frederick
Engels. — 13, 117

G

Guiod, A lphonse Simon
(b. 1805)—French general, artil-
lery commander in Paris during
the 1870-71 siege.—7

H

Henderson, Arthur (1863-1935)—
leader of the Labour Party and
the British trade union move-
ment: a social-chauvinist during
World War I; after the February
1947 bourgeois-democratic revo-
lution visited Russia to campaign
for the continuation of the
imperialist war; member of
several British bourgeois govern-

ments.—o0

Herostratus—a Greek who set
fire to the temple of Artemis in
Ephesus, a masterpiece of ancient
art, in 356 B. C. order to win
fame for himself.—35, 77
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J

Jaeckh, Gustav (1866-1907)—

German journalist. Author of
t,]:ie book International.—115, 116,
117

Jaures, Jean (1859-1914)—his-
torian, prominent leader of the
French and international social-
ist movement. Leader of the
Right reformist wing of the
French Socialist Party; founded
U'Humanite in 1904 and was its
permanent editor; an active fight-
er against militarism and prepa-
rations for imperialist war; mur-
dered by a hired assassin in July
1914.—77, 90

Jourde, Francois (1843-1893)—
prominent figure in the Paris
Commune.—115, 117

K

Kaledin, Alexei Maximovich
(1861-1918)—tsarist general, Don
Cossack ataman; a leader of
the Don Cossack counter-revolu-
tion after the Great October So-
cialist Revolution; one of the
founders of the whiteguard Vol-
unteer Army; headed the Cos-
sack revolt.—96

Kautsky, HKarl (1854-1938)—
leader of the German Social-Dem-
ocratic Party and the Second
International; first a Marxist, la-
ter a renegade; the ideologist of
Centrism, one of the most harm-
ful varieties of opportunism; a
social-chauvinist during the First
World War; founded the reac-
tionary theory of ultra-imperial-
ism; a bitter enemy of the so-
cialist revolution in Russia and
the Soviet state.—33, 36, 38, 39,
43, 50, 56, 69, 72, 75, 76-87,
89, 100-110

Kolb, Wilkelm (1870-1918)—

German Social-Democrat, ex-
treme opportunist and revisionist;

War.—88

a social-chauvinist during the

First World War.—90 -
Rropotkin, Pyotr A lexeyevich
(1842-1921)—]eader and theoreti-
cian of anarchism; a social-chauv-
inist during the First World

Rugelmann, Ludwig (1830-
1902) —German Social-Democrat,
friend of Karl Marx; one of the
leaders of the 1848-49 revolution
in Germany; member of the First
igternational.—w-iﬁ, 18, 19, 42,

L

- Lecomte, Claude Martin (1817-
1871)—French general; on the
night of March 17, 1871 took part
in the raid on Montmartre to seize
the artillery of the National
Guard; on March. 18, 1871, the
first day of the Paris Commune,
was killed by soldiers
had gone over to the side of the
people.—8 | |
Legien, Karl (1861-1920)—Ger-
man Right Social-Democrat, a
leader of the German trade
unions, revisionist; an extreme
social-chauvinist during the First
World War; member of the Na-
tional Assembly of the Weimar
Republic in 1919-20; opposed the
revolutionary movement of the
proletariat.—50, 52, 89, 90
Lieber (Goldman), Mikhail Isa-
akovich (1880-1937)—Menshevik;
supported the coalition govern-
ment after the February 1917
bourgeois-democratic revolution;
opposed the Great October Social-
ist Revolution.—95
Liebknecht, Wilhelm  (1826-
1900) —prominent figure in the
German and international work-
ing-class movement, one of the
founders and leaders of the Ger-

man Social-Democratic Party.—
69
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Lissagaray, Prosper Olivier
(1838-1901)—French  politician
and publicist; took part in the
work of the Paris Commune in
1871; emigrated to England after
the suppression of the Commune;
in 1876 published History of the
Commune, 1871.—9, 113, 417

Longuet, Charles (1833-1903)—
prominent figure in the French
working-class movement, mem-
her of the General Council of the
International; took part in the
defence of Paris in 1870-71, mem-
her of the Paris Commune.—117

Louis XVI (1754-1793)—XKing
of France in 1774-92, executed
during the French bourgeois

Louis Philippe (1773-1850)—
King of France (1830-1848); de-
throned during the 1848 Februa-
ry revolution; went to England
and died there.—6

Luzemburg, Rosa (1871-1919)—
prominent figure in the interna-
tional working-class movement; a
leader of the Left wing of the
Second International; one of the
founders of the Communist Party
of Germany; assassinated in
January 1919 by German counter-
revolutionaries,—83, 110

Lvov, Georgi Yevgenyevich
(1861-1925)—prince, big landown-
er; was Chairman of the Council
of Ministers and Minister of the
Interior of the bourgeois Provi-
sional Government after the Feb-
ruary 1917 bourgeois-democratic
revolution (March-July); White
émigré after the Great October
Socialist Revolution; took an ac-
tive part in organising the armed

- revolution.—119

intervention  against Soviet
Russia.—39

M :

Malon, Benoit (1841-1893)-—

member of the National Guard

Central Committee and of the
Paris Commune.—117

Martov, L. (Tsederbaum, Y u-
ly Osipovich) (18373-1923)-—Men-
shevik leader; headed the group
of Menshevik internationalists
after the February bourgeois-de-
mocratic revolution of 1917; ene-
my of the Soviet government after
the October Socialist Revolution:
emigrated to Germany in 1920.—
93, 94

Martynov, A. (Picker, A. S.)
(1865-1935)—leader of the Econ-
omists, prominent Menshevik.—
114, 119

Marz, Karl (1818-1883).—12,
15-19, 20, 22, 33-34, 38, 41-45,
47-50, 52, 55-60, 63-64, 67-68,
76, 78-81, 83, 85-87, 92-93,
100-03, 105-10, 111, 112, 115-17,
119

Meller-Zakomelsky, A lexander
Nikolayevich (b. 1844)—tsarist
general, extreme reactionary;
headed anti-revolutionary puni-
tive expeditions in Siberia with
General Rennenkampf in 1906.—
27

Millerand, Alexandre Etienne
(1859-1943)—French politician;
joined the socialists in the nine-
ties; headed the opportunist trend
in the French socialist movement:
becamme a member of the reaction-
ary bourgeois government of Wal-
deck-Rousseau in 1899; collabo-
rated with general Galliffet,
hangman of the Paris Com-
mune,

After his expulsion from the
Socialist Party in 41904, Mille-
rand formed with Briand and Vi-
viani the Party of Independent
Socialists; Minister in 1909-10,
191213, 191415, —77

Montesquieu, Charles Louis
(1689-17550)—outstanding French
bourgeois sociologist, economist
and writer, champion of 18th-
century Enlightenment.—58
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N

Napoleon I (Bonaparte) (1769-
1821)—Emperor of France in
1804-14 and 1815.—72, 119

Napoleon III(Bonaparte, Louis)
(1808-1873)—nephew of Napoleon
I; Emperor of France from 1852
to 1870.—9, 6, 9, 11

O

- Ostyn, Frangois Charles (1823-
1912) —member of the National
Guard Central Committee and of
the Paris Commune.—119

P

Pannekoek, Anton (1873-1960)—
Dutch Social-Democrat; one of
the founders in 1907 of De Tri-
bune, organ of the Leit wing of
the Dutch Soeial-Democratic La-
bour Party; an internationalist
during World War I; member of
‘the Communist Party of Holland
in 1918-21; took an active part
in the work of the Communist
International; advocated extreme
Left, sectarian views; leit the
Communist Party in 1921.—33,
83-87 |

Picard, Louis Joseph Ernest
(1821-1877)—French politician,
Right republican; Finance Minis-
ter in the National Defence Gov-
ernment, in 1870; Minister of the
Interior in the Thiers government
in 1871; one of the hangmen
of the Paris Commune.—6

Pindy—a worker, member ol
the Paris section of the Interna-
tional, member of the Paris
Commune.—115

Plekhanov, Georgi Valentino-

vich (1856-1918)—outstanding

leader of the Russian and inter-
national working-¢lass movement,
first propagandist of Marxism in

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

Potresov, Alexander Nikolaye-
vich (1869-1934) —one of the Men-
shevik leaders; adopted -a social-
chauvinist stand during World
War I; emigrated after the Oc-
tober Socialist Revolution.—89

Proudhon, Pierre Joseph (1809-
1865)— French publicist, econo-
mist and sociologist; advocated
the ideas of the petty bourgeoi-
sie; one of the founders of anar-
chism.-17, 55-57, 67, 75, 78

R

Radek, Karl Berngardovich
(1885-1939)—took an active part
in the Social-Democratic move-
ment in Galicia, Poland and
Germany from the beginning of
the 20th century; adopted an in-
ternationalist stand, sometimes
swinging over to the Centrists, du-
ring World War I; had an errone-
ous attitude to the right of nations
to self-determination; joined the
Bolshevik Party in 1917; sided
with “Left-wing” Communists at
the signing of the Brest Treaty;
actively supported the Trotsky
opposition from 1923; expelled
from the Party by the 15th Party
Congress in 1927; rehabilitated in

————— — e —

NAME INDEX 139

1930, and expelled again in 1936

for his factional activities.—83

Renaudel, Pierre (1871-1935)—
a reformist leader of the French
Socialist Party, editor of I'Hu-
manité;, a social-chauvinist during
World War I.—50

Rennenkampf, Pavel Karlovich
(1854-1918) —tsarist general, one
of the hangmen of the revolution-
ary movement in Russia; head-
ed the punitive expedition in
1906; Commander of the 1st
Russian Army in 1914-15.—27

Rusanov, Nikolai Sergeyevich
(b. 1859) —Russian publicist; sup-
ported the Narodnaya Volya;
later became a Socialist-Revolu-
tionary.—o2

S

Scheidemann, Philipp (1865-
1939)—one of the leaders of the

-opportunist, extreme Right wing

of the German Social-Democratic
Party; a social-chauvinist during
World War I; member of the so-
called Council of People’s Repre-
sentatives during the November
1918 revolution in Germany; in-
spired the violent agitation
against the Spartacus group;
headed the coalition government of
the Weimar Republic in Februa-
ry-June 1919; one of the organis-
ers of the blood-thirsty suppres-
sion of the German working-class
movement in 1918-21; later aban-
ggned political activities.—50,52,
Sembat, Marcel (1862-1922)—
a reformist leader of the French
Socialist Party; a social-chauvin-
ist during World War I; Minister
for Public Works in the imperial-
ist National Defence Govern-
ment of France from August 1914
to September 1917.—50, 52
Skobelev, Matvei [Tvanovich
(1885-1939) —joined the Menshe-

vik Social-Democrats in 1903; ad-'

hered to the Centrists during
World War [; Minister of Labour
in the bourgoius Provisional Gov-
ernment after the February 1917
bourgeois-democratic revolution;
after the October Socialist Revo-
lution he dissociated himself
from the Mensheviks.—51

Stauning, Thorwald August
Marinus (1873-1942)—Danish
statesman and publicist; one of
the Right-wing leaders of Danish
Social-Democracy and the Second
International; took a social-
chauvinist stand during World
War I; Minister without portfo-
lio in the bourgeois government
in 1916-20.—50, 90

Stirner, Maz (1806-1856)-—Ger-
man philosopher, one of the ideol-
ogists of bourgeois individualism
and anarchism; outlined his views
in 1844 in his book Der Einzige
und sein FKigentum; was criti-
cised by Marx and Engels.—75

Struve, Pyotr Berngardovich
(1870-1944)—bourgeois economist
and publicist, one of the leaders
oi the Cadet Party; a prominent
representative of “legal Marxism”
in the 1890s; -came out with
“criticism” and “revision” of
Marx’s economic and philosoph-
ical teachings; sought to adapt
Marxism and the working-class
movement to the interests of the
bourgeoisie; ideologist of Russian
imperialism; a rabid enemy of
the Soviets after the October
Revolution.—44

Susane, Louis (1810-1876)—
French general, took part in the
defence of Paris in 1870-71; author
of a number of papers on mili-
tary history.—7

T

Theisz, Albert Félizx (1839-
1880) —prominent figure in the
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French labour movement; mem-
ber of the Paris Commune.—117
Thiers, Adolphe (1797-1877)—
French bourgeois historian and
statesman:; Prime Minister in
1836 and 1840; President of the
French Republic (1871-73); hang-
man of the Paris Commune.—b,
9, 11, 12, 25, 27
Thomas, Cléement (1809-1871)—
French general, Bonapartlist; sup-
pressed the uprising of the pro-
letariat in Paris in June 1848;
was appointed commander of the
National Guard of Paris in 1870;
was killed on March 18, 1871,
by soldiers who had gone over to
the side of the people.—8
Trepov, Dmitry Fyodorovich
(1855-1906) —in 1896-1905 chief
of the Moscow police, then Dep-
uty Minister of the Interior.
Inspired the Black-Hundred
pogroms.—12
Tréeves, Claudio (1868-1933)—
reformist leader of the Italian
Socialist Party; a Centrist during
World War I; adopted a hostile
~attitude to the Great October
Socialist Revolution.—90
Trochu, Louis Jules (1815-
1896) — French general, Bonapart-
ist: headed the National Defence
Government (September 1870-
February 1871); governor-general
of Paris in 1871; one of the hang-
men of the Paris Commune;
resigned and abandoned political
activity in 1872.—6, 7, 11, 13
T'sereteli, Irakly Georgiyevich
(1882-1959)—one of the Menshevik
leaders; adopted a Centrist stand
during World War I; member of
the Executive Committee of the
Petrograd Soviet after the Februa-
ry 1917 bourgeois-democratic rev-
olution; entered the bourgeois
Provisional Government in May
1917: one of the leaders of the
counter-revolutionary Menshevik
government of Georgia after the

October Socialist Revolution:; a

White émigré after the establish-
ment of Soviet power in Geor-
gia.—b1, 53, 70-74, 74-75, 89, 95

Turati, Filippo (1857-1932)—

active figure in the Italian work-

ing-class movement, one of the
organisers of the Italian Socialist
Party and leader of its reformist
Right wing; advocated Centrist
views during World War I; dis-
played a hostile attitude to the
g()(:toher Socialist Revolution.—

v

Valentin, Louis Ernest—French
eneral, Bonapartist, acting pre-
ect of the Paris police on the
eve of the March 18, 1871 upris-
ing.—7, 12

Vandervelde, Emile (1866-
1938)—leader of the Belgian La-
bour Party, Chairman of the In-
ternational Socialist Bureau of
the Second International, took an
opportunist stand; social-chauvin-
ist, a member of the bourgeois
government during World War 1I;

visited Russia after the Feb- .

ruary 1917 bourgeois-democratic
revolution to carry on propagan-
da for the continuation of the
imperialist war; an enemy of the
Great October Socialist Revolu-
tion; supported the armed inter-
vention against Soviet Russia.—
50, 52, 89, 90 |

Varlin, Louis FEugene (1839-
1871)—member of the Central
Committee of the National Guard
and of the Paris Commune, shot
by the Versailles troops on May
28, 1871.—115, 117

Vasilchikov, Sergei Ivanovich
(b. 1849)—general, Commander
of a Guards corps in 1902-06, in-
spired and participated in the
January 9, 1905 massacre of St.
Petersburg workers.—12
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Vésinier, Pierre (1826-1902)—
member of the Paris Commune;
attacked Marx and the General
Council of the International.—

117
Vinoy, Josef (1800-1880)—
French general, DBonapartist,

Commander of the Versailles
army during the Paris Commune;
one of the instigators of the bru-
tal suppression of the Commu-
nards.—7

W

Webb, Beatrice (1858-1943) and
Sidney (1859-1947)—well-known
British public figures, authors of

a number of books on the history-

and theory of the British labour
movement; took a social-chauvin-
ist stand during World War I;
expressed great sympathy with
the Soviet Union after the Great
October Socialist Revolution.—
87

Wilhelm I (1797-1888)—King
of Prussia (from 1861); Kaiser of
Germany (1871-88).—95

Wroblewski, Walery (1836-
1908) —Polish revolutionary, took
part in the Polish liberation
uprising of 1863-64; general of the
Paris Commune in 1871.—9

Z

Zenzinov, Vliadimir Mikhailo-
vich (b. 1881)—leader of the So-
cialist-Revolutionary Party; a
defencist duiing World War [;
member of the Executive Com-
mittee of the Petrograd Soviet
in 1917; supported the idea of

~a bloc with the bourgeoisie; op-

posed Soviet rule after the Great
October Socialist Revolution;
White émigré.—52
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