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PREFACE.
Tqb following work was begun about a year ago, butwaa dropped as the result of the Eevolution ofNovember 9; for the Eevolution brought me otherobligations than merely theoretical and historicalresearch. It was only after several months that I couldreturn to the work in order, with occasional initer-ruptions, to bring this book to a close.
The course of recent events did not minister tb theuniformity of this work. It was rendered more difiBcultby the fact that, as time went on, the examination ofthis subject shifted itself to some extent. My startingpoint represented the central problem of modernSocialism, the attitude of Social Democracy toBolshevik methods. But since Bolshevism had, of its"own accord, referred to the Paris Commune of 1871 asbeing to some extent its precursor and its prototype,and as having received the sanction of Marx himself,and since the Commune is little known and imderstoodby the present generation, I undertook to draw a parallelbetween the Commune and the Soviet Eepublic.
In order to make the Commune comprehensible Ihad to refer to the Paris Commime, and afterwards tothe French Eevolution and its Eeign of Terror. Thisgave me fresh means for another parallel to the SovietEepublic; hence an examination of the Commime ledto an examination of Terrorism, its origin and itsconsequences.
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Thus there are two lines of thought which becomemerged in this book, the one occasionally leading awayfrom the other. At first I felt this to be rather disturb-ing, and even considered whether it would not be betterto divide the work into two separate sections, the onerepresenting the exposition of the Commune, the othera discussion of Terrorism. However, in regard to mystarting point, the Soviet Eepublic is in such very closeconnection with these two events in history, that itseemed to me impossible to treat them separately. Ihope therefore that, in spite of the difficulties inherentin the dual nature of this book, I shall have succeededin preserving uniformity in the structure of the thoughtscontained therein.
However academic the reader may think many of myillustrations and expositions, they are all of the highestpractical importance, especially at such a wildlyfermented time as the present. This does not meanto say that I have adapted, as it were, the truth to theneeds of the moment. Instead I have always sought,even in those sections where I was referring to a periodlong past, to treat only of that side of the subjectwhich seemed calculated to throw light upon the chaosthat surrounds us.
If we regard only this chaos as it exists in Kussia^^gdGermany at the present moment, our prospects at themoment and our futtire must be very far from cheering.We see a world sinking under economic ruin andfratricidal murder. In both countries we find Socialistsunder the Governments actmg against~oi£er~5ociiiJJstsHwith Bimilai (jrutjlt^~to that practised more than half a,century ago by the Versailles butchers of the Commune—cruelty which has earned the most laudable indigna-tion of the whole International Proletariat ever since.
Nevertheless, the outlook becomes brighter so soonas we consider the International. The workers of WestEurope have arisen. It rests with them to accomphshactual results, only witTi more worthy methods thanthose practised up to the present in the East.
Hence it is necessary that they should learn fromus, and that they should learn to recognise the differentmethods of struggle, as well as of construction, by theirresults. It is not so much a bUnd adulation of themethods of the Eevolution hitherto prevailing, but thestrictest criticism which is necessary, and especiallynecessary just at present, when the Eevolution andthe Socialist Parties are passing through a most difficultcrisis, in which di&rent methods are struggling to gainthe ascendancy.
The success of the Eevolution will depend not a. little~oii whethet' 61* Hot it disdOVara the right methods"of carrymg the revolutionary message to the Proletariat,^fo examine methods Is at tn6 pfauent moment -euchighest duty. To help with this examination and thusto further the Eevolution is the object of this presentwork.
Karl Kautsky.Charlottenburg, Jime, 1919.
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CHAPTER I.
Revolution and Terror.
Up to the outbreak of war, tiie idea was current in thewidest circles of social democracy that the time forrevolutions, not only for West Europe, but also forGermany and Austria, was long since past. Whoeverthought differently was scoffed at as a revolutionaryromancer.
Now we have the Revolution with us, and it is takingon forms of barbarity, which even the most fantastic ofrevolutionary romancers could scarce have expected.
The abolition of the death penalty was for everysocial democrat a perfectly obvious claim. TheRevolution, however, has brought with it the mostbloody terrorism practised by Socialist Governments.The Bolsheviks in Russia started this, and were inconsequence condemned in the most bitter terms byall who did not accept the Bolshevik standpoint.Among them are the German Majority Socialists.But these latter hardly felt their own power threatenedbefore they resorted to the same means practised bythe Regiment of Terror, which have characterised theRevolution in the East. Noske has boldly followed inTrotsky's footsteps; certainly with this difference, thathe himself does not regard his dictatorship as thedictatorship of the proletariat. But both justify theirslaughter on the grounds of the rights of theRevolution.
It is, in fact, a widely spread idea that Terrorismbelongs to the very essence of revolution, and thatwhoever wants a revolution must somehow come tosome sort of terms with Terrorism. As proof of thisassertion, over and over again the great FrenchRevolution has been cited. It is regarded as theIJevolution par excellence.
An examination of Terrorism, of its conditions andconsequences, can best proceed from a description ofthe Eegiment of Terror instituted by the Sans-culotists. "With this we will begin. TViis will taJie usback some considerable distance from contemporaryevents, but these we shall better understand afteran examination of the past. It is strilcing to find howmany resemblances there are between the great FrenchEevolution and the revolutions of the present time,especially the Eassian.
Yet the revolutions of our times differ in manyessential points from the revolution of the 18bhcentury. This is shown at once by a comparison ofour proletariat, our industry and commerce, with thecorresponding phenomena of that period.
CHAPTEE II.
Paris.
The present German Eevolution has no centre, whereasthe French Eevolution was controlled from Paris.That Eevolution, as well as the Eegiment of Terrorthat operated within it, are quite incapable of compre-hension, without a consideration of the economic andpolitical importance which Paris had acquired forFrance as a whole. No town in the 18th, or indeedthe 19th century has exercised such power as did Parisat that period. This was due to the importance whichthe royal residence as being the central Governmentpossesses in a modem bureaucratic centralised State,so long as economic decentralisation, which modemindustrial capitalism and the development of means oftransport bring in its train, has not set in.
In a feudal State the powers of its central body,ef its monarch, are in reality very few. Its functionsdo not extend very far, nor is the correspondinggovernment apparatus at all large. This apparatuscan be very easily transferred from one city or estateto another. The monarch is all the more oftencompelled to resort to this measure, so long as thesystem of transport remains in an undeveloped state,and so long as the separate localities do not suffice tomaintain him and his retainers. Hence he has moreurgent cause to visit personally the different regionsof bis domain, since this is the only means wherebyhe may count on preserving their fealty and obedience.In those early times, therefore, it was the chief busi-ness of the monarch to wander from place to place likea nomad, seeking out one rich pasturage after theother, forsaking it as soon as he bad exhausted itspossibilities.
In prcxjess of time, however, the governmentapparatus imdergoes development, especially as aresult of the increase in production, which the moneysystem makes possible, and which exacts tribute inpay-ment of easily transportable coin, instead of cumbrousnatural products. In proportion to the increase oftribute, the power of the monarch increases also, like-wise the government apparatus in the form of abureaucracy and a standing army. Wandering fromplace to place thus becomes impossible. Monarch andgovernment must be established in some fixed place.In former days single large towns were the centralpoints of commerce, being situate in the centre of thekingdom and wealthier than the smaller provincialtowns. Thus they eventually became capitals, whichthe monarch chose as his place of residence, andhenceforward one special city was chosen for thepermanent abode of both government and monarch.Here there were soon collected together all who hadto do with the government, and it was to this quarterthat the taxes of the whole kingdom came, only a partof which ever foimd its way back. It was here thattradesmen in the service of court and governmentsettled down, as well as financiers, who came asbankers to do business with the State.
At the same time, the power of the monarch exceededthat of the nobility, whose independence was soonbroken. The monarch would not tolerate the actionsof- the great nobleman .who would settle down on hisown estates, far from the king's residence. He wasto remain at the court, under his personal supervision,in exclusive service on the monarch, which was servicein very truth, vain and profitless. His independentfimctions in the administration of the public serviceswere taken from him, and given to bureaucrats andofficials whom the monarch appointed and paid. Thecourtiers were gradually reduced to being meredrones, whose one duty in life it was to sit at the royal
court and dissipate the revenue obtained from theirown estates. What they, therefore, in early daysconsumed in their own castles and fortresses, togetherwith their retainers, soon flowed into the court townand increased its wealth. There they built new palacesalongside of the king's; they squandered their richesin riotous living, since they were deprived of all seriousoffice. And the capitahst "parvenus," who came tothe fore with them, tried to imitate them.
Thus the royal residences, as distinct from thecountry places and the " provincial towns," becamenot merely the centre of the wealth of the wholecountry, but the centre also of a life of pleasure. Thisexercised a strong hold over those in the country and,indeed, many outside, who had the means to live alife of enjoyment, or who had the inclination and thecapacity for acting as ministrants of joy to thepleasure-seekers, whom they succeeded in fleecing.
But more serious-minded people were attracted tothe residence towns. Whereas the nobles who lived ontheir solitary estates had nothing for pastime excepttc eat and drink, hunt and make merry with the girlsof the neighbourhood, the town introduced finermanners and pleasures. The nobility began to evincean interest in the arts, and the patronising of sciencesoon became the "fashion." Thus artists andintellectual men soon gathered to the royal residence,where they hoped more speedily to gain advance-ment. Hie more the bourgeoisie increased in numberin the residential towns, the more the artists andwriters flocked to the place, hoping there, alongsideof the nobility, to find some foothold and a marketfor their wares. Thus it is clear that numbers ofindustrial people and dealers were drawn to the place,in order to meet the requirements and needs of allthese elements. Nowhere was there such prospect ofmaking one's fortune as in the royal residence towns
Thither   flocked    all    who   had    intelligence,    self-«3onfidenee, and energy.
Yet it was not everyone who accomplished hisohJ€6t. There were numerous eases of failures, whoformed another characteristic of the capital. Theywere the crowds of the riff-raff proletariat, who soughtto better themselves in the capital, because it wasthere that they could best hide themselves and awaitthe turns of fortune, which they could soon put toadvantage. They were men such as Eiccaut de laMartinifere. Not only art and science, but alsounbridled pleasure-seeking, along with bitterest povertyand frequent crime, became another feature of theroyal capital.
Corresponding to the peculiar social position was apeculiarity of mental attitude which animated thepopulation. But it was not the same in every royalresidence.    Quantity often gave place to quality.
In a small state, or in a community that waseconomically in a backward condition, the residentialtown was small, so that many of the characteristicsmentioned above were lacking. In such a town themost prominent feature was the dependence of theinhabitants on the court, and this dependence was notonly economical and political, but spiritual as well.The mentality .of the courtier became coarser, rougher,and more naive, and was reflected in the provincialpopulation, who derived their light from the capital.
This was the origin of the strongly monarchic andservile mentality of the German people and itsattendant "provincialism." It was a mentality which,at the time of the rise of the bourgeois democracy,brought its pioneers to the forefront. It caused thedesperate Borne to declare: '' Other peoples areservants. The Germans are those who are served "—a thought more cynically expressed by Heine:" Germany, the pious children's nursery, is not aEoman den of murderers."
But mental and spiritual conditions were differentin a large royal town. The larger the town, the smallerthe number and influence of the people attracted tothe court, as against the rest of the population, whosought to establish their fortunes there. The greaterthe number of the disillusioned and dissatisfied, thegreater became their solidarity and their strength.This fitate of affairs did not encourage those peoplealone; it strengthened the opposition of those who,without having personal grounds for grievance, never-theless clearly recognised the harm from which Stateand society were suffering. Such opposition waseverywhere rife. In the smaller towns it lay dormant,in the larger towns it dared to express itself.
Among the royal residences of the continent in the17th and 18th centuries the largest was Paris, capitalof the most important State at that time in Europe.It numbered, at the end of the 18th century, about600,000 inhabitants. Weimar, the royal residence andthe spiritual centre of Germany, numbered about10,000.
The inhabitants of Paris early showed their rebel-^lious spirit. Thus arose the agitation of the Frondesin 1648, which had as its origin the conflict betweenthe government and the Paris Parliament, which wasthe supreme tribunal. Barricades were erected, untilfinally the King had to flee Paris. This was in 1649,the same year in which Charles First was beheadedin England. The struggle lasted until 165^, in whichyear the monarchy had to come to some agreement,which, however, soon led to the re-establishment ofabsolutism. The capital had united with the highnobility in the fight, and that formed an unequalcombination. And the high nobility could carrynothing to success against the monarchy. Paris hadnot the same power of opposition to act against Louisthat London had against Charles.
The struggle of the Frondes took place when LouisXIV. was still adolescent. The rising of the Parisiansand his flight made a deep impression upon him. Inorder not again to experience similar humiliation, heestablished his residence outside Paris. Of course, hewas obliged to leave the Government machinerybehind; but as the settled place for his coutrt he chosea spot that was near enough to Paris to ensure apermanent and quick means of communication withthe royal residence, yet far enough distant to beprotected from any street disturbances. In the year1672 the building of his new palace, which was to costhim, or rather, his people, a million of francs, wasbegun in Versailles, 12 miles distant from Paris. Inthe coming, centuries it often gave proof that it hadbeen built in defiance of the rebels in Paris.
Although Paris often rose in determined oppositionto the central power of the State, its attitude towardsthat power did not always give token of unified action.On the one hand, it strove for independence anddetachment from the State power, and yet its wealthand power depended on the size of the empire, and onthe strength of the State power in the empire. Itstrove for the autonomy of the community, and yetdrew the greater advantage from State centralisationwhich, itself, by its very existence, it enoauraged.
It was the prominent position of Paris over all otherparts of the Empire which, in the course of that 18thcentury, welded together the different conqueredprovinces of France in such sotmd national unity.Whait otherwise could have united the Alsatians withthe Bretons, or the Flemings with the Gasooigners?But they all had relations with Paris. Their finest sonswere to be found there, where they merged into onesingle and unified nation. The contradiction occasionedby the fact that Paris farmed, at one and at the sametime, the strongest support of the centralising Statepower, as well as its most vigorous opposition, was
reflected in the attitude of Paris towards the provinces.In Paris the evils and abuses from which the Empirewas suffering were quickest brought to light. Parishad, more than any other place, the courage to exposeand brand them. It soonest acquired the strength toattack them. Hence it became the protagonist of thewhole of suffering France. The people in the provinces,through being scattered about, were backward inintelligence, and were dispirited and powerless. Theysaw in Paris their pioneer, their saviour, and theyoften followed the lead given by Paris with the utmostenthusiasm.
Yet not always. For this very Paris became largeand powerful, not only because of the labours of itsinhabitants, but also through the exploitation of theprovinces, which resulted in the lion's share of thecommodities created in the provinces flowing intoParis, where it was partly squandered and partlytiurned to account for the accumulation of capital, forthe enrichment and strengthening of the exploiters andprofiteers in the country. Hence, along with theconfidence reposed in progressive Paris, there wasengendered a genuine hatred of Paris as an exploitingcapital; thus arose opposition between the royalresidence and the provinces. According to thehistorical situation, sometimes the one, sometimes theother gained the upper hand.
The economical opposition was rendered morestriking because of the different points of view, whicharose from the differences in the social milieu. In theopen country and in the provinces economic stagnationwas apparent. Hence the conservatism and adherenceto traditional moral views. Moreover, whosoever wouldnot acknowledge these views had to conceal the fact;for in the narrow circles of village and small towneveryone was under the control of the whole com-munity.
Such control was entirely lacking in & very largetown. There one could afford to be bold and laugh toscorn obsolete traditions. And these traditions wereattacked from above as well as from below: that is tosay, as much/by the arrogant pleasure-seeking nobilityand the cap-italists as by the masses of the lowerorders, who in their misery and their continuousuncertainty would not be deterred by considerationsfor private property, having lost their respect forfamily life. Between these two sections there stoodlarge groups of intellectuals and parasites, who wereoften in as deep misery as the beggar proletariat,although they had access to some of the pleasurablelife enjoyed by the resident nobility and the lafgefinanciers.
It was no wonder, therefore, that the modestbourgeois and the peasants were as much horrifiedby the crass immorality of this Babel of the Seine, asthe witty Parisians were inclined to deride the barrenPhilistinism and the narrow prejudices of theprovincials.
In religious matters the same opposition arose as inthe case of morals. For the peasants, in their seclusionfrom the world, the cleric was the only educatedperson who troubled about them, who established somemeans of communication between them and the outerworld, and who supplied them with some knowledgebeyond the range of the church steeple. The fact thatthis knowledge had long been surpassed by the rapiddevelopment of science could make no impression onthe mind of the illiterate peasants in the open country.They clung to Church and religion, showing respect,however, only for the spiritual treasures of theseinstitutions. They showed no inclination to acquirefor themselves the material possessions of the Church.
For the Parisians, on the other hand, the Chiurchproperty was of less importance than the influence ofthe Church and her conceptions of religion.
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If in the Middle Ages the Church was a means foracquiring and guarding knowledge; the oiyil andsecular knowledge, ever since the Eenaissance, hadlong surpassed that supplied by the Church. To thepeople of the towns tixe Church appeared to be nomore a means for extending knowledge, but rather forhindering it. The opposition was rendered more bitterthrough the attempt by the clericals to come off equalwith the secularists (of whose superiority they werebecoming increasingly aware), by the introduction ofState measures of repression and compulsion, made intheir defence. The secularists retaliated with theirsharpest intellectual weapons and with crushingcontempt, as well as with the most thorough methodsof scientific research. They conducted the campaignagainst the Church with all the more zeal and interest,because by these methods, and under the conditionsthen prevailing, they bid fair to win over the dominantaristocrats and the bureaucrats, or at least to ensuretheir neutral position, provided they, in their zeal,should proceed with due caution. For the aristocrats,as well as the bureaucrats, not only despised theteachings of traditional religion; they found tl.eCatholic Church a frequent handicap to them, becauseit would not unconditionally ally itself with ratingState apparatus. Thus the struggle against the Churchwas less dangerous than the fight with absolutism;and hence the rising opposition in the State devotedits energy first to settling matters with the Church.
But even in this we find a certain divergence. Thereigning bodies set themselves in opposition to theChurch wherever it showed aspirations to become anindependent organisation, but the Church neverthelessappeared to them to be indispensable as a means forkeeping the lower orders in subjection. This divergencewas noticeable even in the circles of the extremeintellectuals. Voltaire coined the phrase, " EcrasenI'infame "—"Down with the infamous  (Church) "—
but he discovered that religion must be preserved forthe people.
A simUar cleavage made its appearance in the lowerranks of the Paris populace and their leaders.Certainly they were all in opposition to the Church,and wished to have nothing to do with it. But accord-ing to the class position of the proletariat, which isalways inclined to draw hard conclusions and adoptradical solutions, some of their number preached andpropagated the most thorough-going atheism . andmaterialism. Others there were who were repelled bythis line of thinking, because it was the creed adoptedby the aristocrats and capitalist exploiters, especiallyof the revolutionary period. The opposition betweenthe believing and the atheistical Socialists was main-tained in France up to well in the 19th century. EvenLouis Blanc in his " History of the French Eevolu-tion " placed himself on the side of Eousseau andEobespierre, who, in opposition to the atheists, Diderotand Anarchasis Cloots, clung to their belief in God:"They realised that atheism sanctifies confusionamong men because it presupposes anarchy inheaven." Louis Blanc overlooked the fact that, forthe atheist, heaven exists just as little as the LordGod himself. As in the case with direct class opposi-tion, all these differences and contradictions werebound to lead, through a gigantic upheaval like theEevolution, to the bitterest conflicts.
CHAPTEE III.
The Great Eevolution.
Louis XIV., the same who, out of fear, had fled fromParis to Versailles, which he chose as his residence,succeeded in breaking down the last attempts of thenobility to acquire their independence. He was alsostrong enough in the struggles with his neighbours toextend his kingdom, and make it one of the greatestand most powerful States in Europe. But he attainedtJiis only after a series of bitter struggles, which leftFrance thoroughly exhausted and brought her to thevery brink of ruin.
His last war, the Spanish "War of Succession, whichlasted from 1701 till 1714, and ended unsuccessfullyfor France, would itself have been sufficient to causea revolution, if a strong revolutionary class had alreadybeen in existence. The bitter feeling against themonarch was enormous. That is shown by his deathin 1715.
" His burial was carried out in the simplest mannerpossible, in order " to save time and money.' Thepeople of Paris, who now believed itself freed from anintolerable yoke, followed the hearse of the great kingduring its passage through the streets, not only shout-ing out angry curses and maledictions, but actuallyhurling mud and stones. Bound about the provincesthere arose a shout of joy, mingled, with curses on thedeceased. Everywhere thanksgivings were held. Thegood fortune to be delivered from such a despotbetrayed itself openly and without shame. Peace,liberty of action, lowered taxes were the benefits thatthe people hoped to derive from the Eegent."(M. Phillippson, " The Period of Louis XIV.," p. 518.)
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The people of France were doomed to bitter experi-ences with the followers of the " King's Son " beforethey were able, through the great Eevolution, to taketheir own fortunes in their own hands.
Scarcely had the country begun to recover, to someextent, when it was plunged into new wars. From1733 to 1735 it was at war with Austria, for the sake ofPoland and Lorraine; 1740 to 1748 it took part in theAustrian War of Succession on the side of Prussiaagainst Maria Theresa and England; 1778 to 1783they were able, through the great Revolution, to taketheir own fortunes into their own hands.
'' These wars not only ruined the country; they wereso miserably conducted, that they brought the Frpnchno military glory whatever."    (Eossbach).
Absolntism, with the help of the rising bourgeoisie,had overthrown the feudal nobility—not, however, inorder to abolish it, but rather to exercise unlimitedpower over it. The monarch felt that the nobilitywere indispensable to him. He chose as leaders of theState policy, and of the army, members of the nobilitywho still showed devotion to him; but at the same timehe deprived this same nobility of all independence.He degraded them until they led a parasitic life ofpleasure, thus allowing them to become morally andspiritually decadent, and leading them on to economicruin.
The more apparent the moral, intellectual andeconomic bankruptcy of the nobility became, thegreater were the claims of that nobility on thepeasantry, the more excessive their oppression andsubjection, and the more did their agricultural pursuitslose in economic certainty. At the same time, theclaims of the nobles on the unhappy peasants, whomthey regarded as the chief contributors to the taxes,increased enormously. For the nobility, not contentwith having ruined the State through their diplomacyand military ventures, sought to compensate them-
sf'lves for their economic decline by resorting toplunder. In this they had tha Church as well as themonarchy to aid them, for they represented the greatlanded proprietors of the State.
Over against these desperate conditions in Paris wasto be found a strong and rapidly rising bourgeoisie,with a numerous body of intellectuals, who quicklyrealised the evils affecting the State and social order,and who branded them more unsparingly and denouncedthem more destructively than any intellectuals in otherlarge cities in Europe could have done. And belowthem was a small bourgeoisie, the most powerful andwith the greatest amount of self-assurance in Europe,as well as a proletariat than which none was morenumerous, more concentrated, more desperate anddetermined.
A fearful conflict was inevitable as soon as theseopposing forces should become arraigned against oneanother. It broke out when finally the monarchycould do no more, and at a time when financial ruinwas threatening, since no financier would advancemore credit.
The feudal councils, which had not met since 1614,and which embodied a permanent representation ofthe nobility, the clericals, the ordinary citizens, werecalled upon to help, to sanction new taxes and loans,and so help to raise the credit of bankrupt absolutism,and infuse it with fresh life. The elections for theindividual councils were proclaimed in 1789, and theelected were summoned to the King's palace atVersailles.
However, with the exception of the eourtiers, allclasses were too embittered against the reigningsystem. These councils, after their convention onMay 5, 1789, set about reforming the taxes and loans,instead of creating new ones. But on this matter thenobles and the clericals had somewhat different viewsfrom the bourgeoisie.    These were victorious through
their hostile attitude towards these councils. Thegeneral councils were formed into a constituentNational Assembly, which gave France an entirely newconstitution.
The power of the National Assembly was at firstonly a moral power. It reposed in the consciousnessthat by far the great majority of the nation was behindit. But that by no means sheltered it against a coupd'etat of a physical order. The monarchy still had atits command such power—the army, for instance—andit was quite prepared to make use of it if necessary.
But they had to bear in mind the physical strengthwhich still lay at the disposal of Paris. It was onlywhen Paris had been overcome that they dared to hopeto dismember the National Assembly, and to bend itto its will. Hence numerous troops were marshalledtogether in Paris; and when it was thought that allwas safe the coup d'etat followed, and the dismissalof the Minister, Neoker, whom the National Assemblyhad endeavoured to force the King to accept (July 12,1789).
Whether Paris had taken this event quite calmly orwhether it had come into conflict with the troops, thefate of the Eevolution would' have been sealed. ButParis rose up; the King's troops failed; the proletariatand the small bourgeois masses broke into the^Invalides,' captured some 30,000 pieces of arms, andstormed the fortress that lay before the revolutionarysuburb, viz., the Bastille (July 14, 1789).
But now the King and his courtiers combined, andthe peasants rose in revolt throughout the length andbreadth of the land. Already before there had beeninstances of single peasant risings, which had beeneasily quelled. But now no power could withstand thestorm that arose. Paris at that time saved theEevolution and made it" general.
Gradually it seemed as if the storm was abating.Th» King and his feudal courtiers regained courage;
he began to oppose certain decisions of the NationalAssembly and to muster new troops. So the Parisianscame to the conclusion that they could never be safeas long as the heads of the State, the King and theNational Assembly, remained in Versailles. Theywished to bring these under their supervision anddirect influence. On October 5, 1789, large bands ofpeople tramped to Versailles and fetched the King backto Paris. The people now hoped to have peace, andto be able to devote their energies to the building upof the constitution and to practical work, from whichthey expected, as a consequence of improved conditions.,to derive advantage and benefit. On July 14, 1790,Louis XVI. swore fidelity to the constitution, althoughmuch against his will. He felt himself a prisoner inthe Tuileries, and all the acts of his Government wererepugnant to him.
Not a year had passed, since his taking of the oathto the constitution, when he secretly fled (June 21,1791), and was misguided enough, before he hadreached safety, to explain himself to the masses of thepeople. He left behind a document in which hedeclared that all his orderings and decrees sinceOctober, 1789, had been wrung from him against hiswill, and that he pronounced them null and void. Thiswas a very premature move on his part; for while inflight he was recognised, taken prisoner, and broughtback to Paris.
Even at that time a large section of the embitteredmasses demanded the dethronement of the King; butthe monarchical instincts of the masses of the peoplewere too deep-seated to make such a step successful.But it saved Louis, for at that moment it was onlydethronement with which he was threatened.
He had worse fate when France, under hismonarchy, became involved in war with the alliedmonarchies of Europe (April, 1792). This was not awar, like the preceding, for more or less land.    It was
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a war of the feudal nobility and of EuropeanAbEolutism against a people that had gained itsfreedom, and which was now in danger of comingunder the yoke onoe more. It was a real crivil war,with all the atteadant cruelties that characterise civilwars. The country's enemy threatened the revolu-tionary people with total destruction, and their ownKing was an ally of the country's enemy.
In this situation the monarchical idea lost all itspower; nevertheless the National Assembly could notyet decide to discard it. It was the Parisians whoagain insisted that Louis should be taken captive anda new National Assembly convened, called the Con-vention, which should give Prance a new republicanconstitution (August 10, 1792). In the first sittingthis- new Convention unanimously decided on theabolition of the monarchy (September 21, 1792). Butthe Parisians believed that the safety of the Eepublicwould not be ensured so long as Louis XVI. still lived.They demanded that he should be put on trial fortreason. The majority of the Convention recoiledbefore this measure. But the rage of the Parisianswas irresistible when they heard that a secret cup-board in the Tuileries had been discovered containinga series of documents. These documents proved thatthe King had bought over a number of Parlia-mentarians, among them Mirabeau ; and that a numberof his guards, who had fought in the ranks of theAustrians against France, had even during that wardrawn payment from him.
In spite of all, a section of the Conventionendeavoured to save the King. They wanted to appealto the people of France. Through a general electionLouis's fate was to be determined.
This attempt to play off the Provinces against Parismet with most determined apposition on the part ofthe Parisians. Fear of them over-ruled the Conven-tion.     The appeal to the people was rejected by 423
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votes against 276. Thus was Louis' fate settled, aadhe mounted the scaSold on January 21, 1793.
The Republican Party that pleaded mosifc for theKing at the time were the so-called Girondists, whohad derived their name from the fact that the candi-dates who first formed the nucleus of the party hadbeen elected in the Province of the Gironde. Theywere the most furious haters of Paris, whose powerthey wished to break. They wanted France to becomea Federal State.
" Four days after the opening of the Convention, theGirondist, Lasource, amid the applause of his eon-federates, reiterated the words:—" And I will not haveParis led by a band of intriguers, uot let her become forFrance what Rome at one time was for the RomanEmpire. The influence of Paris must be reduced to the83rd part, to that share which every other province hasequally." (Kumow " The Parties in the Great FrenchRevolution," page 349).
The opposition between the Girondists and Parisassumed the wildest forms. In the revolts of May 31to June 2, 1793, the Parisians Succeeded in carryingout their demand for the expulsion and arrest of thirty-four Girondists. The answer to this was the murder ofMarat by the Girondiste, Charlotte Corday, of Nor-mandy (July 13) and soon after the attempt by theGirondists to instigate Normandy, Brittany and theSouth of France against the Convention—all thisduring the war. Whereupon the Parisians retaliated,,and they carried out (on October 31) the execution ofall the Girondists who could be found in Paris.
CHAPTEK IV.
The First Paris Commune.
The Paris Proletariat and its Fighting Methods.
Hitherto we have always spoken of the "Parisians."Naturally not the whole population of Paris is to beincluded under this head, for there were many classesin sharp contrast to one another. By the " Parisians "the great mass of the population in the capital was tobe understood, viz., the small bourgeoisie and theproletariat.
Under the latter we must not think of the modemproletarian, who is the outcome of gross industry.Certainly there were some manufacturens in Paris;but the largest section of their workmen was eitherengaged in service of the most varied kind aslabourers and porters, or it formed a body of artisans'apprentices, who hoped one day themselves to becomeindependent artisans. Besides these, there werecountless small labourers as home workers, as well asmiddle-men of all kinds, who lived in bitterest povertyand the moat wretched insecurity.
This poverty and insecurity made the social positionproletarian; whereas by their class position, i.e.,according to the sources of their income, they wereismaillbourgeois, whose ideal was a comfortable bourgeoisexistence. Nothing is more misleading than the con-fusion between position according to income and posi-tion according to class. This confusion was made byLassalle, and is being made to-day by those of our.Eussian comrades, who believe that the poor peasanthas other class interests than the rich peasant, andhas the same class interest as the wage-earning prole-
ao
tariat of the towns. This is just as false as theconclusion of those who believe that the smallcapitalists have other class interests than the largecapitalists, and that their opposition to the capitalof finance goes together with the class opposition ofthe proletariat to capital. The small capitalists wishto become big capitalists, the small peasantry alsowish to increase their property—this, and not aSocialist society is their object. The former justas much as the latter wish to increase their incomeat the expense of the workmen, the small peasantsthrough low wages and long working hours, the small.capitalists through high prices for food.
The poor elements in Baris, therefore, at the timeof the great revolution were, according to their classposition, small bourgeois, in spite of the proletarianconditions of their existence.
These conditions gave them no objects which weredifferent from those of the better-placed smallbourgeois, although they gave them means for thegrowing struggle which were less sympathetic to themore prosperous small bourgeois.
The starving man cannot wait. He is in despair,and, therefore, does not stop to consider his choice ofmeans. For him little attaches to life; he has nothingto lose save his bonds, and he, therefore, risks every-thing during the time of an upheaval, which shallprepare for new conditions of things, and in whichhe hopes to gain the world.
Thus it was the proletariat, the great mass of thepopulation of Paris, which formed the great drivingpower in the Eevolution. Their desperate incon-siderateness made them masters of Paris, made Paristhe ruler of France, and let France triumph overEurope.
Their fighting means lay in armed insurrection. Their
risings were not unprepared, nor did they spring them-
. selves from out of the prevailing conditions.      They
were much more organised, /Still, they did nevei*the-less arise from the spontaneousT pressure of the masses,not oftheirleaderslTtod it was only through the massesthat E!fe5e-«sntga were often irresistible in their force.An upheaval, which has to be fomented by the leaders,instead of these latter being forced from beLow, is a
gi|Drn  t.hat. f];^f.  nPf>Af;fj.f^rY  driving force  is  wa,n<ii^7fr,   a.Wfl
that the whole movement is doomed to failure.During tne w4oie uime of th6 growtn of tlie itevolu-tion, it was the masses who were the driving force, theleaders the driven. While this lasted things movedforward. When the contrary happened, and theleaders found it necessary to incite the masses to fight,the Eevolution was already in decline.
But if an upheaval can reckon on success only whenit is spontaneous, and not initiated by the leaders, thisis not to say that it has the best chance of winningwhen it is not organised. The Paris insurrections ofthe Great Eevolution had their foundations in theorganisation of the masses.
Even in the first signs of disturbance, in thestorming of the Bastille, there were already nuclei fororganisation. Later they received closer and morepermanent foundation.
In the Eevolution ea<3h community claimed for itselfthe greater independence. The ConstitutionalAssembly by the law of December 22, 1789, estab-lished the conditions which, in consequence of thesudden loss of power on the part of the State, hadeverywhere come into being. The commimitiesacquired a high level of self-administration, viz., thecontrol of the whole of the local poMoe and the com-mand of the citizen guard, as well as of the NationalGuard, which was being formed in the towns.
But at the same time the bourgeoisie strove to keepthe lower classes from sharing in their measure ofpower. The National Assembly made the finedistinction between active and passive citizens.   Active
were those who paid a direct tax on at least threedays' wages. They alone had the vote for the localcouncil and for the National Assembly. From themalone the National Guard was recruited. These bodiesafterwards developed into representative associationsof the moneyed classes.
But in Paris the " passive " citizens organised also,as well as their friends from the ranks of the activecitizens, along with the official local representativecouncil.     They armed themselves in their own way.
For the purposes of Voting Paris was divided into60 districts, which had to select the candidates. Afterthese had been named, the districts disappeared. Butthey nevertheless remained, and became organised ontheir own initiative as permanent institutions of themunicipal administration. They would not sufferrepression, and at the time when before July 14 (thestorming of the Bastille) all Paris was in a state ofupheaval, they began to arm the people, and to actas independent authorities. After the conquest ofthe Bastille the districts had already become acknow-ledged institutions of the niunicipal administration.In order to come to some understanding, a centralbureau was opened, where special delegates could cometogether, and have mutual exchange of thought. Inthis way there arose the first attempt at a Commune—the result of a movement upwards by means of auniting of the district organisations, which in revolu-tionary fashion had come about through the initiativegiven by the people. While the National Assemblywas gradually undermining the power of the King, thedistricts and then the sections gradually enlarged theirsphere of activity among the people. They estab-lished the connection between Paris and the provinces,and prepared the ground for the revolutionary Com-mune of August 10.
(Kropotkin, "The French Eevolution," 1, pages174-179. In     accordance     with     his    anarchistic
standpoint, Kropotkin has given special importance tothe history of the Commune in the Eevolution. Apartfrom special works, his books afford the best study ofthis history. As a consequence, he treats theParliamentary activity at the time far less satisfac-torily.)
The National Assembly tried to put an end to theDistrict Councils. Through the law of May 27, 1790,the division of the constituencies in Paris was altered.But the " passive " citizens ignored the veto. Thesections were now the central point of revolutionaryactivity. Soon there was no communal or Statequestion which was not taken over by these sections,and in the settling of which they were not activelyconcerned. The result of this was that the generalassembly of these sections became a permanentinstitution. It was only through the permanency oftheir nature that intensive activity could bedeveloped.
On August 10, 1792, the sections entirely supersededcommunal representation, which had already becometotally eJBEete, and they formed something new, therevolutionary Commune, to which each section sentthree commissioners. Thenceforward, it was thisParis Commune which, supported by these sections,determined the course of the revolution.
The subsequent works on history have failed to givethe sections their due. Their work was performedby the nameless many. The great names of theEevolution shone more in the Club of the Jacobinsthan in the sections. But what the Club achievedowed its success to the secticns, and often it was theClub which was the part that hesitated and hung back.Only the proletariat, which had nothing to lose, wasable to rush without hesitation boldly into theunknown.
The Origins of the Eegiment op Terror.
Through the Commune the proletariat of Parisarrived at a dominating position in revolutionaryPrance. But this position was a divided one, like theposition of Paris in the country, and like that of theproletariat of that time in general society.
Small bourgeois according to their class-conscious-ness, they adopted the point of view of private propertyas against the means of production. They could notget rid of private property, they needed it in order togo on producing and live. Yet their attitude as poorwretches was one of hostility to the property of therich, whose prosperity angered them, and whose wealtharose from their misery. It was this very recklessnesstowards the great feudal and capitalist property whichgave them that energy in fighting the counter-revolu-tion, and which, thanks to the pre-eminent positionof Paris, made them pioneers of the Eevolution, inwhich the great bulk of the nation took such activeinterest. In their powerful struggles against feudalismand the monarchy in France, and against the wholemonarchical system of Europe, the revolutionaryproletariat of Paris had behind it the whole strengthof the nation, the most powerful nation in the world.As a result they were able to defy the men in powerall the world over; indeed, the power of these mencame into their hands. It was during that time thatthe powerful revolutionary self-consciousness of theParis workman came into being. Through it hebecame the much admired type of the whole fightinginternational proletariat up to the days of the secondParis Commune, and even up to the closing decadesof the last century
Yet this very class represented the worst consumersof Paris, for they imperatively demanded cheap food-stuffs, and never more than in the days of the greatrevolution, which, in the literal sense of the word, could
be called a famine revolt. In consequence, the poorof Paris were drawn into increasing conflict with thepeasants, the middlemen, the moneyed people, withthose elements in fact which, by reason of their privateproperty, came off best in regard to the means of pro-duction, since the abolition of privpate property wagimpossible owing to the system of retail dealing thenprevalent, nor was any such abolition attempted oreven proposed. When in regard to this antithesis theproletarians tried to show their power in Paris, andthe pov.'er of Paris over the provinces, they were madeto realise that they could not for long as a minoritymaintain themselves against the majority. So theywent to pieces in spite of their former triumphs.
The proletarians went into the Eevolution expectingto banish all misery by getting rid of the misery offeudalism, in the same way as the bourgeoisie hadpromised and meant. They now seized political free-dom and power, and still it was only the bourgeois andthe peasant who arrived at any measure of prosperity.Poverty in the large towns was not diminished; onthe contrary, the real pinch of poverty first beganto make itself really felt.
Starvation and a rise in prices are the outstandingfeatures of the whole time of revolution. They aregenerally explained as being due to the fact that anumber of bad harvests followed in succession. . To me,however, it seems that the starvation during theEevolution was not due to this alone, but was a directconsequence of the Revolution itself.
Production among the peasants was at that time, toa high degree, self-suflBcing. The peasant had scarcelyany need of the industrial products of the town, exceptfor articles of luxury. He produced not only his ownfood-stuffs, but also the raw materials for textileindustry which he himself manufactured. He alsoeonstructed his own simple furniture and many of hishousehold   tools,   whatever  else  he   needed   in   the
industrial line was furnished him by village workmen.The fact that, in spite of ttiis, he did Sell his producein the town was due not to his own industrial needs,but to the taxes with which the State had burdenedhim. He could not pay these if he did not bring tomarket his com, cattle, wine, or whatever else he pro-duced at home.
Besides all this, he had to pay his feudal lord inkind, as well as to perform a certain amount of forcedlabour on his lord's estate. Of the land products,which these feudal lords thus amassed, only a smallportion was used for home consumption; the greaterpart they sold, in order to get money for a life ofpleasure in the town.
Taxes and feudal obligations therefore provided themonies, on the one hand, which flowed into Paris andthere reached circulation; they also provided, on theother hand, the produce which was sold for bare cashto provision Paris.
The Revolution temporarily put an end to feudalobligation, as well as to taxes, as the State had no-power to collect these. The peasants were therefore nolonger in such necessity to sell as they were before. Inthe first place, they made use of their newly-gainedfreedom to eat to their fill, and to put an end to thestarvation conditions, to which State and Feudalismhad condemned them. What remained over of theirproduce they decided to sell, only at very high prices.Nothing henceforward forced them to sell cheaply.For that reason alone a rise in prices and a contrastbetween Paris and the Provinces was boimd to arise,and this contrast assumed an exaggerated form. In1793 the Convention had actually formed a revolu-tionary army of 10,000 men, whose duty it was to scourthe villages and requisition food for Paris, in a similarway to that recently tried in Russia, and with equalfailure. This is one of the features that makes theRussian  Revolution  of  to-day assume great resem-
blance, even in external mattem, to the great bourgeoisEevolution of the 18th century.
The contrast was made even more drastic by the war,which led to France's being " encircled," and whichhindered the lack of provision from being mitigated byany import from without. It made the Parisians sufferstill more from hunger, and loaded the country peoplewith heavy war bin-dens, in the shape of universalconscription.
The Parisians had the strongest motives for desiringvictory. They, as a revolutionary centre, would havebeen the first to feel defeat. Moreover in Parisnational feeling was strongest developed. On thegreatness and the strength of the Empire directlydepended the greatness and strength of Paris. The menof the " Mountain," of the extreme left of the Conven-tion coined the phrase—"the one indivisible Eepublic,"and the word " Patriot " soon had the significance ofradical revolutionary.
Utterly different w.as the attitude of the peasantstowards the war. Those on the frontier certainlywanted to be rid of a foreign invasion, and they of allothers were most threatened with the return of feudalbondage through a fbreign victory. They, therefore,felt as patriotic as the Parisians. That was especiallytrue of the Alsatians. It was different for those whowere far removed from the frontier, and thus were notthreatened by foreign invasion. These peasants didnot grasp the political import of the war. They onlyfelt the burdens of war which, according to them, wereimposed on them by the regioidal and godless Parisians.Such provinces as La Vendee, Normandy andBrittany, under certain circumstances, could go so farin their opposition to Paris as to proceed to an openrevolt, whenever they could get the necessary leader-ship. This was provided from time to time by theanti-revolutionary aristocrats. But the revolutionarybourgeois   also   embodied   in   the   Girondistes,   Mice
attempted a similar revolt of the provinces againstParis, as we have already seen.
The financiers likewise came along with the peasantsinto conflict with the proletarians and the small bour-geois. Indeed, the opposition was even morepronounced, and had even more direct consequences.It was not an opposition between workmen and indus-trial capitalists, who at the time did not play a verylarge part. Even after the Bevolution St. Simonreckoned these latter among the working classes. Itwas the opposition to moneyed and trade capital, tousurers, speculators, dealers and sellers. These mendid not themselves cause the lack of provisions, butthey exploited the calamity and increased the stress.We need not dwell on this. We ourselves have hadterrible experience of this for the last five years.
During this time of misery, profiteering caused byhigh prices became grossly provocative. Along withthis was to be classed the profiteering of the war eon-tractors—since 1792—as well as of those whospeculated in laud. The National Assembly had con-fiscated church possessions—perhaps a third of theFrench landed property.
In addition to this, the aristocratic emigrants, whohad fled from Prance in order to fight the revolutionfrom without, were Ukewise deprived of their property.Their land was also confiscated. Yet all this enormousproperty did not remain in the possession of the State,nor was it divided among the poor peasants, but soldup. This, in the first instance, was the result of thelow state of finance, which gave the final blow thatcaused the Revolution. But the Bevolution did not raisethe state of finance; on the other hand, it was depre-ciated, because the peasants could no longer pay theirtaxes. Often those who made a profit out of theselling of confiscated land-property would buy newtracts of land at a low price, solely with the intentionof parcelling them up and selling them in small sections
at a high price. The financial difficulties of the Statewere little helped by this means, but the speculators inproperty flourished exceedingly.
In her necessity there was no other means open tothe State than the issue of revolutionary paper money.This soon began to grow to an enormous extent.Hence a new cause of high prices arose, as well as acause for extraordinary fluctuation of exchange andprices, which state of affairs was again turned to theirown advantage by the speculators and moneylenders.
Thus there grew up from among the ruins of the oldfeudal system of property a new capitalistic System^which grew, along with the general distress, in propor-tion as the proletariat rose to power. This strftngesituation showed clearly enough how little the ftierepossession of political power is able to affect the work-ing of economic laws, so long as the necessary socialconditions are lacking. Nevertheless the proletariat ofParis was hungry.
They did not examine what, under the giveneconomical conditions, was possible and what wasinevitable. They were in power, and determined tomake the most of it, in order to arrive at that Utopianstate of equality and brotherhood and of generalprosperity, which the intellectuals among thebourgeoisie had promised them. As they could notalter the process of production, they tried by the helpof coercive means to change the results of this process—means of which our own days have given us morethan enough, viz!., high prices, compulsory loans, whichcorreisponded taughly to our war-credit and feSmilarmeasures. All of these, however, were less capable ofdiminishing the distress than they are to-dfly, onaccoimt of the scattered production, the lack ofstatistics, and the paralysing of the central power in itsrelation to the districts, which existed at that time.
As time went on, the contradiction between thepolitical strength of the proletariat and its economical
situation became greater. And along with thisthe oppression caused by the war became worse.Hence the rulers among the proletariat in their despairturned more and more to outward methods, to bloodyintimidation and terrorism.
Thk Failoee of Terrorism.
Through the Commune the revolutionary bourgeoi.?and proletariat of Paris ruled the whole of Prance.But they took care not to exercise their power directly,and to give as their watchword : —'' All power to theCommune." They knew that the Empire was to beheld together and ruled only by an Assembly that repre-sented the whole Empire. They therefore avoidedtouching on the convention in the National Assembly.They maintained their power not without the Conven-tion nor even against it, but through it.
Lenin must have formed a similar plan, otherwiseit would be difficult to discover why he convoked theconstitution, instead of allowing votes for it to betaken. Yet the Commune was more fortunate thanhe; for it understood how to make use of tliis importantinstrument, which Lenin on the very first day un-willingly cast aside.
Certainly the " mountain " in the Convention, whichwent hand in hand with the Commune, was in theminority; nevertheless, the majority was not made upof politicians of strong character and firm conviction.Many of them proved to be uncertain and hesitating.They allowed themselves to be influenced by the Parismilieu; and where that was not strong enough to cau&ethem to vote with the " mountain " it was sufficientto place energetic pressure on them, to make themvote as was desired.
By means of these moUusee, of this " bog," the" Mountain" was able to occupy a majority in theConvention.
Yet in the stress of timer which often demandedswift measures, the legislating activity of the Conven-tion was not always satisfactory. And even the lawsproved to be ineffectual to cope with social need andnecessity. Every oppressive law, be it never so strict,puts limitations on its sphere of activity, if only for thereason that it enjoins certain rules which give theoppressed occasion and opportunity, with a little skill,to turn them to their own advantage. This policy ofoppression, which is directed against phenomena thatare closely bound up with existing relations and aretherefore ineradicable, is obliged sooner or later toliberate itself from the shackles of laws which itselfhas formed, and to have recourse to lawless oppressionand finally to Dictatorship.
This, and this alone, is the real meaning of the wordDictatorship: it is a form of government, not merelya state of affairs. It represents arbitrary force, whichby its very nature can be put into practice by one personalone, or only by a very small circle of persons, know-ing how to operate without any formal conditions, orwilling to be led by one man alone. To ensure col-laboration, every large circle requires definite rules,an administration, etc.—in other words, it is alreadybound by laws.
Tlie type of dictatorship as a form of governmentlies in personal dictatorship. Class dictatorship ispure nonsense. Class-rule without laws and regula-tions is unthinkable.
Since the repressive measures against profiteers^speculators and counter-revolutionaries hopelesslyfailed, the proletarian element had recourse to adictatorship.
As early as March 25th, 1793, the Convention hadto form a " Committee of Public Safety and General
Defence," which gradually acquired the powers of anabsolute autocracy, whose members were very smallin number. At first this Committee consisted of 25,which number was afterwards reduced to 9. All con-sultations were seoi-et. It controlled ministers andgenerals, appointed and dismissed officials and officers.It dispatched commissioners with unlimited powersand could take whatever measures it regarded asnecessary. These measures had to be carried out bythe ministers without question. It was indeedresponsible to the National Assembly, but this wasa mere formality, as that body literally trembledbefore the Committee. Restrictions were laid on thepowers of this Committee to some extent at least;for it was ordained that the Committee should be re-elected each month, and that it should have no controlover the State treasury. Soon this " Committee ofPublic Safety " became the exclusive organ of the"Mountain." But the more the dictatorial orderingsof this body increased the greater became the dic-tatorial power of a single personality in their midet,viz., Eobespierre.
As further instruments of the dictatorship twoother institutions were created: (a) a Police Com-mittee, called the Committee of General Security,and (b) the Extraordinary Eevolutionary Tribunal,which had to adjudge in all cases of counter-revolu-tionary activity, and of attacks on the liberty, equalityand inviolability of the Fatherland.
To be suspected and denounced by a " Patriot"was sufficient for a man to be condemned to death,and indeed without any chance of appeal.
Louis Blanc, in his " History of the French Revolu-tion," has given the following account of the organisa-tion of the Reign of Terror.
" We find a tireless Club, that of the Jacobins, whichanimated Paris with its life.
" Paris, which has been divided up into groups of
inhabitants called ' Sections,' gives expression to theideas and thoughts prevailing in the Club.
"The Commune, the centre of the 'Sections,'formulates these ideas and thoughts into laws.
" The ' Committee of Public Safety ' infuses life intothese laws in all the various departments of Stateactivity—in the State administration, in the choiceof officials, in the^army, through the commissioners;in the provinces, -$iid in every part of the Eepublic,through the revolutionary committees.
'' The ' Committeie of Public Security ' has the taskof exposing all objectionable and disagreeable elements.
" The extraordinary Eevolutionary Tribunal hastensto punish them.     "
" Such was the revolutionary machine."
(" Histoire de la Eevolution Fran^aise, Bruxelles,1856, II. p. 519.")^.
In the most unspaHng manner this fearful apparatuswas set to work.      X
It was hoped, by this means, to get the better of thesmugglers, the extortioners, and speculators, especiallyif smugglers, extortioners and speculators were sum-marily beheaded.
But the economical situation was less calculatedthan ever before to encourage the belief, that in manuallabour of any kind lay a gold-mine. And more thanever before each individual became a victim of theworst misery, in the larger towns at least, if he hadmoney, and a good deal of money, at his disposal.The Eegiment of Terror did not shrink from strivingfor gold, only,it strove to get what it coveted byunderhand methods. Hence a new source of self-enrichment, and corruption arose in the form ofbribery.
The more dangerous it became to be caught, themore inclined were the people " wanted " to buy offand silence the exposer of their misdeeds by appro-priate offers of part of their spoils.     And the greater
the misery, the greater was the temptation on thepart of individual bodies of the revolutionary adminis-tration to make a source of profit out of shutting theireyes.
In this way, despite the furious activity of theguiUotine, new property was being accumulated, andother capitalists grew up in the place of those who hadbeen beheaded; nor did hunger and famine diminish.
These new capitalists sprang up direct from the smallbovirgeoisie, the proletariat, and the ranks of the revo-lutionaries, with whom they proved themselves to beamong the most desperate and the most cunning, byno means, hotvever, among those of strongestcharacter. But the best elements among the revo-lutionaries, the disinterested,, and the most- self-sacrificing were, at the same time, involved in continualstruggles at the frontier, as well as in civil wax®. Thusthe ranks of the revolutionary proletariat were depletedfrom two sides through the death of the best elements,and the gradual appearance of the most vicious aoadhardened among them in the class of adventurers. Itlost on both sides its most energetic members. Theremainder became more and more apathetic and dis-couraged. The revolution had been going on for fouryears; it had brought the peasants and the financiersprivileges, even wealth; but for the proletariat, whohad fought with most energy and self-sacrifice, andwho ultimately succeeded in uniting in their hands thepower of France, the revolution had nothing to offer.It did not even satisfy their hunger; on the contrary,it increased it. Even the bloody regiment of terrorfared no better. What had it indeed to expect frompolitics? Doubt, distrust and exhaustion began tomake their presence felt amongst them.
It soon came to pass that the ruling powers in theParis Commune had vast demands to settle. We haveseen already that the power of the various " sections "consisted in th6 fact that all citizens took permanent
active interest in their doings. Moreover, these sec-tions were meeting uninterruptedly, and themselveshad to settle all matters connected with administrationand political action. But as time went on thatbecame impossible; the proletarians and the smallbourgeoisie had to be productive in their labours. Howotherwise were they to Uve? With occasional work,which might at any moment be broken o£E, they couldnot proceed very far. So long as the revolutionaryfire glowed within them, and so long as they hopedto derive economic benefit from a revolutionary policy,they endeavoiured to make the best of their conditions.The more they began to doubt, the more they soughtsalvation in productive labour, instaad of in politics.They became more and more willing to allow onedepartment after another to pass into the hands of thevarious sections. They allowed these sections toappoint State-paid officials, whereby the bureaucraticcentralisiation of the Empire, which was to come later,was gradually introduced. At the same time, theprosperous people and their followers in the section*,to whom they made payments in some form or other,soon outnumbered the others; for the simple reasonthat they were men of leisure and could find time tomeet, whereas the proletarians and the small bour-geois, who were bound to work for a living, appearedless and less .at the meetings. Hence, there was adanger that the former should gain the majority overthe latter.
A sign of the decline of revolutionary activity in thesections is furnished by the decision of the Convention,given on September 9, 1793, which limited the num-ber of sittings to two in the week, and granted to esichmember, who had to work for his living, the sum oftwo francs for each sitting. But this did not checkthe growing slackness in attendance.
Along with this there was also a marked change inthe relations between the masses and their leaders.
During the period when the revolution was on theincrease, it was the masses who urged on theleaders, inspiring them with energy apd confidence invictory. Such is the proper relation between themasses and the leaders, whenever and wherever anypopular movement is to meet with success. The leaderswill always display more hesitancy than the masses,whenever a revolution is in progress; because they, morethan the masses, can take better account of possibleeventualities, and see better than they the difficultiesthat are bound to arise.
But this time the leaders were in a position in whichthey needed renewed energy on the part of the massesif they were to maintain themselves and not be com-pletely submerged. For the masses were becomingexhausted, and began more and more to doubt anddespair. So it fell to the leaders to spur on the people,to rouse and inspire them. Such a condition of thingsalways betokens in any popular movement that theinward strength is lacking, that it has not yet acquiredthat strength, or has lost it already.
In order to encourage the people, the regime inpower had to give the appearance of possessing strength;it was obliged to intoxicate them and thus make themoblivious of the want of social and economic success.This effect was best obtained by inciting the lust forblood. So this was a further reason for continuing thesystem of Terrorism, indeed, for increasing it and mak-ing it more effective. Finally, the growing nervousnessof the men in power, occasioned by the feeling theyhad that the ground was slipping away from undertheir feet, helped materially to the same result. Withthe desperation that followed, the bitterness increased,not only against those who were enjoying class privi-lege, but also against members of their own faction,who held the same general principles as they, thoughdiffering in minor details.    Thus those in power felt
with increasing misapprehension that every mistakeand every false step would eventually lead to ruin.
It is significaint of the rise of a revolution that it pro-ceeds on its way unhindered by any piece of folly thatmay have been enacted. In a state of decline, on thecontrary, a revolution may feel the dire effects of theslightest error.
The more precarious the position of the leaders of theEevolution became, the more bitterly did the differentgroups quarrel among themselves; hence the more im-perative did it seem to each one of them to suppressthe other, in order to save the Eevolution.
Among the men of the " Mountain " there had beenat the very outset marked differences between the"believers" (if not actually practising "church-believers ") and atheists; between the Philistine Puri-tans and the cynical epicureans, between the, incon-siderate and the considerate. But this did not preventtheir harmoniously working together. When thededifferent groups began to attack one another, with suchrage as to employ the " Eegiment of Terror" as ameans of suppression one against the other, that wasalready a sign of the decline of the Eevolution. Thefate of the Eevolution was already sealed when Eobes-pierre's faction dragged before the revolutionarytribunals the Hebertistes, as being " Ultra-revolu-tionary " and the Dantonists for being " corrupt" and"too moderate," and succeeded in making them sharethe same fate on the guillotine (March, 1794) whichthey had prepared for the Girondists some monthsbefore.
These terrorist measures were already a sign of thedownfall of the Eevolution; they further aided it bycausing the masses in the Paris Commune to split,thus turning the disciples of the guillotined into enemiesof the revolutionary government. At the same time,and as a result of the growing apathy of the masses,the government was obliged to withdraw the various
functions, hitherto assumed by the sections, fromthose bodies, and to transfer them to the Stateofficials.
The police, and in particular the political police, fellinto the hands of the two central bodies, who reallyhad the State power in their own hands, and they werethe Committee of Public Safety and the Committee ofSecurity of the Convention. The police became an all-powerful instrument of an almighty government, andat the same time it changed from being, one of the in-stitutions of the various sections, which functioned infull pubHcity, into one wholly secret in character. Thesecret police thus became an invisible power, whichwas supreme over everything else in the State.
But all the efforts of the leaders to save themselvesby terrorist means were frustrated. The ground onwhich they stood began to shrink from under their feet.They could only; as a last resort, increase the system ofterrorism and the police power. But the sole resultwas that, as they all felt their position to be more andmore threatened, they banded themselves together ina desperate attempt to withstand opposition; since inthe decisive moments these rulers had nobody to sup-port them.
Kropotkin, an enthusiastic admirer of the ParisCommune in the Eevolution, and therefore one whowould be anything but an opponent of that institution,has well described the fatal path that terrorism wasbound to take. In the 67th chapter of his book on theFrench Revolution, entitled "Terrorism," he makesthe following remarks: '' The darkest feature (apartfrom the war without) was the attitude of the provinces,especially in the South. The wholesale massacres,practised without any distinction, against the counter-revolutionary leaders, as well as against those whom.they led and organised by the local Jacobins and dele-gates of the Convention, had engendered such profoundhatred that it now became a question of war to the
knife. And the position became increasingly difficult,since nobody, whether in the locality or in Paris, couldproffer any more salutary advice than a resort to theextremest means of revenge."
He quotes incidents in proof of his statement, andthen shows how Eobespierre felt himself compelled topush terrorism to the extreme. Louis Blanc believesthat Eobespierre himself wished to detach himself fromthe system of teirorism, the pernicious results of whichhe foresaw and keenly felt. But he could find no otherway of getting the better of the men within his ownranks, who were sworn to terrorism, than by fightingthem by terrorist means in their most aggravated forms.Louis Blanc says: "Eobespierre wanted to makethose men tremble who themselves had made thewhole world tremble before them. He conceived thebold plan of felling them with their own battleaxes,and of crushing terrorism by means of terrorism itself.''(History of the French Eevolution, 11., page 748).
It is a disputable point, whether such were Eobes-pierre's motives or not. Certain it is, however, thathe himself forced through the decree of the 22 Prairial(June 10th, 1794), which removed altogether the lastvestiges of legal security accorded to political suspects.In the Eevolutional [Mbunal the defenders of suchsuspects were removed, and the legal procedtire wascarried out according to the dictates of " sane humanreason " alone. The verdict depended on the " judge'seonscience " and on his " mediatory powers," what-ever they might be.
As early as February 24th, 1794, Eobespierre haddeclared: " They are trying to govern the revolutionby means of chop-logic. Trials of conspiracy againstthe Eepublic are conducted as if they were trialsbetween private persons. Tyranny kills and libertypleads in its defence. And the penal code, which theconspirators themselves have ^awn up, is the very
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system   according   to   which   they   themgelves   arecondemned."
The only punishment that was to be recognised wasthe death penalty. It was to be meted out even tothose " who had disseminated false news, with intentto cause dissension or confusion among the people,who aimed at undermining the moral status orattempted to poison the public conscience." By suchmeasures every government can instantly silenceopposition. Kropotkin, referring to this, says: "Topromulgate this decree meant nothing less thandeclaring the bankruptcy of the revolutionary govern-ment. Thus the effect of this decree of the 22 Prairialwas to bring the counter-revolution to full maturitywithin the space of six weeks."
Instantly, on the strength of this decree, some54 people were executed. " Thus the new decree,everywhere known as Eobespierre's decree, beganimmediately to take effect. It caused the Eegimentof Terror to become at once the object of intensehatred."
Immediately there were wholesale trials of 150suspects, who were summarily executed in flireebatches.
'It is unnecessary to dilate any longer on theseexecutions. It is sufficient to say that from April17th, 1793, the day of the establishment of the revo-lutionary tribunals, up to the 22 Prairial of the year4 (June 10, 1794), that is to say during the courseof fourteen months, the Tribunal in Paris has alreadyissued orders for the execution of 2,607 persons. Butsince the promulgation of the new decree the sametribunal, in the course of only 46 days, from the22 Prairial to the 9th Thermidof (July 27th, 1794),condemned to death 1,351 persons. The people ofParis began to shudder with horror at the sight ofall these executioners' carts, in which the condemnedwere conveyed to the guillotine, and which the five
executioners with difficulty succeeded in emptyingday by day. Soon there was difficulty in findingcemeteries enough to bury the dead; for on everyoccasion, when a new cemetery was opened in theworking-class quarters of the city, lively protests weremade."
The sympathies of the working-clafis populajtion ofParis now turned towards the victims; the more so,because the rich had fled, or were in hiding some-where in France, thus leaving the poor to the mercyof the guillotine. As a matter of fact, among 2,750 ofthe guillotined, whose status Louis Blanc was able toverify, only 660 belonged to the wealthier classes. Itwas even whispered that on the " Committee ofSafety '■ was sitting a EoyaUst, an agent of Batz, whoinstigated the executions, in order to make the Eepublichated. Certain it is that every fresh wholesalemassacre of this kind hastened the downfall of theJiacobin regirnent.
The whole world felt itself threatened by Eobeepierreand his followers. The whole world accordingly unitedtogether against them, "Extreme Eadicals,""Moderates," Girondistes and Montagnards (knownas the " Mountain"), terrorists and himianists,proletarians and bourgeois.
Eobespierre's power oame to an end at the firstattempt made by those whom he threatened to showtheir teeth. His appeal to the populace on the9th Thermidor met with indifferent reception. Hesuccumbed. At the same time the Commune of Parislost the last apparent claim to power that it hadexercised so long. The revolution thereupon revertedto the basis favoured by the economic conditions thenprevailing, namely, to the supremacy of the bourgeoisie.
CHAPTEE V.The Traditions of the Ebign of Terror.
The downfall of Robespierre signified the worst pos-sible collapse. It was a moral collapse brought aboutby the fact that the proletarians and the small bour-geois of Paris forsook the party that represented themand refused any longer to fight -for them. Indeed,they breathed freely as if they had been relieved ofsome heavy burden, when finally an end was put tothe fearful massacres.
But this deplorable end was soon forgotten. Whatremained deeply rooted in the memories of the revo-lutionary proletarians and small bourgeois—not onlyin Paris—was the remembrance of the great andsplendid time, when they, through their insurrections,dominated the Convention, and through the Conven-tion, France itself, the mightiest State of that period,which was in a position to defy the whole of Europe,and even siubjugate it, temporarily at least.
The more wretched the times for the proletariat, thesmall bourgeoisie, and the revolutionaries generallyunder the sabre-government of Napoleon, especiallyafter his overthrow under the regiment of the"Junkers" and the financial magnates, the more didthe   revolutionaries   cherish   those   gi-eat   traditions.
There are very few men who study history for anyscientific purpose and in a scientific spirit, that is tosay, with the intention of trying to discover the causalnexus in the development of humanity, in order tobring it into line irrefutably with the whole body ofrecognised interconnections in this development; or inother words, in order to make their conceptions of   the
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world and things more profound, and to arriye at clearerknowledge and stronger foundations.
The starting point of every Science has always somevery practical aim, and is not the result of an impulsetowards philosophical knowledge. Proof of this is tobe found in so abstract a science as geometry throughits very name alone, which imphes nothing other thanthe art of measuring the earth.
In like manner the starting point of history was apurely practical one. namely, the laudation of one'sforefathers, in order to stimulate the rising generationto emulate them. Since it was not primari]b^ a ques-tion of knowledge, but rather of political and ethicalconsequences, it was not regarded as necessary to stickabsolutely to the truth. Exaggeration was readUyindulged in, so that the efEect might be enhanced; nordid they shrink from deliberate invention. Historicalfalsiiication is as old las the writing of history itself.
As is generally known, this method of writing andexplaining history has continued up to the presentday. It is regarded as being the manifestation ofgreait patriotic feeling—much more than any praise-worthy accomplishment.
The writing of history has a further practical object.It was a means of estabUshing the claims of separatestates, or of separate localities, clans or families, withina State, through the customs, agreements or treaties ofbygone days. This brand of historical exposition gavethe falsifier rich material. Thus a great part of thewealth and power of the Catholic Church, as wel! as ofthe Pope and individual bishops, orders and monas-teries, was estabhshed on falsified documents.
The fabrication of false documents has gone out offashion, since reading and writing have ceased to beconfined to a few chosen circles. That, however," Historical Science " always understands very wellhow to produce, at pleasure, established proofs in sup-port of every historical claim to any legal right, has
been abundantly shown to us by the skill with whichevery belligerent land in the last few years has pro-duced "scientific" proofs of its historical rights,corresponding to its appetites and desires.
Nevertheless the most important advam,tage to bederived from history lies neither in the inspiration andenthusiasm to be derived from contemplating theexploits and brave deeds of one's forefathers, nor in theestablishing of claims to certain rights; but rather inthe increasing of the power that belongs to him whowishes to derive benefit from experiences made in thepast.
This increase of power may take a double farm.On the one hand the individual can augment his intel-lectual power, by learning something from history.That is to say, that he examines the successes andfailures of his predecessors, and attempts to discoverwhat he himself might have done, or left undone, ingiven circumstances. Especially in military mattersthe knowledge derived from history ha® had enormouspractical results. There has hardly ever been an armyleader who has not wandered through the history ofwar, and learnt from his predecessors.
More difficult is the knowledge of political mattersto be derived from a study of history. Far greatermasses come under consideration in the question ofpolitics than in the case of war, especially in the warsof earlier times And these masses are not will-lessinstruments in the hand of an all-powerful leader, butvery individual and to be tackled with difiSiculty. Andfinally, the relations with which a politician has to dealare much more varied and changeable than in the caseof military matters. Even in military matters, whichembrace relations of simpler order, more easy tosurvey than politics, it would be fatal if learningfrMn history should lead to an unintelligent imitationof the past, rather than to a purposeful application ofthe general rules aJid principles, derived from the study
of history, to the particiilar oase. In politics thedifferences in the social conditions and situations ofthe individual countries and times are much greater,—and therefore much less easy to recognise. Hence animitation, according to pattern, of the events of thepast, applied directly to situations which merely bearsuperficial resemblance to events of the past, can oftendo more harm than good and cloud the vision, ratherthan brightening it, in its quest for the knowledge ofthe true state of affains arid of the particular needs ofthe moment.
What happens, then, in politics is that men have littleunderstood how really to learn. But most politicians,even when they do busy themselves with 'historicalknowledge, are far less concerned about "learning"than about soimething quite different. And so we cometo the consideration of the second meaxis of increasingone's power and strength by a study of history.
Every one of the present-day classes and parties findsits analogy in the past; for in bygone days, as in ourown, there were struggles between exploiters and theexploited, between those with possessions and thosewithout, between aristocrats and democrats, betweenmonarch and republicans. These classes and partiesof the past were certainly governed by conditionsvery different from those prevailing at the present day:ihey often signified something quite different from thecorresponding phenomena of a later period. But inpolitics the events of to-day are measured and com-pared with similar events of the past, with their suc-cesses and failures. For the salce of propaganda in aparticular direction, it always added to one's power ifone could refer to some event in the past, which hadmet with success. And it was no less addition to thestrength of one's propaganda, if one could show theother side, and point out where a contrary action hasled to the shipwreck of one's predecessor.
This occasioned a very keen interest in the study ofhistory, but by no means & real interest in historicaltruth. Here also we find instances of the falsificationof history: The writers of each party naturally seek toput their protagonists in a bright light, and theiropponents in as dark a light as possible. Amid thepractical needs which give rise to the falsification ofhistory, those only are free from tendency to falsifica-tion who are animated by a desire really to learn.This desire leads to the attempt at discovering the fail-ures, as well as the successes, of one's predecessors, andsubjecting them and their actions to rigorous criticism.At this point we find the transition to the purely scien-tific impulse towards exact truth, towards theexamination of history out of the pure desire to satisfythe demands of causality.
All other practical needs that lead to the writing ofhistory develop the tendency to degrade the scientific,until it merely becomes a fabrication of legends. For-tunately, nowadays, the critic of the other side canalways expose such trickery. This sort of business canno longer proceed in such a simple way as at the timewhen the gospels were collated, except under theregime of a state of siege, or under the censor. Buteven at the highest grade of popular education andunrestricted liberty of the Press, there is no lack ofone-sided expositions of history.
Naturally it must not be supposed that there isalways a conscious attempt to lead the reader astray.In most eases it is the historical writer who is led astraythrough his own party fanaticism and party narrow-ness, which generally pfevent him from seeing thingsas they really are.
This is aU the more possible, since the sources whichwe draw upon to supply historical information are oftenthemselves the result of party struggle, and since socialrelations are always so extraordinarily complex thatthe most detached enquirer often experiences difiSeulty
in finding his way about, and muat often ask himselfthe question, "What is truth?"
Lissagaray rightly says, in the preface to his" History of the Commune ": " The man who givesthe people false stories of the revolution and deceivesthem, whether intentionally or not, by ' historicalfantasies,' lays himself open to punishment, as muchas a geographer who should sketch false charts forseafarers."
And yet I know comrades in my party, thoroughlyhonest and honourable conu-ades, who regard it as asacred duty towards the revolution to mislead thepeople, by giving them false "historical fantasies"about Bolshevism.
On th© other hand, how difiSoult it is even for themost conscientious historian, while the storm is at itsheight, to indicate on a map all the dangerous rockswhich have been passed on the voyage! Eevolutions,which let loose men's passions, and in which menfight for life or death, naturally suffer more than allother historical events from party exposition and ideas.And so true is this, that in the great French Eevolu-tion it was the Paris Commune, with its reign ofterror, representing the most powerful driving-forceand the most passionate manifestation of that Eevolu-tion, which was most violently combated. It wasto this institution that the counter-revolutionariespointed whenever they wanted to characterise anddenounce the Eevolution. But to defend it was re-garded by the revolutionaries as a duty. They werenot content with regarding the regiment of terror asa particular form assumed 1^ the revolution at thattime, a form which belonged to the past, not to berevived m the future. They were not content withexplaining the special conditions that were respon-sible for the formation of that regiment. On the con-trary, they felt themselves constrained to glorifyinstead of condemning that institution, regarding the
" Terror" as a horrible but necessary means for theliberation of the enslaved classes.
Even Marx himself in 1848 stiU reckoned on thevictorious power of revolutionary Terrorism, in spiteof the fact that he had at that time already criticisedthe traditions of 1793.
In the Neue Rheinische Zeitung he repeatedly spokein favour of terrorism. In one number (January 13th,1849) he wrote as follows concerning the rising oi theHungarians, whose revolutionary importance he over-estimated :
" For the first time in the revolutionary movementof 1848, for the first time since 1793, a nationsurroimded by coimter-revolutionary powers, has daredto oppose revolutionary passion to cowardly anti-revolutionary rage, and to meet white terror with redterror. For the first time for many years we find atruly revolutionary character, a man who dares totake up the gauntlet in the shape of a desperatestruggle in the name of his own people, and who forthat nation is Danton and Ganiot in one. That manis Ludwig KossToith."
Before that, in a number of the same journal,November 7th, 1848, Marx wrote in connection, withthe affair in Vienna:
" In Paris the destructive counter-stroke of theJune Eevolution will be overcome. With the victoryof the ' Eed Eepubhc ' in Paris, the armies from theiniterior will spread up to 'and beyond the frontiers, andthe actual power of the contesting parties will becomeevident. Then we shall think of June and of October(the overthrow of Vienna by Windischgratz), and wetoo shall shout: ' Vae victis. '* The futile massacressince the days of Jime and October, the exhaustivesacrifices since February and March, the cannibalismof the counter-revolution, will convince the people thatthere exists only one means of shortening, simplifying
* In the original edition this was printed in large thick letters.
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and centralising the death agony of the old order ofsociety and the bloody birth-throes of the new—onlyone means, and that is Revolutionary Terrorism."
This was not put to a practical test. But we findamong the revolutionaries themselves a growing contra-diction within. If a study of the past drives them touphold terrorism, their attitude is in contradiction totheir growing humanitarian instinct, arising, as weshall see later, from present-day conditions, and to theirrepugnance to commit acts of human torture, andeven to take human life. And this humanitarianismin practice carries more weight than the obsoleteterrorist creed of the history books.
Concerning the revolutionaries of July, 1830, Bornewrote in the sixth of his Paris letters: " Quickly theyconquered, still quicker have they forgiven. Howgentle has been the retaliation of the people who havesuffered so much injury; how soon they have forgottenall! Only in open fight on the battlefield have theyever woimded the opponent. Defenceless prisonerswere never murdered, fu^tives never chased, those inhiding never searched for, the suspects never molested.Such is the behaviour,of a people!"
In February, 1848, the Paris revolutionariesbehaved as magnanimously as they had done in 1830.Even in the terrible June battle of the same year, thefighting workers exhibited the most noble heroism, andthe toughest powers of endurance, but no signs ofthirst for blood. This was left for their victors todevelop in the most shocking manner. Not only thesoldiers, whose rage was fired by invented accoimtsof atrocities committed by the insurgents; even theintellectuals took part in this campaign of revenge.Doctors refused to bind the wounds of woundedrevolutionaries.
Marx said in this connection, in his famous article onthe June battle in the Neue Rheinische Zeitung:
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" Science no longer exists for the plebeian, who waaguilty of shameless and nameless crimes when fight-ing for his existence in the trenches, instead of forLouis Philippe or Marrast."
It was indignation over such barbarities that iargedMarx to write the above-cited confessions to terrorism.
The extreme bitterness, engendered by the Junebattle of 1848, had further consequences among theworkers of Paris, when they in 1871 overcame the poli-tical power in the Second Commune. Not a few ofthem had themselves taken part in the struggle of June,1848. It might have been expected that the days ofvengeance would now come, the day of terror, prophe-sied by Marx.
But he himself declares in his work on the Commune(" The Civil War in France," 1871):
" From March 18th until the entry of the Versailles-troops into Paris, the proletarian revolution remainedinnocent of all acts of violence, in which revolutionariesand  especially counter-revolutionaries of the ' higherclasses ' are wont to revel."   (Third edition, page SETT
Here we find a definite repudiation of terrorism,which is regarded as a feature of the revolution of the" higher classes," as compared with the proletarianrevolution.
Not long ago my attitude towards Bolshevism wasdescribed as infidelity towards Marx, whose revolu-tionary fire would certainly have led him to Bol-shevism. As proof of this, one of Marx's declarationson the terrorism of 1848 was quoted.
We now see that the infidelity towards Marx, ofwhich I was guilty, had been accomplished by himselfas early as 1871. Between his first and second declara-tion, two decades of the most strenuous and profoundmental activity had intervened, the result of which was"Capital."
Whoever takes refuge in Marx on the question ofterrorism has no right to adhere to his views of 1848
and ignore those of 1871. Like Marx, Engels alsoshowed little enthusiasm in 1870 for terrorism. OnSeptember 4th, 1870, he wrote to Marx:
" We understand by the ' reign of terror ' the reign ofthose who breathe and inspire frightfulness; on thecontrary, it is the reign of people who themselves arefrightened. La terreur—this embodies for the mostpart futile atrocities committed by people who them-selves have fear, and have need of reassurance. I amconvinced that the blame for the reign of terror of 1793is almost entirely to be laid at the doors of the over-anxious small boua^eois, who masqueraded as patriots,and of the mob, who made of terrorism a regular busi-ness." Correspondence between Marx and Engels,IV., 379. 380.)
Marx was perfectly right when he, with obvious satis-faction, pointed out that the Second Paris Communeremained free from all acts of violence, which were sostrong a feature of the First. What did happen of aviolent nature during the time of its existence in Pariswas not to be laid to its account. Even bo, it must notbe supposed that the idea of terrorism played no part atall in the Second Commune, or that it was repudiatedby all the members of that institution. That was by nomeans the case.
Let us now discuss this more closely, and at the sametime draw a parallel between the Paris Commune of1871 and the Soviet Eepublic. For this latter oftenpoints to the Commune of 1871 as its prototype, andas embodying its justification. And Freiderich Engels,in his preface to the third edition of Marx's "CivilWar in France," has declared that the Paris Com-mune represented the dictatorship of the proletariat.Therefore it will repay us to examine this dictatorshipmore closely and see what it looked hke.
CHAPTEE VI.
The Second Paeis Commune.
The Origin of the Commune.
The Soviet Eepublic of 1917, like the Paris Com-mune of 1871, was the result of war and militarydefeat, and had to be borne by the revolutionary prole-tariat. Apart from that, a comparison with these twois at an end. The Bolsheviks succeeded in gainingpolitical power because they, of all the political partiesof Kussia, were the one party which most energeticallydemandei-peaee, a peace at any price, even a separatepeace. [They did not worry about the general situationthat migbt thereby arise, or whether the victory andthe world supremacy of the German military monarchymight thereby be assisted or nOfTj For a considerabletime tlh© Bolsheviks constituted themselves hirelingsof the German militarists as much as the Indian or theIrish rebels and the Italian anarchists. Quite differentwas the attitude of French radicalism ia the war of1870, after the downfall of Napoleon and the proclama-tion of the Bepublic, and after the Germans began tomake their claims of annexation of Alsace-Lorraine.In this struggle of the Third Eepublic against the unitedmonarchs of Germany it seemed that the situation of1793, with its struggle of the First Eepublic againstthe allied monarchies of Europe, would again come tolife. The traditions of that earlier time again came intoforce, and again the proletariat of Paris formed themost warlike elements, which pin-sued the war in themost energetic and determined manner, for the salva-tion of the one and indivisible Eepublic.
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Meanwhile the peasants of 1870 were no longer thesame as those of 1793. Those of 1870 hated Paris andher supremacy. Nevertheless, they were convinced ofthe necessity of repelling the common enemy, sincethe victory of the latter would bring them again feudalexploitation, aiid would threaten to take from them theecclesiastical and other property that they hadacquired for themselves. The peasants of 1870, on theother hand, had nothing of a similar kind to fear fromthe victory of the Prussians. For them the ecclesiasti-cal question was paramount, so that the loss of Alsace-Lorraine seemed to be the lesser evil, compared withthe devastation and burden of war. Apart from thepeople of Alsace-Lorraine, who in desperation foughtto the last moment against separation, the thought ofpeace gained rapid ground among the peasants and thepeople of the provinces as war continued. Thisclamour for peace arose in opposition to the radical andwar-like elements of Paris, w:hich represented the war-cry of the reactionaries and the monarchists. As in1917 in Eussia, the peace party of 1871, the party whichwas wearied of war, gained the upper-hand over thosewho wanted to continue the war. But the peace ideasin 1871 did not assist the most radical of the radicals,but on the other hand, the most reactionary among thereactionaries.
On February 8, 1871, a National Assembly waselected to conclude peace. It numbered only twohundred Eepublicans, and, on the other hand over fourhundred monarchists. V' Almost the whole provincedemanded peace at any price. Paris, on the other hand,cried for war to the knife^ She elected only those menwho were pledged to the continuation of war, and whoopposed a peace piu-chased at the price of yielding.upterritory." (M. Louis Debreuilh, "La Oommurie,"Paris.)
On February 12th the National Assembly met in Bor-deaux, and on March Ist it voted for the Peace Treaty
by 516 against 117. Nearly the half of these 117 votesrepresented the delegates from Paris. The NationalAssembly was elected only with a view to the conclu-sion of peace. Only in consideration of this had theelectors given their votes. The great majority ofreactionaries in that Assembly was attributable not tothe dislike of the Eepublie, but to the insuperabledemand for peace. After thif event the mandate ofthe National Assembly came to an end. In its place anew one had to be elected, which should decide on allmatters in connection with the constitution. Thesevotes might have turned out other than did those inthe Assembly at Bordeaux, for the Eepublie met withless opposition than did the continuation of the war.As a matter of fact, however, the elections which tookplace throughout Eranee on April 30th, 1871, gave agreat Eepublican majority. But just because the'junkers ' of that Party feared the National Assembly,they clung all the more tenaciously to their mandates.They formed themselves into a Constitutional Assem-bly, and without any doubt would have reinstated themonarchy, if they had not been split into two halves,the one half among them consisting of the legitimatesupporters of the dynasty, which up to 1830, in France,had been regarded as the legitimate dynasty; and theother half being the Orleanists, the opposers of thedynasty, who, as a result of the Eevolution of 1830,were placed in the position of the hereditary rulers.This spht saved the Eepublie, yet it did not preventParis from being the object of the combined hatred ofboth factions. The French Eepublie had no otherstrong support outside Paris, but the strength of thissupport had proved itself on numberless occasionssince 1789. There was no possibility of restoring themonarchy so long as Paris was not overcome. Pro-vincials fought with more and more fury against Paris,against the immoral, godless, war-like Eepublican Paris,quite apart from its Socialism.   From the very begin-
ning of its sittings, the National Assembly gave loudestexpression to its horror. Heroic Paris, which had sus-tained a fearful siege of over five months in the serviceof land defence, was now the object of the most scan-dalous vituperation on the part of its sublime pat-ricians. To humiliate Paris, to deny it all self-govern-ment, to rob it of its position as the capital, and finallyto disarm it in order wiflh greater security to carry outa monarchic coup d'etat—this was the chief concernof the National Assembly and of Thiers, its chosenChief of Executive.
We see how utterly different this was from the coupd'etat of the Bolshfeviks, who derived their power fromthe desire for peace, who had the support of thepeasants behind them, and who found no monarchistopposition to them in the National Assembly, but onlythe opposition of social revolutionaries and Mensheviks.The immediate causes of the Bolshevik Eevolution andof the Second Paris Commune were as difiEerent asthe results of these two movements. The Bolsheviksacquired power through a well-prepared coup d'etat,which in one stroke yielded to them the entire Statemachinery, which they immediately proceeded toexploit in the most energetic and reckless manner pos-sible, with a view to depriving their opponents of allpolitical and economic power—of all their opponents,including the proletariat. On the othei'hand, at the timeof the suspension of the Commune, nobody was moresurprised than the revolutionaries themselves, and toa very large number of them this conflict was anythingbut desirable. Certainly, as the result of revolutionarytradition, the tactics of the armed insurrection, whichreceived due preparation, were strongly supported bythe Parisians. The Blanquistes were their chief repre-sentatives among the Socialists. At different timesduring the siege they and other elements of a Jacobincharacter tried to promote riots; but they could notfind   sufficient    support,    so   that   these    attempts
invariably came to nothing. As a consequence of theimpression made by the capitulation of Metz onOctober Slet they rose and demanded the election ofa Paris Eepresentative Council, namely, the Commune,on socialist but not on patriotic grounds, in orderto carry on the war more energetically than the FirstParis Commune had done from 1792 to 1794. Thatpart of the National Guard faithful to the Governmentsucceeded in quelling this revolt without sheddingblood, since the Government troops found so littleopposition to overcome. In order to strengthen theirposition, the Government had a General Election of thepeople in Paris on November 3rd. As the result, therewere 558,000 votes for the Government, and not quite63,000 against. The " men of action at any price"fared no better on January 22nd. Although theyopposed at the time the highly popular and patrioticvoting for the continuation of the war, the Governmenthad announced that capitulation was inevitable; and,as a result, there was an outburst of fury among therevolutionaries, which had bloodier results than therevolt of Ootober 31st, but which, likewise, was sooncrushed without difficulty.
These failures had wearied, deceived and weakenedthese men of action. They were not yet prepared onMarch 18th to call for a new revolt. On the other hand,the men of the Socialist International were, from theoutset, opposed to any attempt at revolt. Immediatelyafter the downfall of Napoleon, during the Septemberrevolution, Karl Marx wrote to Engels (September 6,1870) :—
" I had just sat down to write to you whenSeraillier came in, and informed me that he wouldleave London for Paris on the morrow, where in anycase he will stay only a day or two. His object isto arrange affairs there with the InternationalFederal Council of Paris. This is all the moreneceseary, eince at th^ present moment the whole
' French Section,' is streaming into Paris, in orderto perpetrate some folly in the name of the Inter-national.     They want to overthrow the provisionalGovernment,  to establish  the Commune of Paris,and to  appoint   Pyat as   French   Ambassador toLondon, etc.    I received to-day a proclamation ofthe Federal Council of Paris to the German people,which I will send you to-morrow.     It contains -anurgent request to the General Council to issue a newand special  manifesto   to  the  Germans.      I   hadalready intended to make the   same   proposal thisevening.     Be so kind as to send   me, as soon aspossible,   in   English,   military  information   aboutAlsace Lorraine, which will be useful for this mani-festo.     I   have   already   answered in detail   theFederal Council in Paris, and at the same time haveundertaken   the   disagreeable   business   of  openingtheir eyes to the real state of affairs."—(Correspond-ence between Engels and Marx,   I. IV., p.   330.)I have been reproved for being merely a " degene-rate Epigone " of Marx.    It is certain that Marx'srevolutionary nature  and his  volcanic temperamentat the time would have driven him straight into thecamp of the Bolsheviks.   "We see from his letter howhis volcanic temperament, at the time of the Eevolu-tion, made him regard it as his first duty to undertakethe disagreeable duty of opening the eyes of his com-rades as to the actual state of affairs; and that thissame   temperament,   in   spite   of   all   its   volcaniccharacter, was capable, under circumstances, of carry-ing out a revolutionary action, even though it was astupid action.    Engels replied to Marx on September7th as follows:
" Dupont has just gone. He was here this eveningand is furious over the wonderful Paris proclama-tion ! The fact that Seraillier is going to Paris, andthat he has already spoken to you, has pacified him.His views of the whole affair are perfectly clear and
right, namely, to turn to account the freedomwhich the Republic has granted for the organisationof the party in France; to take action when oppor-tunity shall present itself after the organisationhas been formed; and to restrain the International inFrance until peace has been made."To this Marx replied on September 10:
'' Tell Dupont that I am in entire agreement withhis views."In other words, it was organisation, and not action^which appeared the more important to his volcanictemperament. In the very fact of maintaining reservethe International in France was pursuing nothing lessthan a plan for precipitate action.
Let us give an example. On February 22nd, at thesitting of the Paris Federal Council of the Inter-national, a member proposed that a peacefuldemonstration on February 24th should be made, onthe anniversary of the Eevolution of 1848. Even thispeaceful demonstration appeared to the majority of theFederal Council, in view of the tense situation, highlyinopportune. Frankell, in particular, opposed thissuggestion. He demanded that they should devoteall their strength for the moment to the organisationof the proletariat, to the study of the most importanteconomic problems, and above all, to the payment ofthe wages that had become overdue during the siege,and also to the question of unemployment.
The representatives of the International in theNational Assembly, Malon and Tolsiin, were to giveexpression to the will of the people. As the result ofFrankell's proposal, the Federal Coimcil decided notto arrange a demonstration, but to leave it to eachindividual member to decide whether he should takepart in such demonstration or not. This shows novery strong leanings towards insurrection. Indeedthis insiureetion was engineered, not by the revolu-tionaries but by their opponents.    As a result of the
exigencies of the war, the proletariat of Paris was beingformed into the National Guard, and heid becomearmed. This state of affairs appeared to thoseelements that had formed round Thiers;—^junkers,financiers, the heads of bureaucracy and of the army—as a very grave danger. After the signaitiure of peace,it seemed to them that nothing was so imperativeas the disarmament of the proletarian section of theParis National Guard. This was begun by their beingdeprived of cannon. The German rulers had causedthe Paris National Guard to come into possession ofthese cannon; since they, the Germans, hoped thatthis National Guard " would be the spark to set tireto the powder magazine," as Bourgin has rightly said.(Georges Bourgin's " Histoire do la Commune," Paris,1917, page 43.)
The thorough exploitation of victory 13 of the veryessence of military action and science. It is part ofa general's duty not only to conquer, but also to bringabout the complete demobilisation and breaking upof the conquered enemy. Of a different order, how-ever, are the aims of a statesman. He must lookbeyond the victory, in order to discover what conditionsa,re possible for future relations with the momentaryenemy. These two oonceptions are found in opposi-tion to one another in every crusade. The resxdts arefatal when the military idea gains influence on politics,outside the actual prosecution of war. In the year1866 Bismarck had already mastered and acqxiired themilitary way of thinking, if, however, witt greatdifficulty. Yet it was the very successes of 1866 thathad given the Prussian General Staff such enormousprestige, which, through the victory of 1870, increasedstill more. Bismarck could not oppose the PrussianGeneral Staff. He had to yield to the military wayof thinking, and as a result his own political under-standing waa disturbed and blinded. Hence thedemand for the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine, which
lengthened the war by months, which drove Franceinto the arms of Eussia, and prepared the present dis-ruption of Germany. Nevertheless, Alsace-Lorrainewas still economically and strategically a very tangiblegain for the moment. But they were not content withthat, but in addition tried to bring about the humilia-tion of Paris, that centre which the Germans so hated,because of its opposition to their armies; and theycompelled France on February 26th to grant thatGerman troops from March 1st should invade Paris andtake possession of the Champs Elys^es. When onFebruary 27th this information became known to theParisians, there arose a general cry of indignation anda call to arms, in order to throw back the common enemyby means of force. Nearly all the battaUons of theNational Guard declared themselves ready to follow.It was only the Internationalists who kept quiet.However disastrous for them at the moment an insur-rection again&t an internal enemy appeared to be, noless disastrous was a rising against the enemy fromwithout. They implored the Central Committee ofthe National Guard to abstain from every attempt atarmed resistance, which they said would only lead toa repetition of the slaughter of the June before, andto the drowning of the Eepublic in the blood of theParis workmen. They proposed that the NationalGuard, instead of offering armed resistance, shouldsvuTound the Germans with a cordon, which would cutthem off completely from the Paris population, andkeep them in isolation.
The Central Committee allowed itself to be persuadedat the last moment, and so we have the Internationalto thank that the vain arrogance of the German con-querors did not provoke the most fearful street fightingin the world's history. It was not the German butthe French soldiery, which a few weeks later let loosethe bloody slaughter among the Parisian proletariat.
According to the capitulation of Paris on January28th, all war material of the troops in the town had beenmade over to the victor, excepting the arms of theNational Guard; not only their weapons, but also theircannons, which were provided, not by the State butby the city of Paris. When, therefore, the Germansentered Paris, the Government took no steps what-ever to remove to safety those cannons which, by can-tract, the victors had left in their care. The Govern-ment probably wished that the enemy had taken them,and thus weakened the strength of the enemy within.But the National Guard were well prepared, and broughtthese cannons, four hundred in number, in good timeto those parts of the town to which the Germans hadno access. To get back these cannons into their pos-session was the great anxiety of the Government afterthe conclusion of peace. In this way they hoped todisarm the proletarian section of the Paris NationalGuard. The National Guard had threatened to decapi-tate and decapitalise (ddcapiter et d^capitaliser) Paris.With this end in view, they decided not to sit in Paris.With great difficulty Thiers persuaded them to makethe seat of their Conference in Versailles, in the neigh-bourhood of Paris, instead of in Bordeaux, .as had beenthe case up till then. On Mardh 20th they proposed tomeet there. Beforehand they had to be reassured thatthey had nothing to fear from Paris. Therefore it wasdecided to confiscate these cannon on March 18th.Thiers thought it the wisest course to steal these can-non secretly, instead of openly by force. At threeo'clock in the morning, while all Paris was asleep,several regiments took possession of Montmartre, wherethe cannon were standing unguarded, and endeavouredto. remove them. But, strangely enough, they had for-gotten to bring with them the necessary horses. These.therefore had first of all to be fetched; in the meantimethe Parisians "smelt a rat" and, quickly gatheringtogether, formed a continually increasing group, which
finally compelled the soldiers to leave the cannonalone. They were successful. The soldiers who hadlived among the Paris populace, who had fought withit against the common enemy, and had joined with itin despising the incapable generals, now fraternised withthe people and the National Guard. General Lecomte,who ordered the troops to fire on imarmed crowds,merely succeeded in causing his own soldiers to turnagainst him, and arrest and shoot him. This shootingaffray belongs to those terrorist atrocities, which one isinclined to lay to the blame of the Commtine. Thisis also true of the shooting of General Thomas, whowas seized on the morning of March 18th in civiliandress, as he was taking notes among the crowd. He wasexecuted for being a spy. Already on the 28th ofFebruary a police agent, who was caught in the act ofespionage, was thrown into the Seine and cruellydrowned.
Those people who attribute these deeds to the Com-mune forget that, at the time when such thingshappened, the Commune was not yet in existence. Onthe other hand, one should not lay the blame to thecivil population of Paris. Each one of these execu-tions was carried out by the soldiers, and not by thecivilians. They were the outcome of the ideas, notof the proletariat but of the militarists who do notattach much importance to human life. And thosefriends of humanity, who wax indignant over thesoldiers because they shot their bloodthirsty generals,would not have a word to say if those same soldiershad shot down women and children. " Instead oif hisshooting women and children, his own people shothim." (Lecomte), " Deep-rooted habits, which soldiersacquire as the result of training given them by theenemies of the working classes, do not suddenly losetheir power at.the moment when these same soldiersgo over to the working people, and join them."—Marx,." Civil War in France," p. 38.)
Whatever action the National Guard took in theseevents was undertaken only with a view to preventfurther bloodshed. They succeeded, in fact, some-times at the risk of their own lives, in rescuing fromthe indignant soldiers the officers they had arrested,so that only those mentioned were killed. On March19th the Central Committee of the National Guard atlast protested against any participation whatever in thisslaughter. In its declaration, which was published inthe official journal of the Commune of March 20th, isthe following statement:
" We declare with indignation that the bloodydisgrace with which our honour has been besmirchedis a shocking infamy. Never did we decide on anexecution, and never has the National Guard takenpart in any such crime."
This was a strong denunciation, not only of theaccusers but also of those cruel deeds which wereascribed to the National Guard. In view of thesecession of the troops to the people, the Governmenthad only two courses open to pursue—either to makeconcessions to the enraged masses, to bargain withthem, or else to retire in flight. Thiers would, on noaccount, engage in discussions, but took a headlongflight with his Government out of Paris, and hurriedto gather round him all those troops that, as yet,were untainted with the spirit of mutiny. He evenabandoned the forts round Paris, including the pro-minent fort of Mont Valarien. If the Parisians hadkept to the heels of Thiers, they would perhaps havesucceeded in overcoming the Government. The troopswhich were withdrawing from Paris would not havebeen able to offer the least opposition. That is whattheir general later on declared. Then it would havebeen possible to introduce a new Government, which,however, would not have been able to carry out aSocialist programme. For that the conditions werenot ripe enough.    But they could have dissolved the
National Guard, and have elected a new one with thefollowing programme, namely, the strengthening of theEepublio, self-determination for the various districts,Paris included, and the substitution of militia inplace of' the standing army. More than this, at thattime, the Commune did not demand, and this pro-gramme was possible at the time on account of theconditions in France. But Thiers continued to retire.They allowed him to take his troops and to reorganisethem in Versailles, to fill them with fresh spirit and tostrengthen them. Nobody was more surprised at theretreat of the Ministers than the Parisians themselves.There was no organisation at hand that could take•ever the guidance of affairs in place of the rulers, whohad taken flight. Even on the morning of March 19thParis was entirely without any Government. Forceof circumstances made it necessary for the CentralCommittee of the National Guard to take their place,and thus was formed a body without a fixed pro-gramme and without any clear purpose. They dis-charged their responsibility, in the first place, bydelegating their power to a single individual, LuUier,to whom they confided the supreme command overParis. He was the most unsuitable man conceivable,'a drunkard and one who did not know whether he was" more of a fool than traitor, or vice versa. This mansucceeded within the space of forty-eight hours inmaking the most terrible blunders possible—blundersthat could not be remedied. But this unfortunatechoice of Lullier was at bottom merely a sign andindication of the situation at that time."—(Dubreuilh"La Commune," page 283.)
It was not till April 3rd that it was decided to makean attack on Versailles. But what might have broughtsuccess on March 19th was on April 3rd a cause offailure. The expectation that the soldiers would againgo over to the Parisians as on March 18th ended inbitter  disappointment.    The Parisian National Guard
stumbled upon most obstinate and detOTmined opposi-tion, which they could not overcome. From thatmoment they were put on the defensive against thewhole of France, and in consequence, from that timeonwards their downfall was certain. And from thattime onwards the Paris rising was exclusively prole-tarian. Up to that moment many of the supporters ofthe bourgeois Besitated as to whether or not they shouldgo over to the proletariat, but henceforth they let theproletariat alone go on with the fight.
How very differently things proceeded in the instu:-reetion of March 7th, 1917, in Petersburg, as comparedwith that of March 18tK, 1871, in Paris! This Eussianinsiurection was prepared by the Eevolutionary Com-mittee, which organised the working classes and thesoldiers, and urged them to attack the Government,which at that time was in Petersburg, and had as littlestrength behind it as had Thiers in 1871 in Paris.But it is certain that the immediate occupation ofaU posts of power in the capital would not have deter-mined the victory of the Bolsheviks, had not the con-dition of things in the whole Empire been far morefavourable to them than they were for Paris in 1871.At the time when Kerensky fled to Gatschina, asformerly Thiers fled to Versailles, he could not reckonon a peasantry which would uphold him. Thepeasantry, and along with it the armed rising inEussia, all went to the side of the revolutionaries, whowere in power in the capital. This gave their regimea force and permanent character, which was deniedthe Paris regime. On -Ehe other hand, it brought aboutan economic reactionary element from which the ParisCommune was saved. The Paris Dictatorship of theProletariat was never foimded on Peasants' Councilsas was the case in Eussia.
Workmen's Councils and the CentralCommittee.
The Paris Commune and the Soviet Eepublic werefundamentally different in their starting point, no lessdifferent also in their organisation and the methodsthen employed. It is true that the Paris Communehad an organisation which might easily be compared tothe Workmen's and Soldiers' Council. Indeed, it wasin a similar position to the Eussian Eevolution, sinceit followed, like the Eussian, a despotic regime whichprohibited every kind of open political organisation ofthe masses, and also forbade the organisation of TradeUnions only shortly before its downJEall. Just as littleas in the case of the Eussian workmen in 1905 and1907, the French workmen, after September 4th, 1870,found no strong political and Trade Union organisationready to hand, which would have enabled them to makea united fight. This was one of the reasons, as we haveseen, which led Marx to desire so sincerely that theworkers should, in the first place, utihse the new Eepuib-lic for their own organisation and instruction, and bythis means make it ready and well equipped to act asa ruling power, and not waste its strength in littleskirmishes, which even in the most favourable circum-stances could never give them any lasting supremacy.But since they came into power by means of a contestthat was forced upon them, and not by a mere skirmish,they had to be careful to provide, in the absence of anypolitical and Trade Union organisation, some substitutewhich they found ready to hand. For the Eussianworkmen there was such a substitute to be found in theorganisation of gross industry.
"Modem industry has changed the small workshopof the patriarchal master of former days into the lai^efactory of the industrial capitalist. Groups of work-men herder together in a factory become organised likesoldiers.   Like all ordinary industrial soldiers they are
placed under the supervision of a thorough-goinghierarchy of ofiBcers and under officers." (Engels toMarx, " Communist Manifesto.")
" The industrial soldiers " of the factory had only tosubstitute for the officers and under-officers, placed incommand by the capitalists, similar officers of theirown choice, and hence organisation in the factory be-came in reality a close organisation of factory workers.Thus arose the institution of the Workmen's Councilsamong the proletariat of Eussia. As against the organ-isation of party and Trade Unions of countries moreadvanced than Eussia, these Workmen's Councils donot represent any higher form of proletarian organisa-tion, but merely an emergency measure to supply whatwas lacking. But Paris workmen had no such measure.Parisian industry was, for the most part, industry forthe leisured, and not industry for the masses. Even upto the time of the Second Commune, the " small work-shop of the patriarchal master " was paramount, sincethe great factory of the industrial capitalist was almostentirely lacking, the contrary being the case with theindustry of Eussia, especially in St. Petersburg. TheEussian Empire shows its economic backwardness inits lack of industry, and in the small number of indus-trial workers as against the peasantry. Whatever thereis, however, of capitalist industry bears the stamp ofmodern manufacture on a large scale. The Parisianworkmen had to furnish some other substitute for thepolitical and economic organisation of the masses,which at that time was lacking, and this substitute wasfound in the National Guard. The Eevolution of 1789had as a result the arming of the people everywhere inFrance, but especially in Paris. This arming served adouble purpose. The lower classes, the proletariat andthe small middle class took to arms, and organisedthemselves for insurrection. The Eevolution had notbrought them what they wanted, and could not bringit them, as the result of the conditions then prevailing.
Hence their persistent impulse, by means of an armedrising, to push the Eevolution still further forward. Thesituation was quite different for the bourgeoisie, thecapitalists and the well-to-do middle classes, and theintellectuals who were in quite comfortable circum-stances. The Eevolution of 1789 brought them exactlywhat they wanted. They armed and organised them-selves in order to defend that which they had won, andthey fought on two sides—against the reactionarypowers, which strove to restore the ancient feudalabsolutism, and also against the lower strata of thepeople, who were impatiently pursuing their object andpressing forward. Their armed organisation was thatof the National Guard. The bourgeoisie remained thevictor in the revolutionary struggle, and along withthe bourgeoisie the National Guard was established asan institution for the protection of the propertiedclasses, who themselves nominated their officers andwho possessed a certain degree of independence, asagainst the Government.
The height of importance was attained by theNational Guard in the July monarchy, 1830 to 1848.Nevertheless, it could not save that monarchy, andproved itself in 1848 to be very unreliable. NapoleonIII., after his coup d'etat, took from the NationalGuard its independence, namely, the right to elect itsown officers, but he dared not dissolve it completely.Then came the war of 1870 and the speedy defeat.Once again the Fatherland was in danger, and onceagain the spirits of 1913 were incited to continue thetraditions of the victorious fight againeit Europe, bymeans of the " levie en masse," through the armedrising of the whole people. Under pressure of thissituation, the legislative Body in Paris on August 11thproclaimed a law, on the proposal of Jules Pavres, thatthe National Guard, from being a citizen Guard, shouldbe converted into a universal Guard for the wholenation.    To the sixty old battalions of the National
Guard, which were drawn from the propertied classes,were attached two hundred new battalions from thepower classes, who even had the privilege of nomina-ting their own officers. In this way the new battalionsof the National Guard of Paris became in reality theorganisation of the proletariat. The whole law overthe extension of the National Guard was really dueto sudden fright rather than to mature reflection. Thefathersi feared their children, eo they decided to do allin their power to prevent these children from gainingstrength. But they could not hinder the Paris pro-letariat from arming itself; the military authorities ofParis, however, under the command of Troeus,omitted everything which could have helped towardsthe National Guard's developing into troops of any use.In this way they betrayed their Fatherland, but theyfeared the Paris workmen more than the soldiers ofWilhelm. In Paris, at the beginning of the siege, onehimdred thousand troops were to be foxmd,- and inaddition a himdred thousand Giiards. If one assumesthat, of the more than three hundred thousand NationalGuards, two hundred thousand were fit for activeservice, that makes altogether an army of four hundredthousand men, to which the Germans, when they wereoutside Paris, could not have opposed more than halfthe number, which, moreover, were scattered over avery wide area. But from August onwards theNational Giiard was given ample time to get intoshape. As a consequence, the authorities in Parishad a large ma,]'ority at their disposal to oppose theGermans. If they should succeed in breaking throughat any point the iron ring that enclosed Paris, theoutlook for the German army of ever winning the warwas extremely small. But that would have beenpossible only if the National Guard could becomemilitarily organised at once. Before this eventualitythey shrank.   They preferred to lose the war, and to
hand over Alsace-Lorraine to the enemy. That iswhat tihe Parisians felt, and hence their fury againstthose rulers who had betrayed France. When Parishad capitulated, and the whole Assembly had beenelected, and when the hatred of this latter body againeithe Bepublic and the capital had come to light in themost provocative way, the Parisians realised that theywere involved in a serious conflict. The only poweron which they could rely was the National Guardi.The Revolutionary battalions had ahready, dtiring thesiege, kept in close contact with one another. Theynow joined into a federation. Hence they were calledthe Federalists. It was on February 15th that thedelegates of the revolutionary battalion© first mettogether, in order to discuss the federation. Theyappointed a commission to draw up the Statutes, whichwere then laid before the new Assembly on February24th; but the Assembly was at that time too excited todeliberate, because a German invasion was feared.They broke up the meeting, in order to take part in arevolutionary demonstration on the Place de laBastille. ' During the followiHg days, a provisionalCentral Committee of the National Guard came intobeing; which was in the highest degree necessary, inview of the imminent incursion of the Germans, andin order to guard against panic. It was not untilMarch 3rd that the delegates' Assembly came to any-thing like a definite organisation. It was decidedthat a Central Committee of the National Guard shouldbe app(Hnted, consisting of three delegates for eachof the twenty districts (arondissements) of Paris.Two of the three were elected by the Council of theLegion, and the third by the Chief of the Battalionof the Legion. On March 15th the men chosen as thedefinite Central Committee met together, and so dis-solved the Provisional Committee, which had func-tioned hitherto. One might regard this Central Com-mittee, since it wasi elected froin among the National
Guard, as a Soldiers' Council; but it was cho«en fromamong the proletariat and from the National Guard,who stood in close relation with the proletariat, sincethe battalion of the leisured classes took no part inthese deliberations.     According  to  the   informationreceived by the Central Committee, this latter hadsupporting it, on March 18th, 215 of the 260 battalionsof the Paris National Guard.    So far, therefore, it wasa kind of Workmen's Coimcil.     One can  thereforequite well compare it with the Central Committee ofWorkmen's and Soldiers' Councils.    Nevertheless, theParis Commime was by no means a Soviet Eepublic.When on March 18th the Government took to flight,there was none to occupy public ofi&ce.      This verynaturally fell to the Central Committee, for it was theonly organisation in Paris that was held in universalesteem,   although  all  its members  were wholly   un-known people.    On March 10th they met together, inorder to deliberate what was to be done.      As is sooften the case, they formulated the problem  on thisoccasion as an " either, or " whereas a " both, and "would have been more to the point.    Thus the Social-ists repeatedly discussed the question whether thereshould be reform or revolution, instead of saying thatthe striving for reform and the struggle for revolutionshould be so conducted, that neither one of these move-ments should exclude the other, but rather support it.On March 19th some members of the Central Com-mittee demanded that a march should be made againstVersailles.    Others wanted to appeal  to the electorsthen and. there, and again, others wanted first of allto take revolutionary measures.      As if each one ofthese steps was not equally necessary, and as if anyof them could exclude the other!    The Central Com-mittee  decided, in the first place,   to take  only oneof these steps, and one that seemed to be the mostimperative.    It wished to show that behind the Parisrising the majority of the electors was to be found.
and it wished in this way to give the insurrection thegreatest moral support. That was perfectly right;only it would have been more advantageous to streng-then, by means of revolutionary power, the moralauthority of the General Election as against theenemy, who himself was undoubtedly endeavounug toget the support of the army. The immediate election ofa communal administration for Paris, based on univer-sal suffrage, which the Empire had hitherto withheldfrom the Parisians, was certainly inevitable. Immedi-ately after the downfall of the Empire in September,1870, the Paris workmen had obtained from the newprovisional Government the assurance that the electionof a commune would soon be undertaken. The failureto fulfil this promise contributed not a little to thedisorders that arose during the siege. The iusun-ee-tions of October 31st and of January 22nd took placeamid the cries of " Long live the Commune." Hence itwas necessary to make at once a complete list of theelectors for the Commune. It was arranged first forthe 22nd, and then for the 26th of March. The CentralCommittee regarded itself merely as a temporary bodyto hold places in reserve for those who should be electedby universal and equal suffrage. In the JournalOfficiel de la Bepublique Frangaise de la Commune ofMarch 20th, the following announcement was made tothe citizens of Paris:
" In three days you will be called upon, in perfectfreedom, to elect members for district representationof Paris. Those who have seized power as the resultof necessity will then hand over their provisionalauthority into the hands of the elected of thepeople."
But they did not stick to their promise. After theCommune had been constituted the Central Com-mittee delegated its power to that body on March 28th.It- even went so far as to give signs thaij it woulddissolve completely; but the Commune did not insist
on this, and so this Central Committee continued tofimctdon under the Commune as a part of the militarymachinery. This did not serve to facilitate the carry-ing on of business, nor the conduct of war. But theCentral Committee never attempted to upset the prin-ciple that the supreme power belonged to those electedby imiversal suffrage. This Central Committee neverclaimed that all power should fall to the Workmen'sand SoldieiBi' Coimcils, that is, in the present case,to the Central Committee of the workmen's battalions.In this point also, therefore, the Paris Commune wasthe exact contrary to the Euisaian Eepublic, and yetFreiderioh Engels wrote on March 18th, 1891, on thetwentieth aimiversary of the Paris Commune:" Gentlemen, do you want to know what the dictator-ship of the proletariat looks like? Look at the ParisCommune. That was the dictatorship of the prole-tariat." We see that Marx and Engels, tinder the titleof dictatorship, in no way understood the withholdingof imiversal and equal suffrage, or the suppression ofdemocracy.
The Jacobins in the Commune.
At the election on March 26, ninety members of theCommune were elected. These included fifteen Govern-ment supporters, and six citizen radicals who were in op-position to the Government, but who nevertheless con-demned the insTirrection. A Soviet Eepublic would neverhave allowed such elements of the counter-revolution-aries to appear as candidates, let alone to be elected asmembers. The Commune, out of its respect for demo-cracy, never hindered its civil opponents from election.If their activity in the Commune came to a sudden end,this was their own fault. The company in which theyfound themselves was not to their lining, and they verysoon took  their  departure.     Some,   indeed,  retired
before the election candidates met together, and others,a few days after the Commune was estabhshed. Theseresignations, as well as certain mandates, made a re-election imperative, and this took place on April 16th.The great majority of the members of the pommunewere on the side of the insurrection. Moreover, amongthe revolutionary members of the Commune, not allwere Socialists. The majority consisted simply ofrevolutionaries. Most of them were guided by the prin-ciples laid down in 1793, and by the traditions of theJacobins. Some had already shown their allegiance in1848 to the " Mountain," for instance, Delesoluse andPyat, and not a few were forced out of tiieir privateprofessional life as the result of their political struggle,and became conspirators and revolutionaries by pro-fession. The older members among them Hved accord-ing to the traditions of the past, and had no real interestfor new developments and conceptions.
" The others, that is the younger ones, were to alai^e extent men who resorted to force without anysound foundation. They were often merely heroesin word, and were now playing with the insurrectionjust as, a few months before, they had played with wars—men who talked a great deal and contented them-selves with mere talking. Their revolutionary ideas wereconfined to mere externalities. They were superficial,and even the very best of them were actuated by feel-ing rather than by reason." This is the criticism ofthese men given by that great revolutionary, Dubreuilh.(" La Commune," page 332.)
Most of them understood nothing about Socialism.Not a few of them were du-ectly against it, especiallyDelescluse. One could not call them bourgeoise politi-cians in the sense that they at all represented theinterests of the propertied classes. On the contrarythey stood side by side with the lower classes andfought for them as much as the people of the " Moun-tain " of 1793 had done.    But just like these latter,
they could not escape from the questions of propertyand privilege belonging to the bourgeois classes, and forthis reason they may be said to have formed a bour-geois element. This applies to the majority of therevolutionaries in the Commune. Only a few of thembelonged to the working classes. Among them wereto be found ordinary officials, apothecaries, investors,lawyers, and, above all, journalists. Different from theJacobins were the Blanquistes, seven in number,among them Blanqui himself, who, however, could nottake his seat. It shows how little the Blanquistesexpected the insurrection of March 18th, for Blanqui,shortly before the outbreak, in order to recuperate hishealth, had left Paris. On March 17th he was arrestedin Figeac (Department Lot). Blanqui agreed with theJacobins on one point, namely, in their endeavour, bymeans of an insurrection on the part of the lower classesin Paris, to govern Paris; and through Paris, by meansof a regime of force, the whole of France. Biit theywent further than the Jacobins, since they recognisedthat this method of government would not suffice toliberate the exploited^, unless that government couldbe used to create a new social order. In other wordsthey were Socialists. Yet in their case it was alwaysthe political rather than the economic interest thatweighed most with them. They did not study economiclife, nor did they endeavour to gain asy systematiceconomic knowledge. They betrayed this characteristicby frequently excusing ignorance, saying that theywished to be entirely untrammelled by dogma. Theydid not want to be "bewildered " by prejudices and" academic discussion." When the proletariat cameinto power, they said, it would very soon know what ithad to do. Their chief concern was to give the prole-tariat this power, and they regarded the insurrection,which was being prepared, as a means towards thisend.
They were unfortunate, however, since the insur-rections which they carefully prepared always cameto grief, and the one that was successful found them un-prepared. Moreover, the Blanquiste teaching made nogreat claims on the intelligence, but contented itselfwith immediate action. Indeed, this teaching hadenormous attraction for men of action. In spite of thisfact, however, it found more acceptance among theintellectuals, especially students, than among theworkmen.
The following is a tabulation of the elements whichconstituted the Blanquiste Party at that time. OnNovember 17th, 1866, a secret meeting of the Blan-quiste group was surprised by the police in a Paris cafeand the members were arrested. There were forty-one,and each one's occupation was given. These includedfourteen artisans, four shop assistants, thirteenstudents, six journalists, one lawyer, one foreman, onelandowner, and one independent merchant. Thenumber of students would have been far greater, onlyon November 7th the holidays were not yet at an end,and so many students were absent from Paris.
This meeting throws a light upon Blanquism, notonly on the manner of its constitution but also on itsaims. In September, 1866, the International Con-gress met in Geneva, and the Blanquistes were invitedto attend. Blanqui refused, but two of the chosendelegates, namely, the lawyer Protot and the employeeHimabert, nevertheless went. In consequence therewas great excitement in the Blanquiste camp; for,according to its traditions, the dictatorship belonged,not only to the proletariat, but also to the leader oftheir party. Both kinds of dictatorship were closelyconnected. For the first time since the existence ofthe Blanquiste organisation an order from the head ofthe party had been disobeyed. Up to that time theyhad followed in blind obedience, and even later theyadhered to this principle.    A meeting was held on
November 7th in order to bring Protot to judgment; butthis meeting was dissolved before any conclusion wasreached. A few were able to take to flight, amongthem Protot himself. The others, as we have said,were arrested. (Charles Da Costa, " Les Blanquistes,''Paris, 1912, pages 17-22).
. Among the Blanquistes of the Commune were foundthe lawyer Protot again, and also two of the memberswho were arrested on November 7th. They were thelawyer Tridon and the student Eaoul Eigault. Amongthe others elected were Blanqui, a lawyer and a doctor(who had studied both faculties), Eudes, an apothe-cary, and Ferr6, an aocoimtant. In the wholeBlanquiste faction was found only one single workingman, the coppersmith Chardon. Of the electedmembers of the International who were found in theCommune two had relations with the Blanquistes,namely, a smith, Duval, and the student Vaillant.We see how much the intellectuals preponderatedamongst them. Even within the Commune itself, theJacobins, like the Blanquistes, troubled little abouteconomic questions. The war against Versailles, thepolicing of Paris^ and the struggle against the Church—these were the questions to which they devoted their«nergies. This last struggle also, like the militarystruggle against Versailles and the police struggleagainst the Versailles associates in Paris, was carriedout by means of force, and by an attack on personsand externalities.
The International and the Commune.
The third of the groups in the Commune was formedby members of the International, seventeen in num-ber, almost exclusively Proudhonistes. Proudhonismwas in sharp contrast to Blanquism and Jacobinism.The Eegiment of Terror of 1793 was for Proudhonism
something to be avoided, not to be imitated. It sawvery clearly the weaknesses of this regiment and theuHavoidability of its failure. It realised that the mereacquirement of political power on the part of theproletariat could alter nothing in its social position,and that it could not abolish the system of exploitationfrom which the proletariat suffered. It realisedfurther that the change could be reached, notby political disturbances but only through aneconomic reorganisation. This, therefore, made theProudhonistes suspicious of the Blanquiste methods,suspicious of the insurrection and of Terrorism, andnone the less opposed to democracy. In the FebruaryEevolution of 1848 the Parisian Proletariat had con-quered the democracy; but what bad it gained by itsaction ? A growing, mistrust of the proletarian strugglefor political freedom, and of the participation of theproletariat in matters of policy animated the Proud-honistes.
To-day similar ideas have arisen, and are offered asthe latest products of Socialistic thought, as the pro-duet of experience, which Marx neither knew nor couldknow of. These are merely variations of ideas thatare over half a century old, but they have not for thatreason become more correct. Proudhonism showedhow a policy for the liberation of the proletariat,undertaken by means of an economic transformationalone, is doomed to failure. To-day we preach aboutthe powerlessness of democracy to free the proletariat,so long as this proletariat is held bound in the chainsof capitalism. But if economic liberation mustprecede the political, then, logically, every kind ofpolitical activity on the part of the proletariat is equallyuseless, of whatever kind it may be. Whereas theBlanquistes devoted their attention exclusively to thepolitical struggle against the existing powers of State,Proudhonism, equally exclusively, sought means togive the proletariat economic freedom, without any
assistance from the State. As a consequence, theBlanquistes reproached the Proudhonistes for dis-couraging the working classes in their struggle againstthe Second Empire, under which they lay bleeding. EvenMarx accused Proudhon, saying that " he coquettedwith Louis Bonaparte and endeavoured to justify himin the eyes of the French working-men." (In hisarticle of January, 1865, which appeared m theGerman edition of "Misery of Philosophy," secondedition, page 32.) On the other band, theProudhonistes were conscious of the class antagonismbetween the proletariat and the bourgeois, for thegood reason that, with the Proudhonistes, the economicquestion was of first importance. They realised,further, that the proletariat would have to trust to itsown strength to gain its freedom. They realised thisfar more than the Blanquistes; for these latter wereto a large extent a student party, whereas theProudhonistes formed the real Labour Party in Franceunder the Second Empire.
When in the 'sixties the Labour Movement every-where awoke from the death-sleep into which it fell, asa result of the reaction after 1848, and at the time whenthe International of the working party was beingformed, it was the Proudhonistes in France who joinedup with them. This was reason enough for Blanquito forbid his followers to attach themselves also. Inthe International, however, they learnt to know of anew order of theory and practice, which made themturn away all the moire from one-sided Proudhonism.For jufit at the time of the foundation of the Inter-national Labour League, their leader, Proudhon, diedon January 19th, 1865, and in France a new conditionarose for the continuation of the class struggle.Proudhon wished to inaugurate a purely labour move-ment without politics, but that was possible only byrenouncing al! attempts at a struggle that wouldinvolve their coming into conflict with State authority.
Quite peaceful means were to be employed to free theworking classes, namely, guilds, banks of excbange,a mutual system of insurance. These ideas were pos-sible in Paris where industry, as has been shown before,had very little of the character of manufacture on alarge scale, and where the exploiting capitalistappeared to the workman much more as the moniedcapitalist, taking all the profits, than as a real indus-trial contractor.
In the International the French Proudhonistes learntsomething of English industrial capitalism, and of aLabour Movement corresponding to this capitalism,which laid most emphasis, in economic matters, onthe importance of the organisation of their struggle, onTrade Unions and strikes, with which the Proudhonistwould have nothing to do. Over and above this systemof practice, there arose a theory which shed the clearestlight upon the laws underlying modern society andsocial life, a theory which was still unknown to themajority of the International, and was not rightlyunderstood even by those who knew. The creator of■this theory, however, by his immense superiority,inspired the International in all its activity with hisspirit and ideas. In Marx's theory, the one-sidednessof Proudhonism and of Blanquism also was overcome.Like the Proudhonistes, Marx recognised that theeconomic relations were of the first importance, andthat without some alteration of these relations nopolitical change of whatever kind could possiblyemancipate the proletariat. But, none the less, herecognised that the possession of State power andauthority was absolutely necessary in order to breakthe domination of capital, and in order to carry outthe emancipation of the proletariat by economicchanges. The fimdamental importance of theeconomic factor received at the hands of Marxan utterly different character from that given byProudhon.    Economics in the eyes of Marx made poU
tics not superfluous, but necessary. The character andou,tcome of political struggle and its very effectdepended, to a large extent, on the economic question.But he realised that economic conditions themselvesform a steadily progressing process, which makes apolitical result possible to-day and inevitableto-morrow, whereas yesterday it seemed impossible.The relation between economics and politics consistedfor him in studying the economic conditions andtendencies, and in ajttempting to make political laimsand methods fit in with them. The Blanquistes andProudhonistes, on the other hand, entirely neglectedthe historical aspect. Their chief endeavour was notat any given moment to find out what was possible andnecessary from sm economic point of view, but to findthe means which, under all conditions and in al?historical and economic circumstances, should give thedesired result. If the Socialists have foimd the rightmeans, they are then in a position to carry out theirSocialism exactly as they wish. It was believed thatthese ideas had been superseded by Marxism, but wefind them still in existence even to-day. Once againwe find men in Moscow and Budapest who, instead ofasking what policy is possible and necessary in thepresent economic conditions, are proceeding from ithestandpoint that, since Socialism is desired by the Pro-letariat, the Socialists have a duty to carry out theirSocialism, wherever they have the power to do so.Their duty consists not in examining whether, and howfar, this scheme is possible, but in discovering wherethe Philosopher's stone is to be found, that universalremedy which Socialism, in all circumstances and inall conditioms, undertakes to provide. And people ofthe present day believe that this problem has beensolved by the proclamation of the dictatorship on thebasis of the Coimcil system. In the Second FrenchEmpire   the   Blanquistes   thought   to   discover   the
Philosopher's stone in a revolt, the Proudhonistes, inthe banks of exchange.
Even at the present day Marx has been Uttle under-stood. He demanded far too great mental energy andfar too great subordination of personal desires andneeds. But, in a general way, all the aims, ways, andmeans adopted by him, as well as by Engels, were suc-cessful, because the logic of things was on their side.In consequence, the Marxist ideas gradually ousted theProudhonist ideas from the French Internationalists.As soon as the Labour movement again came to life inFrance, Trade Unions and strikes were inevitable. TheEmpire endeavoured to lead the movement on legal andnon-political lines, and sanctioned the formation, in1864, of Trade Unions, as well as the carrying out ofstrikes—in the very year in which the Internationalwas founded. The members of this International,including the Proudhonistes, not only were forced totake part in this spontaneous Labour movement, butcircumstances forced them, as the best representativesof the economic interests of the Labour classes, to cometo the head of the organisation and the movement.It was inevitable that they should thus come into con-flict wilih the State authority, and in this way lihey weredrawn into the political struggle, into the struggleagainst the Empire. Under these circumstajices theideas of the French Internationalists, which at thestart had been Proudhonist in character, became moreand more Marxist in colour. Yet, at the outbreak ofthe revolt of the Commune, not one of them could bedescribed as a Marxist. They had lost their old Proud-honist foundation, but had not yet gained new ground.Their ideas were still lacking in clearness. Neverthe-less they were the members of the Commune who tookthe most trouble to examine economic life, and whobest understood the vital needs of the time. Theyformed the real Labour representatives in the Com-mune.    Li&sagaray says about them: —
" People have said that the Commune was aGovernment ol the working classes. That is a greatmistake. The working classes took part in thestruggle, in the administration, and their breath, alone made the movement great; but they were verylittle engaged, in actual government. The electionof March 26th gave the workers only 25 votes asagainst 70, which went to the revolutionaries."("History of the Commune," second edition, page145.)
But of these 25, the majority, 13, belonging to theInternational, had all told only 17 representatives inthe Commune. Only four of the International werenot Labour members and of these one of ithem, thestudent, Vaillant, had leanings towards the BlaJi-quistes. Out of the 13 members of the Labour groupamong the Internationals we .find the most importantmen in the Commune, nam«ly the bookbinder, Varlin,the carpenter, Theiss, the painter, Malon, and thejeweller, Frankel. In accordance with their Partystandpoint they left all direct action, the conduct ofthe war, and the organisation of the police, to theJacobins and Blanquistes, and turned their attention tothe question of peace, to the administration of thedistricts, and to economic changes. Only one of themshowed any warlike spirit, namely, the metal worker,Duval, and he was inclined, as we know, like Vaillant,to Blanquism. He was one of those in the Communewho, at the outbreak of April 3rd, was captured and shotby order of General Vinoy. Thus he was one of thefirst martyrs of the Commune.
His comrades in the International confined theirattention almost entirely to the economic problems,and they did remarkably good work, namely, in admin-istration. For instance, Theiss in postal arrange-ments, Varlin and Avrial in other important positionsof command,  in   spite   of the. enormous  difficulties,
which arose from the fact that the higher officials hav-ing fled from Paris, or at least from their positions, theworking classes had suddenly to take over and carryon work to which they were wholly strangers. Alongwith the Internationalists of the Commune there wereother members of the Paris International who weresuccessful in their labours, for instance, the bronzeworker, Camelinat, who, in the month of April, tookover the coinage, and in a very few weeks made vastimprovements, which, after the fall of the Commune,were still maintained. Then there was Bastelica whoundertook the direction of customs, and Combault,.Director of Indirect Taxation.    Both were workmen.
One of the first actions on the part of the Communeconsisted in handing over the separate districts of theExecutive, not to individual ministers but to specialcommissions. The Commission for Labour, Industryand Exchange, also the Commission representingthe Socialist side of the Commune consisted of theInternationalists Malin, Theiss, Dupont (basketmaker), and Avrial (mechanic), Gerardin and onesingle Jacobin, whose occupation I could not find. Ofthe five members of the Commission for Finance, threebelonged to the International, the painter, Victorelement Varlin, and the rather wealthy philanthropist,Beslay, one of the few bourgeois in the International.Besides these men there were the Jacobin, Eegere, aveterinary surgeon, but an old fighter against theEmpire, as well as the cashier, Jourdes, who had noparticular tendencies, and who was the real head offinance, through whose hands millions of francs had topass, while his wife continued to carry on the familywashing in the Seine, he himself never dining at ahigher cost than 1.60. fr. In both the Commissions forlabour and finance utterly different methods wereemployed from those in the Commissions for the armyand police. The contrast in these methods has beenvery   well   characterised   by   Mendlessohn,   in   his
appendix to Lissagaray's, " History of the Commune "(second German edition).
'' The war administration in the Commune had verylittle satisfactory means to hand. &ere we findincapacity, ignorance, vanity, absence of all feeling forresponsibiUty, etc. Here we find the reflection of aUthe unfortunate disorganisation of the conditions underwhich the Socialist movement had to suffer during theEmpire, and we need only go from the Place Ven-dome to the Prefecture of Police, in order to find thesecond reflection of these conditions.
" We certainly find a peaceful change from the noisyself-importance of the new Hebertists, who formed thegeneral staff of police at the time, when we pass overto the Ministry of Labour and the Ministry ofExchange. The name itself shows the influence ofthe Proudhonist doctrine. Apart from this, however,the conscientious and modest members of the Inter-national were so occupied in their labour, that they putaside all that was impossible and fantastic. Eegardingthemselves as a committee of the working-classes, theydid not look for signs of their power in orders andbadges. They formed a commission out of themembers of the Trade Unions and Labour Commis-sions. As a result, this Ministry so carried on itswork, that one can say it did what it could accordingto the conditions then prevailing, and never under-took anything that it could not carry out."
In this Ministry the Socialists stood well concen-trated. It was Marxist in character. It representedthe actual revolutionary elements in the Commune,and yet it showed a measure of caution, which wasperfectly amazing. The reason for this caution, whichwas also noticeable in the Ministry of Finance, wasgiven by Jourde on the occasion of a debate on pawn-brokers' shops. It was ordered that pledged clothes,household fiuniture and utensils up to twenty francsin value should be returned to their original owners
without payment from May 12th onwards. The Stateundertook the compensation. In the coiu'se of thisdebate Avrial proposed that in the place of these pawn-brokers' shops a better kind of Labour institute shouldbe established, whereupon Jourde replied:
" They say form an institute. But that is all verywell. We must first have time in order to study thequestion before we do anything. If Avrial was told tomanufacture cannons he would demand more time.I demand that also." (Sitting of May 6th, OfficielJournal of May 7th, page 493.)
The Commune found no time to do anything on alarge scale on the social question, and the best peopleamong them would not undertake anything, withoutthoroughly studying the question first. Most of theirsocial measures would to-day seem trivial. Forinstance, the suspension of niglhit labom: among thebakers, and the prohibition of fines in business houses.The most important conclusion never got beyond mereexamination. During the siege and after March 18ththere was a large number of factories in Paris closeddown by their owners, who fled and escaped. On theproposal of Avrial an inqtdry into this very seriousquestion for the working classes was made, and theconclusion ran as follows:
'' In consideration of the fact that numerous factorieshave been closed down by those who hitherto ranthem, in order that the owners might avoid their civilduties, and without taking into consideration theinterests of the workmen; further, in consideration ofthe fact that, through this cowardly flight from theirpositions, much important labour for the communallife has been interrupted, and that the working nanis thus endangered, the Commune of Paris makes thefollowing declaration:
" The Trade Unions of the workmen shall be calledtogether, in order to form commissions of inquiry withthe following object in view:
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" (1) To gather statistics of the businesses thusclosed down, as well as an exact description of thestate in which they are at present, as well as of themachinery contained therein;
■' (2) To provide a report as to the practica,!measures to be taken in order to put these factoriesinto working order, not through those who havedeserted them, but through associations of workmenwho were employed in them;
" (3) To form a scheme of action for these associa-tions ;
" (4) To set up a court of arbitration, which shallsettle under what conditions these factories shall bedefinitely handed over to the possession of theseLabour associations, when the owners who have fledshall return to Paris; and further, to decide on thecompensation that these associations shall make tothe original owners. This Commission of Inquiry mustlay its report before the Commune Commission forLabour and Exchange. Furthermore, and in theshortest possible time, a synopsis of this decree, whichshaU serve the interests of the Commune and of theworkmen, is to be laid before the Commune."
This Order is dated April 16th and the JournalOfficiel, April 17th.
This Commission of Inquiry met together on May10th and 19th. Soon after that came the defeat of theCommune. That socialising Commission thereforecame to no practical result. Nevertheless, its forma-tion was of importance, for it pointed the way whichthe Socialists of the Commune would have been forcedto go, if the proletariat regime had been of longerduration. There could be no question of a completesocialising or of an immediate elimination of the wholesystem of capitalistic enterprise. On the contrary,these very men were reproached for abandoning theirfactories in such a cowardly manner, and for leavingthe working man without employment.    At the same
time,  however,  the contrary reproof was hurled atthem.
The Central- Committee of the twenty arondisse-ments (districts) (not to be confused with that of theNational Guard, which had been formed during theSiege), complained that the employers had kept theworkmen in the factories, and in this way preventedthem from fulfilling their duty as members of theNational Guard. Only those concerns which had beenabandoned by their owners were to be socialised, inthe first place, according to the plan of the Commune;and only these after very careful and exact consider-ation. Another step in the direction of socialisationwas planned in connection with supplies for armyuniforms and ammunition. These supplies were, asfar as possible, to be made through the workmen'sassociations on the basis of Treaties of Supplies, whichwere to be drawn up by the Director, in common withthe Guards and the Minister of Labour. There is tohand a scheme of Labour Order, which was submittedby the workers to the Commune, and which wasconcerned with the factories employed in repairingarms, and demanded a fixed ten-hours day.This Order, which contains some twenty-two para-graphs, was printed in the Journal Officiel de laCommune on May 21st (pages 628-629). It shows very-well the socialising tendencies of the Socialist workersof the Commune. In accordance with this Order, the-workers elected their own representatives of work-shops in the Commune, their own superintendent, aswell as their foremen. A Management Council wasformed consisting of the above officials, to which aworkman from each worker's bench was allowed to-come. On the part of the Commune a SupervisoryCouncil was to be formed, which should be dulyinformed of all that was done, and which had freeaccess to inspect the books and ledgers. The workmenshowed themselves to be very anxious to uphold the
interests of the Commune. In Article 15 the scheduledtime was fixed at ten hours per day, and not at eight,which the International Congress of Geneva in 1866had demanded. In special cases of urgency over-time was permitted, if the Management Council agreed.For any overtime no increased pay was granted. Apartfrom this, the wages at that time were very low. TheDirector received 250 francs a month, the manager210, the foreman 70 cents, an hour. For the ordinaryworker there was no minimum wage fixed, but amaximum wage. He could not receive more than 60cents, an hour. Interesting also is the declarationcontained in Article 16, which ordains that thereshould always be a night watchman in the workshopsin case of weapons being needed. Every workmanwas boimd to take his turn at night duty. Theconclusion ran as follows:
" As under the present circumstances it is absolutelynecessary to be as economical as possible with everyfarthing of the Commune, the night watchman willnot be paid."   {Journal Offioiel, page 629.)
Truly these workmen did not regard the time of their" dictatorship " as an opportune moment for demand-ing an increase of wages. The great and general causefor good, in their estimation, had a higher claim thantheir own personal interests.
The Socialism of the Commune.
In spite of bis volcanic temperament, Marx did notfind anything in these precautionary measures towhich he could not agree. He said in his " Civil Warin France," page 53:
" The great social measure adopted by the Com-nnme was one for the existence of the working element.This special measure could only point the way in which
a government of the people, through the people, couldfunction.''
After Marx had so described the dictatorship of theprolet^ariait as the government of the people through thepeople, in other wonds, as democracy, he continues, andpraises the financial measures adopted by the Com-mune as " excellent both in their wisdom andmoderation " (page 54).
Shortly before, Marx shows in the same work theprinciples on which a period of transition fromcapitalism to Sociahsm must proceed: —
" The working classes did not demand any miraclefrom the Commune. It had no ready-made Utopias tointroduce, as a result of popular decision. It knewthat, in order to obtain its own freedom, and to fashionalong with that some better standard of living, whichthe present state of society had made impossiblethrough the economic complications then existing, theworking class would have to go through a long processof preparation, and sustain many fights before men, aswell as circumstances, could be completely trans-formed. It had no ideals to realise. It had merely togive the elements of the new society freedom toexpand, the elements which were already latent in thecrumbling bourgeois society " (page 50).
From the sentence, " the working class had no idealsto realise," it has been concluded that Marx contri-buted to the Social movement no set aim and nodefinite programme. But this is disproved by the factthat he himself drew up the Socialistic programmesfrom " The Communist Manifesto " of 1847 onwardsto the time of the programme of the French LabourParty, which he finished in 1880 with the collabora-tion of Guesde and LaJargue. In the above-citedparagraph he already gives the aims of the Socialmovement, namely, emancipation of the working classby means of victory and progressive class war, and thecreation of a better standard of living,  which would
follow from the coming into power of the workingclass, and which would be based on the results ofmodem science.
It might be urged against Marx that these aims werenothing else but ideals, and therefore that the workingclass had still ideals to realise, but among the idealswhich were not realisable Marx clearly understands'alltranscendental ideas, such as lie beyond the spheres oftime and place, such, for instance, as the ideas ofeternal justice and freedom. The aims of the workers'movement were provided by the economic developmentthat was then in progress. The special forms of theirrealisation are in a continuous state of development,and are indeed dependent on time and space.Socialism is for him no ready-made Utopia, but a pro-cess which promises a lengthy development ofeconomic relations and also of the working class itself,a development which should not come to an end aftera political victory, but which could only continue bysetting at liberty " the elements of the new society."
Already two decades before Marx had prescribed alengthy preparation on the part of the working class,and the knowledge of the actual state of affairs asconditions necessary for the social revolution. Afterthe breaking up of the Revolution of 1848, he recog-nised, as a result of his study of the economic condi-tions, that the Eevolution for the time being had cometo an end. This brought him into conflict with manyof his comrades, who saw in this mere treacherytowards the Eevolution. The masses had need of arevolution, and they had the will for it; and thereforeit was iaevitable, so they said. But Marx replied inSeptember, 1850, in the following words:—
" In place of a critical examination the minority(the League of the Communists) sets up the dogmatic;instead of the materialistic conception of things, theidealistic. Instead of the actual condition of thiagsbeing the driving force of the Eevolution, they seek
for that driving force in mere will; whereas we say tothe workmen, ' you have to go through twenty or fiftyyears of civil wars and struggles, not only to changeconditions but also to'change yourselves, and to makeyourselves capable of political government.' You sayto the workmen, on the contrary, ' we must at onceseize power or we might as well lie down and sleep.'Whereas we point out; specially to the Germanworkers, the undeveloped state of the German prole-tariat, you flatter in the crudest manner possible theirnational feelings and the class prejudice of the Germanartisan, which is naturally much more popular.
" Just as the democrats have converted the word' people ' into something almost sacred, you havedone the same with the word ' proletariat.' Likethe democrats you substitute the word ' revolution'for 'revolutionary development.'" Marx: (" Disclosures in connection with the Communist Congress InCologne," new issue, 1885).
When Marx protested against the idea that merewill should be made the driving force of the Eevolution,he did not mean to say, of course, that the will hadnothing to do with the matter. Without will-power noconscious action is possible. Without the will, norevolution is possible, indeed no history. The firstcondition of every social movement lies in the strongwill, which social endeavour engenders, and whicharises from a deeply felt need. But with the willalone nothing can be achieved If the movement isto have any success, there must be somethingmore than the mere will and mere need. I may havethe will to live for ever, and this will may be unusuallystrong in me, nevertheless it cannot preserve mefrom death. If then the movement is to have success,the will must confine itself to what is possible, and theneed must find the means to secure its own satisfac-tion. Moreover, those who will to do anything mustpossess  the power to overcome   any opposition tihat
may arise. It is the purpose of discussion to dis-tinguish, as a result of the examination of actual con-ditions, the possible from the impossible, and to showthe mutual relation of strength. In this way thelatent powers in humanity can be concentrated onwhat is practicable at the time. In this way all wasteof energy may be avoided, and the existing power maybe turned to better use, and operate more intensively.
This discernment in social matters is, however, byno means easy to obtain; for the economic foundationsof society are in a state of continuous development andchange, and, in addition, social needs change also, aswell as the means by which these needs shall besatisfied, and the forces which shall acconaplish whatis practically possible. Moreover, society becomes morecomplicated, wider in its embrace, and ever moredifficult to penetrate. Certainly huiman intelligence, itis true, increases, and the methods of knowledgeimprove, but the human mind is not always fashionedto recognise actual relations as they are. It alwaystries to satisfy the needs of the time. But whereverthe actual condition of things renders the satisfactionof these needs impossible, the humian mind is only tooinclined, from sheer imagidation, to read into these con-ditions a very friendly aspect in accordance with whatit desires. Man does not wish to die, but knowledgeof actual conditions tells him that he must die. Yethuman penetration has managed to discover in thesevery conditions some sign that we continue inexistence after death. The proletariat of the EomaaEmpire lived in wretched poverty. Nevertheless theyfelt most strongly the need for a joyous life of pleasurewithout work; but actual conditions excluded such alife from the bounds of possibility. Despite all, theirhuman instincts promised them such a life in thedirection in which they thought they were going.
The idea of the deity was the means to make theweak strong, and the impossible possible.    It was to
raise the small, ill-treated Jewish people to be lords ofthe earth. It would give the indignant band of defence-less peasants, at the time of the Eeformation, the\iotory over the well-equipped and well-disciplinedarmies of the potentates of that time. In the nine-teenth century the proletariat discontinued to believein a deity that would thus come to the rescue; butthe picture of the great French Eevolution, in whichat certain times the proletariat of Paris was able tochallenge the whole of Europe, caused a new belief inmira<5les to arise,, which made them believe in thewondrous powers of the Eevolution and the revolu-tionary proletariat. They needed merely to will inorder to achieve what they willed. If nothing came ofit, that was due merely to the fact that they had notwilled. As against this idealistic conception, Marxchampioned the materialistic view, which insisted thatthe actual conditions of things should always be takeninto account. Certainly these conditions made theemancipation of the' working classes and a higherstandard of living one of its aims which " the presentstate of society, as the result of its development,absolutely possesses." These aims were not, how-ever, to be immediately achieved, like some " readymade Utopia." They did not form a complete schemeapplicable to all times, but engendered merely a newform of social movement and development.
The working class, therefore, is not always, and inall circumstances, mature enooigh to take over control.It must everywhere go through a period of develop-ment, in order to become capable. Furthermore, itcannot choose the moment when it shall come intopower. If the working class does take over control,then it must not simply destroy the means of pro-duction which it finds in existence. It must rather■seek to carry on what is already existent, to developit further in accordance with the needs of theproletariat, and to "liberate the elements of the new
society," all which in different circumstances requiresvery different treatment. It will thus at any givenmoment more easily find what is attainable the moreclearly it understands the actual conditions and takesthem into account.
When, after the downfall of Napoleon, thepossibilities of- a proletarian Eevolution arose, Marxgave it a good deal of serious thought. Certainly theParisian workers were the most intelligent workers Jnthe world at that time. They were not living in vainin the very heart of the world, in the very home of"enlightenment and revolution. Nevertheless, theEmpire had denied them a good school-system,freedom of the Press, as well as political, and for along time also industrial, organisation. Therefore, tomake use of the Eepublic for the better education andorganisation of the working classes, to uphold anddefend the Eepublic with every means in power,seemed to Marx to be the most imperative need ofthe time. There was one circumstance which renderedacquisition of political power by the workers at thetimt impossible, namely, the fact that the greater partof the country was still agrarian, and the population ofParis itself still largely small bourgeois. More-over, the world's history does not depend uponour mere will power. It can just as littlepostpone the comiag of revolution as it canhasten it. The rising of the Paris workers and theirvictory on March 18th were inevitable. From hence-forth it was for the people to become clear as to whatthe actual state of affairs permitted the victoriousproletariat to carry out, and to concentrate all theirstrength upon this design.
Marx did not regard it as the chief duty of the ParisCommune at that time to do away with all capitalisticmeans of production. He wrote to Kugelmann aboutthis on April 12th, 1871:
" If you will tiim up the last chapter of my ' 18thBrum^re' you will find that I proposed, aa the nextattempt for the French Eevolution, to undertake thatthey should not endeavoiir to wrest the bureaucraticmilitary machine out of the hands of one' man andgive it to another, but smd,sh it up completely. Thisis the necessary condition of every real popular revolu-tion on the Continent. This is also what our heroiccomrades in Paris are attempting." (" The NewTimes," No. 20, 1, page 709.)
There is no word of Socialism in this letter. Marxproclaims that the chief duty of the Commune is todestroy the power then in the hands of the bureau-crats, the militarists. Obviously the proletariat cannever come to the head of affairs without striving,along with the changes in the organisation of theState, to realise also the changes in the organisationof the means of production, which should ameliorateits position. If we characterise all such attempts atpolitical power with this end in view as Socialism, thencertainly there was Socialism in the Commune, butState Socialism was far removed from what we to-dayunderstand as Socialism. Naturally that was due inpart to want of time. The whole rising lasted only afew weeks. For the most part this was due to thefact that this rising was confined to the small industrialelements in Paris. As the result of the existingeconomic basis, little more could be achieved than thetransformation of eingle workshops into associations ofproductive workers.
The organisation of a complete branch of industryinto a unified systern of production and control of itsexports, as well as of its raw materals, was hardlypossible at that time. If the Commune had beensuccessful, it might have acquired for itself the whole ofthe State and Government machinery. It might alsohave introduced nationalisation of railways, perhapsalso of mines and ironworks.     But all this would not
have done away with capitalism, for it was ahready inoperation to a iBXge extent, or at least in preparation,in neighbouring Germany. But under a proletarianand democratic regime it would nevertheless havegreatly raised the social position of the working-class.In addition to lack of time and to the economic back-wardness of the coimtry, there came a further serioushindrance to " socialisation," namely, the ignorance ofthe men who were in the Commune. The Jacobinsand Blanquistes cared not one farthing for economicmatters. The Internationalists, as we have seen,attributed to them the greatest importaince; yet justat the time of the Commune they were theoreticallyimtenable. These Internationalists had the intentionof abandoning the Proudhonist basis, but they werenot prepared to go so far and deh'berately put them-selves on the side of the Marxists.. In the meanwhile,in spite of their fears, Marx agreed with the methodof the Commune, namely, first of all to examine theeconomic question before making any changes, andnot to introduce hasty decrees, which would fail oftheir object, cause confuBion, and finally discourage-ment. Even if this caution arose more from theoreticuncertainty than from theoretic discernment, it agreedwith all that Marx, in consequence of his materialisticconception of things, regarded as necessary, namely,that in the Revolution we must be guided not by raerewill alone, but by a knowledge of the actual state ofaffairs. Debreuilh has characterised this feature ofthe Paris rising extraordinarily well in his" Commune," page 419.
" The policy of methodic expropriation, quite apartfrom the opposition of the other classes, wasimpossible, for the very good reason that the daylabourers in the mass had no idea of the constitutionof society other than the traditional one, and becausethey had not developed any institutions or tradeguilds, which are absolutely necessary to ensure the
normal working oi produafcion and exchange after allcapitalistic organisation has been removed. It isimpossible to improvise a new regime, especially aSocialistic regime, by means of decrees. Decrees andlaws should rather make secure the relations alreadyexisting. If in this matter the Commune hadattempted to act prematurely, probably the soleresult would have been to cause a section of its ownbest powers to turn against it, without causing amongthe daily workers any appreciable disposition in theirfavour. They could not do otherwise than prepare theway for a general social provision, under the pretenceof democratising the political machinery then in exist-ence; and that is what they did."    (DebreuUh.)
In this way the Marxian idea of the Dictatorship ofthe Proletariat was realised on the social plane. ThisMarxian method of socialisation, which was so verymuch like that of the Commune, must be our methodto-day. That does not mean to say that this samemethod and this same reserve must be employed inpresent day Germany, as was the case in the Communeof 1871 in Paris. Since then, half a century of themost powerful capitalistic development has elapsed.The enormous progress that was made is shown bythe fact that, at that time, it was Paris alone whichrose in an insurrection that was not purely proletarian,without any support from the country; and that it hadto succumb to the superiority of agrarianism, whichwas intimately bound up with bureaucracy and higherfinance. In the year 1918 the German Eevolutionbroke out throughout the entire Empire, and it waseverywhere led by the proletariat. German agricultureconstitutes hardly more than a quarter of the popula-tion (1907—29 per cent.), and industry has madeenormous progress and has advanced to the formationof. Trade Unions comprising whole branches ofindustry.
The Parisian proletariat in 1871 had only justemerged from the Bonaparte regime, which hadhitherto prevented it from acquiring any means ofeducation or of organisation. The German proletariatentered on this Eovolution with the political andcorporate experience of half a century, with politicaland economic organisation, which embraced millions ofpeople. And finally, the Socialists of Paris in 1871were on the point of giving up an economic theory thathad proved to be unsatisfactory. But they had notgone so far as to evolve another and supeiid' theory.German Socialism has at its command the historicaland economic insight and the clear methods of a theory,which has been recognised by the Socialists of allcountries as the highest and best, and which even thebourgeois classes accept, thanks to its enormoussuperiority over any other conception of economics nowprevailing. In these circumstances Socialism canproceed much more rapidly, more energetically andwith quicker results than was ever possible in 1871.
Centralisation and Federalism.
We have already spoken of an economic method ofthe Commune. But we have shown that such amethod in the real sense of the word was not to befound. It is impossible to speak of a well-consideredand well-planned method in the Commune. For thisreason alone, that in the Commune so many opposingforces were endeavoiuring to work together. Themethod of procedure in the Commune was the resultof opposition, and not of a definite theory. TheSocialists themselves in the Commune were not veryclear and definite, and they represented only theminority. Nevertheless their spirit and conception ofthings ruled the economic ideas of Paris at the time.Whereas,    however,    the    majority    attached   little
importance to economics, and felt themselves evenmore insecure than did the minority, with politics inthe Commune it was different. The opposition thatarose in the Commune over politics was far greater.This opposition seriously influenced and almost des-troyed the capacity of the Commune for work, but thegeneral tendencies arising therefrom gradually found amiddle course, which Marx also accepted, as he didthe methods of procedure in regard to economics. Weknow already that the majority of the Commune con-sisted of Jacobins' and Blanquistes. When theyentered the Commune of Paris they hoped to influencethe whole life of Prance similar to the manner of1793. They were Eadical Eepublicans and free-thinkers; they wished to destroy the whole apparatusof monarchy, of the clerical system as well as thebureaucracy, and the standing army; and yet thejcould have arrived at the supreme command of Parisonly by means of a State organisation, which wouldhave made one of the central positions in Paris astrong means of force. They forgot that the ParisCommune of 1793, by means of the centralised powerwhich was thereby developed, actually prepared theway for Bonaparte land the Empire. They hoped toget salvation by means of dictatOTial power, withoutrealising that a dictatorship, which is not supportedby sternly disciplined armies and organised adminis-tration, is the mere shadow of a dictatorship. Instrong opposition to the centralising Jacobins were theProudhonistes, who were extremely critical of the tra-ditions of 1793, which they in fact abhorred. Theyrealised the illusions which led to the Eeign of Terror,and which befooled the proletariat and made it blood-thirsty and brutal, without in the least aiding ittowards freedom. But they were not less criticaltowards democracy. Universal suffrage in 1848 hadhelped to create the reactionary National Assembly,and  had  beoome the main support of the Empire.
Indeed, in the economic conditions of France at that,time the State policy, whether of the dictatorship orof the democracy, could ofEer no hope for the immediateemancipation of the proletariaifc. A means towardsthis end was sought by the Socialists. The idea ofdevelopment in general, as well as of the significancewhich democracy might have for the development ofpolitical insight and the organising capacity of theproletariat, and ultimately for its emancipation—^tothis idea they were completely strange. For theimmediate emancipation of the proletariat at thattime neither the dictatorship nor the democracy wasvery hopeful. This the Proudhordsbes understood verywell; but the consequences they drew from this werenot good. Entirely without. a policy such as theywished, they found it was impossible for them to pro-ceed. At this time the communal pohcy in certainindustrial municipalities offered the proletariat quiteother prospects than those offered by the State policyin a country which was preponderantly agrarian.Democracy in the districts was of great importance; inthe State it was of small account. The bitter criticsof the State Parliaments, of these " talking shops," asthey called them, had nothing to say against the com-munal talking shops and Parliaments. The sovereigntyof the municipality became the ideal of the Proud-honistes. Their idea is shown already in the status ofindustry as they regarded it. Moreover, they did notintend to do away with exchange; for even at that timethere were business concerns, whose economicimportance extended far beyond the single community.In order to control such concerns, it was necessary forthe different municipalities to combine. In this waythe Proudlionistes hoped to emancipate the industrialproletariat and agrarian France. But they forgot onesmall thing, namely, that the idea of dissolving theState into sovereign mimicipalities was also a Stateidea, to carry out which the overthrow of the existing
"State was necessary, which was exactly what the pro-Jetariaifc wished to avoid. The idea of the Commune,in the Proudhonist sense, was therefore the direct con-trary to the idea such as the Jacobins held. For the•Jacobin, the Commune of Paris was a means to obtainState power for the control of the whole of France.For the Proudhonist, the sovereignty of each Com-mune was a means to putting an end to State power as«uch.
Arthur Amould characterises very well this contrastof the revolutionary Jacobins and the " SocialistFederalists " in his book, " Histoire Populaire et Par-liamentaire de la Commune de Paris." The same wordswere often understood By the different members of theAssembly in two quite different ways. " For onegroup, the Commune of Paris represented the firstapplication of anti-government principle, the waragainst the old conception of the centralised despoticsingle State. The Commune represented for them thetriumph of the principle of autonomy, of the freefederation of groups, and of the most direct form ofgovernment' of the people by the people '; but in theireyes the Commune formed the first stage of a great revo-lution, social as well as political, which had nothing todo with the old methods of procedure. It was the verynegation of the idea of a dictatorship. It was the seizureof power by the people themselves, and therefore thedestruction of every power that stood outside thepeople or over them. The people, who so felt andthought and willed, represented that group whichafterwards was called the Socialist Group, or theMinority. For the others, on the other hand, the Com-mune of Paris was the continuation of the old Cam-mime of 1793. In their eyes it represented dictator-ship in the name of the people, an enormous concen-tration of power in the bands of a few, and the des-^;ruction of the old system through the setting up ofnew men at the bead of the system, whom, for the
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moment, they provided with arms to fight a war intiie eervice of the people against the enemy of thepeople.
"Among iihe men of this authoritative group, the ideaof the centralised individual State had by no meansdisappeared. If they accepted the principle ofmunicipal autonomy and the free federation of groups,and even proclaimed this on their banners, they did sosolely because the will of Paris forced them. Theyremained slaves to old habits and thoughts. As soonas they c&me into power, they continued in their oldhabits and allowed themselves, certainly with the bestof intentions, to employ old methods to new ideas.They did not realise that in such cases the formeralways gains. the victory in the struggle, and thatthose who try to estabUsh freedom by means of thedictatorship, or of mere arbitrariness, generally destroythat which they would save. This group, which con-sisted of many various elements, formed the majority,and they were called ' The Revolutionary Jacobins.' "■
Debreuilh has quoted these comments with theremark that they referred only to the two extremetendencies. That is true. It is equally true that inall such tendencies many new shades of opinion areto be found. Still, if we wish to have a clear idea ofthem we must regard the most pronoimced character-istic as if it were the classical characteristic. Theopposition that existed was enormous. It might neverhave been overcome had the Commune been victorious.But it was not victorious, and that forced the contend-ing parties to strike out some fresh line. FromApril 3rd onwards the Commune found itself on thedefensive, and had to surrender all idea of conqueringFrance and ruling it. In this way all the Jacobinhopes fell to the ground. Far from hoping to rulethrough the Commune, they had to be content if theysucceeded merely in preventing the new-found libertiesof Paris from being, crushed by reactionary France.
But in those circumstances there was just as littlehope that the Proudhonist dreams would be fulfilled,that the French State would crumble to pieces, andthat complete sovereignty would be bestowed on theseparate municipalities. The Centralising Jacobins,like the Federalist Proudhonistes,~were obliged by theforce of circumstances to work for the same object,which would be realisable under favourable circum-stances, which became of paramount importance forthe whole of Frahoe, and was even demanded by manyof its citizens and politicians. This object wa®, riaimely,the self-oontrol of the municipalities, their independ-ence within limits drawn by the State democracy,and the. limitation of the power of State bureauctacy,as well as the setting up of a militia in place of thestanding army. The Internationalists recognised thisdemocratic State all the more readily, because,, as wehave seen, they were drawn into a fight against theEmpire in those latter years, and therefore wereinvolved in a State policy and had begun to carry outstrict Proudhonism mingled with Marxist ideas.
The final result was a policy, which Marx himselfwould have recognised and sanctioned if he had beenin Paris; but he woaild not have been able to join eitherthe one or the other party. He would have been quiteisolated. Nevertheless, force of circumstances and thewisdom of the best heads of the Commune, who reallytook into consideration the actual ' circumstances "and were not driven by " mere will," resulted in thestriking out of a line of policy, which showed muchresemblance to that of Marx himself. To thispolicy, still more than to its economic measures,Mendelssohn's remark well appUes (in his appendixto Lissagaray, page 525): "The creators of theCommune seem not to know what they have created."
The political order of things newly created by theCommune, amidst the bitterest internal struggles,proceeded on lines between the two extremes.    The
great misfortune from which the Commune sufferedwas its lack of organisation. It was the natural out-come of the lack of organisation, routine and. ability inthe Parisian proletariat at the time, which had reallyonly just broken away frx>m the Empire. TheCommune, from the very beginning, stood in a state ofwar with Versailles. Nowhere are organisation anddiscipline more necessary than in war. They werecompletely failing in the Commime. The battalionsof the Commune were commanded by officers whomthose battalions themselves had elected. In this waythe officers were independent of the supreme command,but were dependent on those who had chosen them.On these lines it is impossible to organise a real fight-ing army, for such an army is only possible whereinternal disorganisation is forbidden.
This is what the Bolsheviks in Eussia have seen, forthey very soon put an end to the powers of the Soldiers'Councils and of the election of officers through the men,when they found themselves involved in a really seriouswar. Whether or not the different battalions of theNational Guard obeyed the orders of the supreme com-mand depended entirely upon their mood. Smallwonder, therefore, that the number of actual fightersin the Commune was very small. Pay was made to162,000 men and 6,500 officers, but the number ofthose who went into the fire and fought varied afterthose fatal days of April 3rd from 20,000 to 30,000.These brave fellows had to sustain the whole fearfulburden of battle against a well-disciplined and well-equipped superior force, which in the second half ofthe month of May numbered at least 120,000 men.Disorganisation from below was still more increased bydisorganisation from above. Alongside of the Com-mune, the Central Committee of the National Guardcontinued to exist. It had formally handed over allits power to the Commxme. Nevertheless, it continuedto intervene in all orders given to the National Guard.
Marx, in a letter to Kugelmann, on the Commune ofApril 12fch, 1871, regards it as a mistake that tihe CentralCommittee so early abandoned its power in order tomake room for the Commune (" Neue Zeit," XX.,page 709). He does not give the ground for this state-ment, and we therefore cannot tell why this seemedto him to be a mistake—apparently on account of thereaction of the conduct of the war. He regards thismistake as the second one made by the Parisians. Thefirst mistake, according to him, consisted in itheir nothaving marched against Versailles immediately afterMarch 18th. These two mistakes may have been thecause of defeat. In the meantime, unforifcvmately, allthese fundamental mistakes, which made the militarysituation of the Commime from the very start so hope-less, were made already, before the Commune everassembled. Nothing can show that the conduct ofthe war, under the command of the Central Com-mittee, would have met with any more success than ithad under the Command of the Commune. On thecontrary, tha* Committee showed itself to be morevacillating even than the Commune. The conduct ofwar is not the proletariat's strongest point.
The worst that happened, however, was the exist-ence of two simultaneous independent supremepowers, to which was added yet a third, which inter-fered with the carrying on of the war, namely, the^'Committee of Artillery." The Committee of Artil-lery, which was formed on March 18th, made troublewith the Ministry of War over the cannons. TheMinistry of War was in possession of the cannons ofMarsfeld, whereas the Artillery Committee had thoseof Montmartre. (Lissagaray, " History of the Com-mune," page 206.)
Everywhere an attempt was made to minimise thegeneral organisation, by strengthening the power of theGovernment. In place of the Executive Commissions,of which we have already spoken, there was formed.
on April SOtli, an Executive CJounoil consisting of ninemen, each of whom was a delegate from each of thenine Commissions. But the evil was too deep-rootedto be removed by such a measure. The Jacobins,mindful of the traditions of 1793, demanded a Com-mittee of Public Safety with dictator's powers, whichwould reduce the Commune to nothing. The con-tinuous adventures of the Versailles troops caused themember of the Commune, Miot, " who had one of thefinest beards of 1848" (Lissagaray, page 273) todemand on April 28th the formation of a Committee ofPublic Safety, in other words, of a new Commission,which should be over all other Commissions. As tothe necessity for a powerful executive everybody wasin agreement, although the question of a name forthat executive caused heated deEate. The Eevolu-tionary Jacobins thought that if this Commission wascalled the Committee of Public Safety, it wouldbestow on that Committee the victorious power of theFrench Eepublic of 1793, with its Committee of PublicSafety. But this very tradition, which brought intoremembrance the Eegiment of Terror, repelled theProudhonistes. With 34 votes against 20 it was decidedon May Ist to form this Committee. In the election,which led to its formation the greater part of theminority, 23, abstained, giving the following explana-tion :
'' We have not set up any candidate. We did notwant anybody who appeared to us to be as injuriousas he would be useless; for we see in this Committeeof Public Safety the denial of the principles of Socialreform, out of which the Communal Eevolution ofMarch 18th arose."
This Committee of Public Safety, which was to leadto increased energy on the part of the Commune, atthe same time prepared the way for its disorganisation.In fact, it split the Commune. For this reason alonethe Committee lost all moral power, and further, those
who alone performed any serious work in the Com-mune, namely the Nationalists, held aloof from it.Its members were all, with the exception of one,"bawlers," as Lissagaray expressed it. On May 9ththis futile Committee was disposed of, in order that anew one might be elected. This time the Minority tookpart in the election, after it had seen that behind themuch-feared name there was l\irking nothing less thanan actual dictatorship. But meanwhile the oppositionbetween the Majority and the Minority had becomeso acute, thatr the Majority made the extraordinarymistake of not electing one member of the Minorityto the Committee. The second Committee of PublicSafety proved to be as incapable as the first. It evenwent further than the first, by actively rising againstthe. Minority, and removing a certain number of theMinority from office, thus robbing the Commune ofsome of its best men. This led^to an open breach. OnMay 16th the Minority published in the papers adeclaration, in which they protested against the abdica-tion of the Commune in favour of an irresponsibledictatorship, and announced that, from that time on-wards, they would no longer take part in the work of theCommune, and would confine their activities solely tothe districts and to the National Guard. In this way,they said, in conclusion, they hoped to save the Com-mime from internal strife, which they wished to avoid,because the Majority and the Minority were both work-ing towards the same purpose. In spite of this con-ciliatory conclusion, it seemed that this declarationimplied a complete rupture.
Nevertheless, although the Minority, for administra-tive work as well as for the solution of economicproblems, was a good deal more capable than theMajority, in its politics it was not very decisive orlogical. Against the dictatorship of the first Committeeof Public Safety it had protested by abstaining fromvoting on May 1st.    But on May 9th it had already
recognised the dictatorship by proposing candidates forthe Second Committee. On the 15th, a^ain, theydecided to make public protest against this same dic-tatorship, by stopping all collaboration in the Commune.On the 16th, the day of the publication of their pro-test, they yielded to the pressure of their friends,namely, of the Federal Council of the International, whourged them not to destroy the unity of the Communein face of the insistent enemy; and so on the 17thfifteen of the twenty-two subscribers to the manifestowere a-gain in their places in the Committee. But themajority was not by this means appeased, in spite ofthe attempt at reconciliation made by some of the morereasonable of their members, including Vaillant. Aresolution, conciliaitory in character, was refused, anda proposal of Miot's was accepted, which ran asfollows:
" The Commune will forget the attitude of everymember of the Minority, who withdraws his signaturefrom the declaration. It blames this declaration."Debreuilh remarks in connection with this, (page 440):" Thus Jacobins and Federalists stood together asenemy brothers at the last battle before their death."
On May 21st the Versailles troops entered Paris. Onthe 22nd the last sitting of the Commune took place.
The policy of the Commune offers us a remarkablespectacle. Of the two tendencies which are re-presented in the Commune each was guided by a pro-gramme, which, had it been applied, could never havebeen carried out, and which only led its disciples toactions that were purposeless. But in spite of all this,the action and reaction of these two programmes onone another, as the result of the force of circimastanoes,produced a political programme, which was not onlycapable of being carried out, but which correspondedto the needs of France at the time, and which evento-day has latent within it the most fruitful possibili-ties.   This programme consisted of a demand for self-
administration of the municipalities, as well as for thedissolution of the standing army. These two funda-mental demands of the Commune are to-day no lessimportant for the welfare of France than they wereat the time of the Second Paris Commune.
Tehroeist Ideas of the Commune.
We cannot speak of the Committee of Public Safetywithout^ thinking of the Eegiment of Terror, whichrepresented the very soul of that body in 1793. Itwas only natural that the opposition arising overthe dictatorship of the Committee of PubUc Safetyshould find its eontdauation in the question of terrorism.The Jacobins were, from the very start, as much infavour of recognising terrorism as a fighting means asthe Internationalists were of repudiating it. Even inthe very first meeting of the Commune its oppositionwas noticeable. A member proposed tlie abolition ofthe death penalty. " He wants to save the head ofVenoy '' (the General of Versailles), was the retort theylevelled at him.
Before the federation c£ the Intematioeal, Frankelformulated on April 29th the policy of the International,saying: '' We wish to establish the rights of theworkers, and that is only possible by persuasion andmoral force."
On the other side were people like the dramaticcritic Pyat, the accoimtajit Perr^, and the studentEaoul Eigault, who in their bloodthirsty demands wereinsatiable. In principle all Jacobins had to supportTerrorist measures, but in acttial practice there waslittle of these measures to be seen. Few could escapethe humanitarian spirit which inspired the whole ofdemocracy, bourgeois as well as proletarian. More-over, the conditions which obtained at the time cf the
Second Paxis Commune were not those that producedTerrorism at the time of the First Commime.
The Second Commune did not set about theimpossible task of erecting a communal system onbourgeois lines which should serve the interests of theproletariat, and, further, it confined the applicationof its power to Paris, of which city the majority werecertainly on its side. Thus it was not necessary forthem to iatiraidate their opponents by resorting toforceful measures. The enemy who was really danger-ous to the Commune stood outside the confines oftheir communal life, and was not to be affected byrecourse to Terrorism. Thus the motive for puttingTerrorist tradition into practice was lacking. WhatEaoul Eigault and Perr^ in the Committee of PublicSafety accomplished by their suppression of the Pressand by their arrests was much more a mere badimitation of the Empire than of the Eeign. of Terror,which proceeded on entirely different lines. TheBlanquiste student, Eigault, gained his laurels underthe Empir© in a continuous fight with the police,whose tricks he knew perfectly well.
Even before March 9, that is, before the insurrection,Ijauser said of him: " Those who know him have toldme the most astonishing things about his mad ways,and the cunning with which he spied out the policeto frustrate all their persecutions, and indeed himselfto play the part of the Prefect of Police of Paris."("Under the Paris Commune—a Diary," Leipsig,1878, page 18.)
On March 18 he had received official orders to act asthe Prefect of Police of Paris. His first act was totake up a position at the Prefecture of Police on thenight of March 18. His police system very soon metwith lively opposition from all parties, but especiallyfrom the Internationalists. This system had little todo with the principles of 1793, although at the timehe was working on a History of the Commune of 1793.
On the other hand, we must not attribute theexecution of Generals Thonaas and Clement to theCommune. As we have already shown, these execu-tions took place before the Commune existed and inspite of the opposition of the Central Committee.
There was only one measure adopted by theCommune which can be described as Terrorist, andthat was the arresting of hostages, undertaken tointimidate the enemy by oppressing, the defenceless.That the taking of hostages is a hopeless method ofprocedure, which seldom prevents cruelties from takingplace, and more often increases the barbarity of thefight which caused it, has often enough been provedin experience.
Bub it was difficult for the Commune to do anythingelse, unless it wished to suffer patiently and withoutprotest that the men at Versailles should shoot theprisoners they had taken. In numerous 'cases thisactually took place after April 3rd.
" As the result of the indignation, which arose onaccount of the execution of the prisoners Puteaux andChatillon, as well as of Duval, who was one of theofficers of the National Guard taken prisoner by theVersailles troops during the attack on April 8, severalmembers of the Commune insisted that one shouldforthwith shoot a number of the reactionaries, who, forthe most part, were taken from the clergy of Paris.Other Jacobins, and particularly Delescluse, indig-nant at these excesses, proposed the decree concerninghostages. It was decided to oppose the Versailleselements on the bloody way into which they hadbL'ndly stumbled. By means of an implicit under-standing, however, it was agreed that this decreeshould nob be carried out." (Fiaux, "Civil War of1871, •• page 246.)
This decree, therefore, arose not out of an attemptto destroy human life, but to save it. On the onehand, to force the Versailles commanders to stop all
further executions,  and  an  the other,  to make thePrussians renounce the idea of immediate reprisals.
" Ever noble and righteous even in its anger," soran the proclamation of the Commune of April 5th," the people view with horror the shedding of bloodas well as civil war. But it is its duty to defend itselffrom barbaric attacks of its enemies; it must theteforeact on the principle of an eye for an eye and a toothfor a tooth."    {Journal Officiel, April 6th, page 169.)
In reality the Commune showed itself to be verynoble and righteous, but it did not act in accordancewith the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth fora tooth!
The decree issued by the Commime concerninghostages determined that any persons accused of beingin agreement with Versailles should be immediatelydenounced and arrested. A court of justice was to beset up within the space of twenty-four hours to hearthe accused, and within forty-eight hours pass judg-ment on him. No accused person was to be shot, butkept as hostage. Likewise all prisoners of war wereto be brought before this same tribunal, which wouldthereupon decide whether they were-to be set free ordetained as hostages. Finally, it was decided thatevery execution practised on a fighter or followerof the Commune, who had been caught by theVersailles command, should be followed by the execu-tion of three times the number of hostages. This lastand most terrible decision of the decree really remaineda dead letter. It was never put into practice by theCommune, although those in command at Versailles,after short interruptions, continued to shoot theprisoners they had caught, and seemed quite uncon-cerned by the fact that, by their action, they hadjeopardised the lives of their friends, who had beenkept as hostages in Paiis. Thiers did his best to incitethe Commune to slaughter. He knew perfectly wellthat every hostage shot rendered a service, not to the
Commune, but to himself; because it roused publicopinion at large, which was still governed by bourgeoisthought and feeling, and oooUy accepted the shoot-ing of numberless prisoners at Versailles, whereasit waxed violently indignant over the mere arresting ofhostages in Paris. This miserable attitude was shownby Tniers in the affair of the exchange of hostages.After the decree of April 5th, there were tsukenas hostages in Paris a number of the clergy, a banker,Jeoker, the originator of the Mexican Expedition, aswell as the President of the Cour de Cassation, Bonjean.But the Commune proposed an exchangie. Theywished to set at liberty the arrested clergjr, amongthem the Archbishop Darboy, the Pastor Deguerry,and the Vicar-General Lagarde, as well as PresidentBonjean, provided the Versailles Government woulddeliver up Blanqui, who was then under arrest. Theywere good-natured enough to allow the Vicar-GeneralLagarde to proceed to Versailles on April 12th with a let-ter of Darboy's to Thiers, after he had sworn to return ifthe deUberations should come to grief. But before that,on April 8th, Darboy had already addressed a letter toThiers, and implored him to shoot no more prisoners.Thiers remained silent. On April 13th a Paris news-paper, L'Affranchi, published this letter. "WhereuponThiers replied; but with a lie, since he characterisedall news about executions as being mere libel. Theanswer to the second letter, which Lagarde had handedin, was not received until the end of April. But theVicar-General, in spite of his oath, was cautiousenough not to return to brave the vengeance of thelion. In this answer Blaaiqui's release was refused,but the Archbishop was comforted with the assurancethat the lives of hostages were not in danger. Furtherattempts on the part of the Papal Nuncio and of theAmerican Ambassador, Washburn, to intervene infavour of an exchange remained equally withoutsuccess.   Therefore Thiers was responsible for the fact
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that the above-named, with the exception of Lagarde,were still to be found as hostages in the prisons ofMazas, when the Commune broke up and lost thepower to protect them. He was quite right in hisassertion which, by the way, entirely disproved hislibellous statement about the brutality of theCommune, that the lives of the hostages in theCommune were not in danger. But it was he himselfwho laboured to overthrow the protecting bodyguard ofthe hostages, namely the regiment of the Commune,,indeed, imder circumstances which placed the lives ofthese hostages in the gravest danger. Through sometreacherous act, the Versailles troops forced their wayinto Paris on a Sunday, May 21st, quite by surprise, atthe very time when a popular concert was in full swingin the Garden of the Tuileries, and at the conclusionof which concert an officer of the General Staff invitedthe audience to come again the following Simday,adding:
" Thiers promised to march into Paris yesterday.He did not come, nor will he ever come." At thatvery moment the Versailles troops entered Paris. Theinhabitants were so panic stricken, and the troops ofthe Commune so exhausted, that the Versailles armywould probably have succeeded, by means of a rapidand determined advance, in occupying the whole ofParis without any serious opposition. But theyentered very slowly, and this gave the defenders ofthe. Commune time to gather together for a furiousstreet fight, which lasted the whole of the week, thefamous " terrible May week." This succeeded all tbemore in bringing passions to fever heat, since theVersailles commanders gave no pardon, and not onlyshot down all those who were arrested with' weaponsin their hands, but even all the suspects. Manyhistorians of the Commune point out that this slowadvance of the Versailles troops had the result ofincreasing the opposition, and likewise the number of i
those who fell, thus enhancing the immensity of thedefeat.
" Paris could have been taken in twenty-four hoursif the army had proceeded along the quays of the leftbank. It would have met with opposition only fromthe Ministry of Marine at Montmartre and atM^.nilmontant. By means of its slow advance intoParis it gave time for the opposition to organise. Theymade eight and ten times as many prisoners as therewere fighters, and they shot more men than actuallystood behind the barricades, whereas the army lostonly 600 dead and 7,000 wounded." (G. Bourgin," L'Histoire de la Commune," page 106.)
The number of dead on the side of the Communeexceeded 20,000, put by some at 30,000. The Chiefof Military Justice, General Appert, coimted 17,000dead. The number of victims who did not come to theknowledge of the authorities cannot be fixed, butamounted to at least S,O0O.
It is not to be wondered at that, in this fearful storm,the thirst for vengeance in many cases gained theupper hand. It became the more furious the morepower it lost and the less able' it was to avoid defealr.It was only after the Commune had ceased to existthat the execution of hostages began. On May 21st theVersailles troops entered Paris; on the 22nd streetfighting began; on the 24th the last shot was fired. Inthis respect, although the executions were more theresult of desperate rage and blind revenge than ofpremeditated action, the opposition betv/een Jacobinsand the Internationalists became obvious. The begin-ning of the executions was made by the fanaticBl&nquist, Eaoul Eigault. He ordered a number ofgendarmes, who were arrested on March 18, alongwith an editor, by name Chaudey, caught in the middleof April, to be executed on the night of May 23.Chaudey had caused the crowd to be fired upon onJanuary 22, during which affray Sapia, a friend of
Eigault, was killed by his side. On the 24th Eigaulthimself was arrested and shot. At the same time theold Blanquist, Genton, demanded the execution of sixhostages, among them the Archbishop Darboy, Presi-dent Bonjeaai, and Pastor Dugeurry, already known tous.   The Blanquist, Ferr^, gave him the authority.
" The firing party of the execution was composedalmost exclusively of young people, practicallychildren. In most cases those taking part in thesecrimes were hardly more than adolescent young men,■escited through the vice rampant in the towns, andwhose passions, which had grown faster than theirbeards, left no place open for the feeling of responsi-bility."   (Fiaux, " Civil "War," page 528.)
Unfortunately we cannot make the same observa-tion to-day in Germany in the case of those who wouldjustify by practice the right of war.
On the 26th it was again the Blanquist, Ferr4,who arranged that forty-eight hostages, mostlypriests, secret police, and gendarmes, who hadfired on the crowd on March 18th, should behanded over to Colonel Gois, likewise a Blanqtiist.He took them along with him, followed by an armed«rowd who were in ijtter disorder, since they couldhope for no pardon, and since they were themselves-doomed to death. In desperate rage they fell uponthe hostages and killed them one after the other. Invain the Internationalists, Varlin and Serailler, triedto rescue them. They themselves were very nearlylynched by the furious crowd, who accused them ofbelonging to the Versailles Party. On May 28th thissame Varlin, who had risked his life to save the host-ages, was arrested by the Versailles command as aresult of the denunciation of a priest, who had recog-nised him in the street, and he was forthwith shot.
Of the countless victims who succumbed to themurderous lusts of the victors, both during the fightand after   it,  those   bourgeois elements that  waxed
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indignant over the terrorism of the Commune hadnothing to say. On the contfary, they had not wordsenough to express their furious condemnation, whenthey came to speak of the five dozen hostages who,after the downfall of the Commune, fell victims to thevengeance and irresponsibility of some of the VersaillesParty.
It is this very account of the affair with the hostagesthat proves most clearly how far removed theCommune was from any form of terrorism. In thewhole of history there is no mention of a civil war,hardly of a national war, in which one side, in spiteof the murderous inhumanity of the other side, upheldin practice the principles of humanity with such nobledetermination, and in suieh contrast to the blood-thirsty phrases of a few of the " Eadicalinskis," suchas appeared in the French Civil War of 1871. This isthe reason why the Second Paris Commune endedquite differently from the First, which had formedsuch a fearful Regiment of Terror.
The Eegiment of Terror of the First Commune fellto pieces, without the workers of Paris offering anyopposition. Indeed, its faU was felt as a relief bysome, and by many even greeted with satisfaction.When, on the Ninth Thermidor, 1794, the farces of thetwo opposing parties came into contact, the followersof Robespierre turned tail before a single shot wadfired, and fled. On the other hand, the Parisians clungto the Second Paris Commune with fanatical tenacityto the very end. Tho fiercest street fighting wasnecessary for a whole week, before it could be over-come. The number of victims, of dead, wounded,prisoners and escaped, which resulted from the deathstruggle of the Commune, reached the number of100,000. (In July, 1871, the number was put at90,000—Bourgin, "La Commune," page 183.)
The Second Commune was torn asunder by violentopposition.    "We have seen this in the enmfby of the
two parties engaged in the last struggle. But neverdid one of these parties ever oppress the other byterrorist means. The Maximalists (" Bolshevik"means Maximalist in English) and the Minimalists(Eussian " Mensheviks ") fought together, in epite ofall, to the bitter end; and so all fafctioris of SocialiMnin the Commune foresaw the necessity of commonrepresentation of the whole of the fighting proletariat.In recognising this they combined the views of Marxand Bakunin, Lassalle and Eisenach. The first govern-ment of the proletariat has engraved itself deep in thehearts of those who craved for the emancipation ofhumanity. The powerful effect of this " dictatorshipof the proletariat " on the fight for emancipation in allcountries was due, not a little, to the fact that it wasinspired throughout with a spirit of humanity, whichanimated the working classes of the nineteenthcentury.
CHAPTEE VII.
The Effect of Civilisation on Human Customs.
Brutality and Humanity.
We have seen that fh© massacres of the great FrenchRevolution were not repeated in succeeding revolu-tions; that from 1830 to 1871 the revolutionary fighters,even when they were under the influence of the tradi-tions estabUshed by the Eegiment of Terror, neverthe-less in practice strove to be as humane as possible—incontrast to their enemies who, both before and after,developed the worst form of brutality in June, 1848, asmuch as in May, 1871.
During the whole of the nineteenth century we canobserve a progressive humanising taking place amongthe working clas.ses. Now, at the beginning of thetwentieth century, the Eevolution in Eussia andGermany has come, and has given rein to massacres,which remind us of the French Eevolution of theeighteenth century. How can we explain thisreversal? According to general ideas, humanity is aproduct of culture. We assume that man is by naturean evil unsociable creatxire, with the instincts of beastsof prey, ever ready to attack his neighbour, to oppresshim, to torture and kill him. We believe further,that it is only after long progress in education andtraining, in other words, in civilisation, that manacquires social sentiment, a sense of mutual assistanceand of kindness, as well as of abhorrence of crueltyand murder.
This idea is expressed in the language we employ,which uses the word "humanity" to describe thosequalities   that   we   have  just   mentioned,   and   dia-
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tinguishes them from those other features, which arestigmatised as bestial (" bestia," the beast) and brutal(" brutus," the brute.) A great number of our ethno-logists share this point of view, which is also thatadopted by Lombroso and his school, who see in violentcrime what tihey call atavism, a drop back into thesensient life of the animal precursors of man. More--over, even bloodthirsty beasts of prey do not, as a rule,kill their own kind; and nothing justifies us in assumingthat man is really by nature a beast of prey, withviolent bloodthirsty instincts. We know nothing aboutthe ajiimal precursors of the human species, but wemust aissume that, among the animals of the presentday, the human ape approaches them most nearly.Like these, the ancestor of man apparently lived onvegetable noiuishment, which he occasionally supple-mented with small animals, caterpillars, worms,reptiles, even small birds; but he never killed a largemammal in order to devour it.     No ape does the like.
In the first place, the ape never carries on anymurderous war against its own kind. From the verystart, he has not the necessary organs for sudh. Singlecreatures may indulge in fights over their booty, or overa wife, and receive scratches, but these scrimmages donot end fatally.
All this is changed in the case of man, as soon as histechnical knowledge provides him with materials inaddition to his natural organs, wifh tools and weaponsof shell and sword. In this way he acquires the facul-ties of a beast of prey, and their development in himgives him all the functions and instincts of abeast of prey. Now he can kill larger animals andrend them. Vegetable nourishment thus loses itsimportance for him. The hunt and the shedding ofblood become for him daily occupations. In this way,conflicts between two single individuals may lead to■death. Nevertheless, the murder of whole peoples,namely war, cannot be explained by the invention of
weapons alone. War presupposes a further cultivateddevelopment, namely, the grouping of people into closecommunities.
Since this point has hitherto been very littleconsidered, and as I myself have hitherto nottreated it sufficiently, a few remarks may herebe made, although they lead us somewhataway from our subject. Without doubt mantakes his orighi from the social animals, but hedistinguishes himself from them by the fact that heforms close communities. The social animals, as arule, live in flocks and herds, which have very Httleinternal cohesion. According to the conditions of life,to the supply of food, to the number of enemies, etc.,these aame individual creatures sometimes form them-selves into immense herds. Another time they aresplit up into many small groups, and even into merecouples, until some more favourable opportunity bringsthem together again in large masses. Without anydiflBculty one individual can pass from one group toanother. With man it is utterly different. It wouldlead us too far here to discuss to what this, change isdue, but the following short remarks may be made.
The animals' means of commimication between oneanother are dependent on the natm*al noises, whichthey instinctively make, as also on the method ofspeech contained in gesture and mimicry, which, how-ever, they do not have to learn from each other, butwhich are innate in them. Hence every member ofthe community can equally well express itself in thismanner, and be understood by all.
What distinguishes human beings from animals,apart from the use of tools, is articulated speech.Besides these tools, which are not given him atbirth, but which he himself fashions, and the con-struction of which he must learn from his neighbours,there is a further means of understanding, which like-wise is not bom with him, but which his fellow-beings
have developed as a result of tlieir environment, andwhich he himself must learn from them. This meansof communication is not given to the whole communityfrom the start, but is differently formed in differentplaces. Through this method of speech, social unitybecomes stronger and more intimate, since, through it,understanding and community of labour are renderedeasier and more varied. Through these differences theseveral tribes and groups of mankind are, from thevery start, kept apart one from the other. Thereforeeach will be forced to remain with that particular tribeor group whose speech he has learnt. He cannotcommunicate with others. He feels strange anduncomfortable when he is among them. In addition tothis another factor arises. Speech permits singleindividuals to establish their relations with one another.It also permits memories of the past to be recorded.In other words, it forms a conservative element. Thefully developed animal easily forgets its parents andthe members of its family, which it is unable to dis-tinguish from other creatures of its kind. But thehuman being, his whole life long, can preserve theserelations. He can even recognise and remember theparents of his own parents and the children of his ownchildren, as well as the children of his brothers andsisters, and so on.
It is generally assumed that the family is somethingordained by nature, and that the " voice of blood " isproof of this fact. In reality it is the " voice ofspeech " that is created. Without some indication ofrelationship no family can exist as a permanentinstitution. " The voice of blood " ceases in the caseof animals, so soon as the young creatures are fledgedand have become independent. This makes it all themore ridiculous, when people of to-day attempt toexplain not only family, but even national ties asbeing the result of the "voice of blood"; as, forinstance, when the impulse of the German Austrians
towards union with the Germans of the Empire isgiven as an example of the secret law'of this " voice."Actually in German Austria there are living more menof non-German origin, especially Czechs, than mendirectly connected with the German Empire.
The intimate nature of a family was further enhancedby the formation of households and by the accumula-tion of private property in the shape of tools andweapons, utensils of all kinds, which survive thepossessor. For, after his death, all such private propertywent to those members of the family who lived in closestcommunication with him, and was therefore a goodreason for maintaining the permanency of this com-munication to his death. The intimacy of the stockwas further preserved through possessions of anotherkind, that is, through the possession of the land, whichwas the common property of the stock. Even animalsprefer to live in those parts in which they have beenbrought up, and where they are, so to speak, at home;in which every source of food is known to them, everycomer, and every dangerous spot. Nevertheless, thelimits of such parts are not very closely drawn, and anindividual member of the stock, which cannot findsuificient food in the locality, or because of danger insome way, caoi without difficulty extend the rangeof his sphere, until he comes into a different region thatpleases him better. But there, sooner or later, heattaches himself to another tribe.
This is different in the more intimate societies ofhuman beings. Whoever comes into anotherprovince finds himself among a group of men andwomen he cannot understand. Primitive man doesnot adapt himself to new conditions by passing intonew regions thinly populated, and there settling. Thisadaptation is to be found only in a higher stat« ofculture, and even there in an imperfect state. On thecontrary, the herd or stock keeps together, and seeksto extend its sphere at the cost of its neighbours.   Thus
we have the beginnings of war, and of racemurder, as soon as the technique of armieshas become sufficiently highly developed. Thuswe see what we call " brutality " is not due to theanimal precursors of man, but is rather a product ofhis development. Ethical instincts themselves, thefeeling ior solidarity, of sympathy for others, ofrendering assistance, in the course of man's develop-ment change their character. In the case of the socialanimals, these instincts are shared in common by .allthe individual members of like species.
In the case of man, however, their sphere ofinfluence is confined to the members of the immediatecircle. Whoever is outside this circle is, for such aman, an object of indifference. He has no sympathyfor him and is often directly hostile. As inter-communi-cation develops, the sphere of society, a member ofwhich our "individual man" feels himself to be, is en-larged also. To-day we are, as it were, reverting to theorigins of human development; and the sphere of oursocial and ethical feelings is again begmning to extenditself to all individuals of like species, in other words,to the whole human race. But, generally speaking,this is more an ideal towards which we are very slowlystriving. At the same time, economic development,through the division of labour and increasing varietyof social communications, has led to the constitutionof single, circumscribed societies within the State,which again, in its turn, is broken up into groups ofvarying kinds. These also Become more or lessseparate communities, such as the nobility, families,ecclesiastical organisations, sects, guilds, etc. Each ofthese communities develops its own ethical ideals,which have effect only on the members of each par-ticular community. And even these different com-munities can fall into disagreement with one another.They are capable of developing great solidarity andsympathy for members of their own narrow group, at
the same time shawing a complete lack of charitytowards other groups. Each individual may belongto several different social communities, with differentand often opposing interests and ethical principles.The sharper the contradiction within the society, thegreater will be the opposition between individual men.llie ladies of the feudal barons of the South Stateswere most charming and adorable to others of theirown kind, full of generosity and sympathy; but theirslaves they tortured unmercifully. The same mancan show the most delicate feeling for the members ofhis family, and yet in his business relations be themost callous extortioner and pitiless taskmaster.
Culture does not necessarily, at the same time, helptowards the humanising of conduct. On the 'otherhand, it would be absurd to assume the contrary, andto regard the primitive state of nature as an idyllicconditioin of the Golden Age, from which we have beengradually falling away. In this connection we candistinguish two conflicting tendencies in the historyof human development, of which either the one or theother becomes paramoimt according to the conditionsat the time.
Two Tendencies.
One tendency we have already discussed.- It con-sists in the continuous improvement in the weaponsfor slaughter, as well as in the increasing of the forcesof antagonism in man. It makes for the increase ofnational opposition, the opposition that arises betweenover-populated and under-populated regions; further,the opposition between poor people and rich people,between those who monopolise the treasures of nature,and others, who are forced to remain in unfruitfuldeserts. It leads, further, to the opposition betweenthe industrially developed and the industrially back-
ward. And finally, among the nations themselves, therearise different forms of expropriation and enslavementof man by man, whence arise hatred and cruelty.
A cooitrary tendency arises with the beginning of agri-culture. In earlier methods of production, huntingand cattle-driving take the upper hand. Both cattle-driving and the hunt necessitate skill in arms, andcause the shedding of blood as a means to the main-tenance of life, and as a means of defence against beastsof prey, which threaten the cattle at the dawnof civilisation. Agriculture, on the other hand, doesnot necessarily employ weapons. The husbandmanoften sees a friend in the wild beasts, because theyattack other beasts of prey, which threaten to devourhis crops; and the preserving of wild game, which isof importance to the huntsman, is disliked by thehusbandman. Still more than in the case with agri-culture is the use of weapons superfluous, as a meansof production, in the ease of the artisan and the intel-lectual worker. The time and material required forthe fabrication of such weapons, and the learning oftheir employment is, to suich men, in contrast t© thehuntsman and the cattle breeder, an economicextravagance, which they would reduce as much aspossible. Thus the peasant, the artisan, and theintellectual become more and more amicable in nature;especially the last group, for the peasant and theartisan do- need muscular strength to carry on theiroccupation. Such muscular strengtih stands in highhonour with them, and is welcomed, not only in actualwork but even in play, and especially in sports thatinvolve competition. The intellectual, on the otherhand, needs no other strength. The time the otkersdevote to the development of their muscles he devotesto the acquirement of knowledge, or t"o the exercise ofhis brain. Whoever slioiild endeavoxur to carry on aliterary contest with weapons, other than those of themind, would at once betray his inferiority.    This con-
tention is by no means disproved by the fact that, inGerman student circles, rowdy and bullying mannersoften come to the fore. They are the result of thebrutal behaviour, characteristic of the reHgious strifethat led up to the Thirty Years' War.
The priestly castes of the ancient world, as well asthe spiritual leaders of Christianity, showed, in general,aversion to the shedding of blood and to acts ofviolence, at any rate so long as they did not belongto the ruling or exploiting classes. Such also was trueof the intellectuals of the eighteenth century. When,however, the intellectuals themselves became ex-ploiters, they did not always give evidence of the samepeaceable tendencies. Where they are not so inclined,it is the same with them as with the peasants, theartisans, and the proletarians. Man in such a case isregarded not as a means for the end of others, but asa means for his own ends, or as a means for the endsof the community at large; not, however, as meansfor the ends of other individuals. Kant's ethics cor-respond exactly to this standpoint. Only for Kantethics do not form a mere moral code for particularclasses or times, but rather a permanent moral law,over and beyond the world of appearances, to whichthe Almighty himself is subject, since even to Himit is forbidden to make use of man as mere means.(For what?) (Cf. Kant's " Critique of PracticalReason," 2nd edition, section 5, " TJie existence ofGod as a postulate of pvu-e practical reason.")
However this attitude may have arisen, thereresulted, as a consequence, the greatest respect forhuman personality, and for the sanctity of human lifeand human happiness. But these peace-loving ten-dencies already began to show to. disadvantage in theearly beginnings of agricultural and communal life, forthe peaceable classes of the various nations were themost defenceless. They were exploited by armedgroups, whidh lauded it over them as a war-like aris-
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tocraoy, and now, in their turn, with rigorous exclusive-ness betook themselves to the hunt, to war and toslaughter, as formerly the huntsman and cattle-breeders had done. So they erected into a principlethe methods and instincts of beasts of prey, in theirattitude towards their fellow-men who were hostile tothem.
Thus brutality and humanity became two charac-teristics of civilised society. According to changingconditions, either one or the other of these charac-teristics prevailed. In Ancient Eome the whole popu-lation was involved in a policy of conquest. TheEomans, thanks to their warlike superiority, succeededin making aU the countries of the Mediterranean ser-vile to them. The whole population lived on theexploitation of these lands. They became enthusiasticfor war, and upheld the most merciless conduct of war;and as success in war brought crowds of cheap slavesto the Romans, it ultimately became one of their pas:times to employ slaves ia the amphitheatres, to makethem fight one another, and eventually Mil each otherfor the delight of the populace. Gladiatorial contests,and the murdering of men as a mere pastime for anindolent mob of both high and low degree, mark theextreme limit of al most vulgar cruelty; and yet suchfacts represent the ancient Eoman city, not in the con-dition of barbarity but at the height of its civilisation.These gladiatorial contests did not cease imtil theEoman State had been brought down from its highlevel of " culture," through the incuirsion of bar-barians who were living on the borders.
In the course of economic developments, alongsideof the war nobility there developed a capitalist classwith two diverging tendencies. Being an exploiter,the capitalist regarded the man, from whose exploita-tion he lived, not as a means to that man's end, butas a means to his own ends. In such an attitude therelurk  already  the  germs of  inhumanity and cruelty,
and it depends entirely upon conditions prevailing howfar these germs will develop. Colonial policy wasresponsible for the bloodiest and most fearful atroci-ties. On the other hand, at the time of commercialmonopoly, opposition arose between commercial capitaland industrial capital. Commercial capital showeditself to be at this period warlike and unscrupulous.It massacred and.plundered the people of India. Itcarried on slave-driving with negroes, and forced itsvarious governments to embark on murderous andexhausting commercial wars. On the other hand,industrial capital has had to pay the greater partof the costs of these wars, and has been thereby handi-capped. It stands, therefore, in direct opposition to suchmethods, and indeed indignantly so. Human sympathycomes to the sinrface, and becomes incensed over thetreatment of the black slaves in the West Indies, allthe while, however, cruelly torturing the white human-beings of England by overwork at starvation wages.But not even the proletariat shows at this stage anyconsistent and unified tendency. We have seen thatthe conditions of life forced the proletariat to regardhuman life as something sacred. Since it is not merelyan exploiting, but rather an exploited class, it suffersmost from the disregard of human Hfe; so that warimposes upon it, apart from expense, as in the case ofAncient Eome, burdens and dangers; whereas successand the booty derived from war go to the ruling classesalone. All this inspires the proletariat with a horrorof all slaughter and of every kind of cruelty. Never-theless the proletariat does not appear on. the historicalstage at the same time as the industrial proletariat.Tendencies towards proletarianism appear among themasses long before modern industrial mamifacture hasbecome developed through the downfall of feudalism,which imposes upon the peasants heavier taxes so thatthe peasants' occupation is adversely affected, and therate of production rapidly sinks.
The result is, that apiculture thus has to turn awaymore and more labourers, and consequently the burdenof labour increases on those who remain behind.Hence at such a time superfluous labour finds littlechance of being taken on in industrial occupation,since industry itself is circumscribed by guilds. There-fore countless masses of the imemployed, starving anddespairing proletariat swarm the country; and becausethey themselves are incapable of productive laboiu:,they have recourse to all kinds of parasitical means oflivelihood, from begging and stealing to downrightrobbery. Living in utter misery, excluded from anddespised by society, these people are naturally filledwith a wild hatred against all society; and the hatredincreases, because those in power, incapable and un-vrilling to take some measures towards social reform,resort to terrorism. The starving people have to bechecked, by means of frightfulness, from begging,from stealing, from cheating, from prostitution androbbery. The most fearful punishments were thus in-flicted on these unfortunate people. " A real bloody waragainst vagabondage," as Marx described it in his bookon " Capitel," which gives many examples of this kindof legislation. (Popular edition, pages 664 and follow-ing.) The result was the same as that which any reignof terror produces. It lowers social products, withoutbeing able to change the ground from whence thoseproducts arise. The number of criminals did notdiminish, however much they might be sent to thegalley-ships, or however much they might be hangedand tortiured. For those who survived there remainedno other choice than that of leading the life of swindlersHence arose continual conflict with the police. Theonly noticeable result was the increasing demoralisa-tion of the proletariat, whose hatred and rage, andwliose thirst for blood and cruelty were all increasedby the horrors and cruelties of the executions that tookplace.   Of course this was true in the first place only
of the eriminal section of the proletariat. This Terysection was at that time so numerous, and was con-nected by so many ties of relationship and comradeshipwith the elements of the working-class proletariat, (asalso with the lower strata of the small middle classas well as of the peasantry, who all stood more or lesswith one foot in the bog of evil influences), that eventheir own ways of thinking and feeling were affectedby them. As a consequence, all feelings for humanitywere, at the time of the outbreaJc of the French Eevolu-tiou, confined to the intellectuals, and to those strataof the well-to-do sections of the small middle class andof the capitalists and industrials, who were influencedby the intellectuals. In the proletariat itself, and inthose strata standing in closest relation with it, thecoarsening and brutahsing that resulted from thiabloody legislation often came to the light of day, assoon as the power of the State, under whose pressureall this lay hidden, finally broke down.
Slaugfitee and Ti:rroeism.
In view of the treatment meted out to the poorestelements of the masses by the ruling classes, it is notto be wondered at that the revolutionary elements, sasoon as they could operate freely, often gave to thestruggle a wild and cruel character, thus turningthe great revolution into one of a particiilarly san-guinary character. Nevertheless it would be a mistaketo class all revolutionary massacres under one head.One must moreover distinguish between excesses, towhich a brutalised people, in the passion aroused bystruggle and despair, or out of thoughtless fear, allowedittclf to give way; and those excesses, which are theresult of a pre-considered system of training, and whichare introduced into the State system, in the form of
carefully-planned legislation, by those in power, inorder to grind down elements, which eeemed to thoserulers to be dangerous.
Atrocities which sprang spontaneously from thepeople we find already at the beginning of the revolu-tion; but the commencement of the Eeign of Terrordates from the summer of the year 1793, at the timewhen the Girondistes were arrested and executed. Thepeople showed their brutality as early as the day of thestorming of the BastiUe, when the garrison capitulated.Some were killed; others had their heads hacked off,which were triumphantly carried round on pikes. Thisparading of heads on pikes happened often enoughduring the course of the revolution. The thirst forblood and cruelty increased when it came to a war ofthe Eevolution with the monarchs of Europe. Whenthe Prussian army was marching on Paris andthe Prussian Commander-in-Chief, the Dvike of Bruns-wick, in his manifesto, threatened Paris with totaldestruction, rumours as to a conspiracy of the aristo-crats throughout the land in support of the externalenemy were rampant. Then did the Parisians rise inuncontrolled and fearful rage, in order to aimihilatethe political prisoners in the prisons. That took placeon September 2nd, 1792. This massacre, which cost3,000 men their lives, represented the height of thehorrors of the great revolution. A very Intoxicationfor blood seized these crowds of exeeutibners. Theywere not content with killing. They literally bathedwith delirious delight in blood.
The Princess de LambaUe, whose whole crime con-sisted merely in being a friend of the Queen, was nononly killed; but her body was cut open and her hearttorn out. Her head was put on a pike, and brought tothe imprisoned Queen before the window. At thesight of this horror the Queen swooned away.
Even acta of mercy took on a cruel form. Anexample may be found in the experience that happened
to Mme. de SombreuiU, who at fhe lime of theSeptember masBiacres was in prison with her father.A certain M. de Saint Mart, who was near her father,had his skull split open. Her father was to suffer thesame fate; whereupon she in desperation covered hirnwith her own body, and fought for a long time, untilshe succeeded, after having received three wounds, inmoving these men.
" One of them took a glass, poured therein bloodthat was flowing from the head of the murdered M. deSaint Mart, mixed it with wine and powder, and saidthat if she would drink that to the health lof the nationshe could save her father. She did this without ashudder, and was forthwith carried out by these sielf-same men."
(This report ie presented in the collection of " Lettersfrom the French Kevolution," by Guistav Landauer,2nd volume, page 176, which was finished in thesimimer before the latest German Eevolution. ThePreface, dated Jime, 1918, closes with the followingremark: "An intimate knowledge of the spirit andthe tragedy of the Eevolution should be of help to usin the serious times that now confront us." Theunfortunate man little suspected how soon, in these" serious times," the tragedy of the Eevolution wouldbe fulfilled on his own person.)
There is no doubt tha.t the cruelty of the enragedand desperate masses in the Eevolution was terrible.But one should not blame the Eevolution alone forthat, even if one is justified in ever blaming mentaloccurrences of this kind. They were the result of thetreatment that had been meted out to the peopleby high authority for many a long day. Juet oneexample.
In the year 1757 a man, Damiens by name,attempted the life of Ludwig XV. He attacked himwith a kind of penknife, whiclh proved to be quiteharmless.    But the revenge for this deed was terrible.
Damiens' right hand was hacked off, and burnii beforehis own eyes. Wounds were made in his arms, legsand chest, and boiling oil and molten lead were pouredinto these wounds. Then they boimd each oi hialimbs to horses, and drove the animals each in differentdirections, so that his, whole body was literally tornto pieces. This infansious torture was executed in fullpublicity, in order to make an effect on the crowd. Theeffect, alas, we know.
Such barbarities were perpetrated till right into thetime of the Eevolution. It was really the Eevolutionthat finally brought them to an end. But still, onAugust 13th, 1789, Gaultier de Biauzat made the fol-lowing report from Versailles:
" Last Tuesday, about midday, the people ofVersailleB succeeded in preventing iihe execution of acriminal, who had been condemned, on account ofpatricide, to be bound alive to a wheel and burnt."(" Landauer's Letters." volume 1, page 315.)
" These atrocities committed by those in higherauthority preceded those perpetrated by the masses.The slaughter, which the masses engaged in, found noapprobation from the acknowledged leaders of theEevolution. Indeed, they inveighed bitterly againjtsuch deeds. Such was the case with the Septembermassacres, which have been quite falsely attributed tothose leaders. If one could attach any blame to them,it would be, at flie very most, that they were unableto restrain the rage of the mob. This rage was soterrible, so fearful and intimidating, that nobody daredto risk falling a victim to it, not even the Girondistes.The Commissioners of the Commune endeavoured,with danger to their own lives, to rescue the ladies inimmediate attendance on the Queen; and they suc-ceeded in every case with one exception, that of thePrincess de Lamballe, whom we mentioned above."(Krppotkin's " French Eevolution," volume 2; page 5.)
Among those who were   most incensed  over the
September massacres was Robespierre. He cried bit-terly, "Blood, ever and always blood. These miser-able people will end in drowning the Eevolution inblood." (Louis Blanc, " French Eevolution," volume2, page 207.)
Even Marat himself recoiled horror-stricken beforethose massacres. "It is characteridstic of Marat him-self, a fact which according to my knowledge hasnot yet been mentioned by any historian, that heopenly disavowed the September massacres, or at leastbitterly regretted them—^the self-same Marat, whorecommended them ia his issue of August 19th, and thebenefit of which massacres ^he, on September 2nd,wished to extend to the whole of France." (JeanJaur^s, " La Convention," volume 1, page 75.)
Needless to say, in the case of Marat it was morepolitical consideration than regard for humanity thatmade him disavow the September massacres. Eobea-pierre, on the other hand, belonged to the intellectuals,who were fimdamentally opposed to any sheddiug ofblood. This he proved in the Constituent Assembly,in the discussion on May 17th, 1791, over the new penallaw. At the discussion of the new penal law, whenthe death penalty came under consideration, Eobes-pierre was among those who most vehemently opposedthis penaltp, on the ground that it did not preventcrime, but merely made the populace more brutal andmore inclined to deeds of violence. His efforts werefrustrated. The death penalty remained. Only themost horrible forms of its execution were to beprohibited. Decapitation only was retained. Thisdecision formed one of the very rare occasioais thatcaused Marat to express his approval of the NationalAssembly, in opposition to Eobespierre. Two yearslater Eobespierre found himiself on Marat's side, andwas obliged to renounce his opposition to the deathpenalty.     From  henceforward this  penalty  was his
ehief political weapon, even against his own politicalfriends.
We have already urged that the well-planned andorderly execution of terrorist methods should not oeclassed with ijhe excesses of an excited mob. Fortihese excesses had their origin among the uncultivatedand coarse elements of iiie populace, whereas theEegiment of Terror, was maintained by highly culti-vated men who were filled with, the most humanefeelings. This Eegiment of Terrcar was the result ofthe conditions then existent, and was different inorigin from the spontaneous atrocities. These latterwere a result of the merciless legislation of the oldregime against the poverty-stricken masses; whereasthe Eegiment of Terror was forced on the Jacobinsbecause they, in the most appalling circunaetances andin the midst of a war, which had come about throughthe misery of the decaying masses, and only becameparamount when the Jacobins came into power, foundthemselves face to face with a task that was insoluble.The task they had to solve was to preserve bourgeoissociety and private property, and at the same time todo away with the misery of the people. The result ofthis was that they found themselves in a most des-perate position, out of which they could extricate them-selves only by the employment of the very means ofwhich they themselves disapproved, and of whoseuselessnesB they were perfectly well aware. It wasthe very misery of the masses that caused the oldregime to proceed to its bloody legislation, and to havp<reeounse to terrorism. Indeed, the general miseryitself gave rise to this bloody legislation, to the terror-ism of the new regime. The only difference was,that the ancient State endeavoured to gain the masteryover the wretched populace, by beheading and ill-treating the poor; whereas the new State sought todiminish the misery of the masses, by beheading—without ill-treating—the rich and their servants.    Yet
the one failed of its object just as did the other. Buteven in this respect there was a difference. Theexistence of the old regime did not depend uponwhether iShe Eegiment of Terror destroyed the pro-letariat or not. The failinre of terrorism was certainlya disagreeable fact, but it represented no serious dangerfor the old State, because, the •Jass that it wishedto keep under, namely, the mob proletariat, was quiteincapable, by its own strength, of ever gaining theupper hand, and was, from an economic point of view,a completely negligible factor. The new regime, onthe other hand, was banlorupt, and went to pieces assoon as its terrorism failed. For the class that it triedto keep under, namely, the boiu-geoisie, was the veryone wihich, imder the circumstances, was best cal-culated to gain the supremacy; and at that time it was,economically considered, indispensable. The repres-sion of this bourgeois class hindered social developmentand production, and in consequence gave rise to stillgreater misery, even among the very people who shouldhave derived advantage from the Eeign of Terror.And a still greater difference distinguishes the oldfrom the new " Beign of Terror." In the caseof the former, it corresponded entirely with theethics of the circles that directed it. They werenot necessarily unfaithful to themselves, by puttingterrorism into practice. It appeared to them to De aperfectly obvious and justifiable meauB:. The newEeign of Terror, however, was set up in absoluteopposition to the ethics of the class that putit into execution. From the very beginning, therefore,the terrorists suffered from a bad conscience, whichthey endeavoured to salve by all sorts of sophistry, butwhich, nevertheless imdermined their moral strength,lessened their authority, and increased the friction aiidthe inseciuity then existing, and even rendered corruptmany of their members. Even if there be no absolute" morale '- existing in the  world beyond, and even
supposing that the morality, of a particular time, of aparticular country, or of a particular class, is some-thing relative, ethics do remain the strongest socialbond, and the stoutest support in all problems andconflicts of life. Nothing can be worse than unfaith-fulness to oneself, or to act against those ethical prin-ciples that one has acknowledged as forming thecategorical imperative. It was the result of all thiswhich contributed largely to the complete destructionof the Beign of Terror, as soon as it met with energeticopposition. How quickly the surviving terrorists be-came converted to quite other views I The legitimateMonarchists were for Napoleon a far greater dangerthan the old Eepublicans. This was proof of howseriously the " morale " of these latter had sufEered inthe Eeign of Terror.
The Humanising of Conduct in the NineteenthCentury.
The great French Eevolution belongs to the mostsanguinary epoch of world history, and many peoplehave drawn the conclusion that the shedding of bloodis one of the indispensable factors in a real revolution.In consequence they have either condemned the Eevo-lution or glorified slaughter. As a matter of fact, thtE«volution of 1789 itself removed some of the mostimportant features which gave the lievolution go crueland violent a character, and prepared the way formilder forms of fut\ire revolutions. It accomplishedthis, on the one hand, by putting aside feudalism andby encouraging industrial capital, which had the effectcf turning the masses of the proletariat from beingmere vagabonds into wage-earners; and, on the otherliand, by starting a movement, which sooner or laterwas to end with the triumph of demoei-acy. And finally.
out of the fitudy of the Eevolution, as also of capi-talism, a theory arose which enabled the proletarianparty, in every given moment, to take some practicalact}on, the object of which lay within the bounds ofpossibility; so that there was no reason for it to fallinto one of those blind alleys, which would only lead toa Keign of Terror. Through the Eevolution the peasantwas emancipated, and became master of bis own land.As a result, land economy reached a higher stage andproduced greater returns, of which the peasants hadthe benefit; and therefore there was a decrease in theamount of superfluous labour that had abandonedagricultural work. On the other hand, there was agi'eat incursion of men coming from the land, who werenow seeking employment in the town. AH the oldguild restrictions had broken down; manual labourcould develop itself unimpeded. It is true that, in oneway after the other, such labour was adversely affectedby the rising industrial capital; but even this helpedto develop, with its rapid increase, large demands forlabour. The industrial proletariat now became aspecial class with a special class-consciousness, whichbficame more and more pronounced, and differed fromthe mob proletariat.
Under capital the position of the industrial prole-tariat had certainly deteriorated, in comparison withthat of the independent labourer at the time whenmanual labour was prosperous. On the other hand,capital certainly improved the position of labour asagainst the mob proletariat. A mob proletariat is, as aclass, incapable of struggle; whereas the industrial pro-letariat, by its class struggles and by its organisationobtained a marvellous result and a remarkable intel-lectual and moral impetus. In the very beginning theindustrial proletariat was dreadfully kept under byeapital, not only economically, but also morally so. Inits housing conditions, in the meagreness and uncer-tainty of its existence, in its ignorance, it was not far
removed from the mob proletariat. Indeed, it stoodin many respects below it on account of the monotonyof its life, ae a resiilt of the continuous oppression offactory discipline, which excluded all liberty of action,through the callous sweating of women and children.
As a result, the boldness of the more powerfulelements of the mob proletariat was absent from theworking proletariat. Hence it became less sensitive,but it did not thereby get rid of its coarseness. In sucha condition it would have been quite impossible tothink of emancipation. Only after a long time coulda man, by engaging in contiuuous class struggle,expect to extricate himself from the seemingly hopelessbog that threatened to engulf him. The more thisprocess went on, the more were the tendencies towardshumanisation, which came to light as the result of theconditions then prevailing, able to develop and grow.Favourable to these tendencies was the fact that, asa result of the Eevolution and of its consequences,even the penal laws erected against the proletariatbegan to lose the cruel character that they had hadbefore.
These are all the causes of the results which we havealready notified, namely, that the revolutionaryelements of the proletariat show themselves to havebeen a class filled with the greatest humanising force,especially in the movement that took pla,oe in thenineteenth century; and that they departed more andmore from the brutal savagery that distinguishedtheir forerunners at the time of the great French Eevo-lution, and which even Engels observed in the early'forties of the nineteenth century among the factoryhands of England. At the same time, the causesthat led to the Eeign of Terror disappeared. Alreadyafter the collapse of this Eeign of Terror, the more far-seeing friends of the proletariat clearly recognised thatit could not lead to any emancipation based on bour-geois society.    They came to the conclusion that this
object could be achieved only by the doing away .withprivate property, in respect to the means of production,and by the introduction of communal production. Butthey found neither the necessary material conditionsamong the capitalists, nor the psychical conditionsamong the proletariat; and they could not see thateconomical development and class struggle were atwork to produce thesje conditions. Therefore, theyendeavoxured to solve the social question, andattempted to find a plan or formula which seemedpossible of practical application, as soon as the neces-sary means were at their disposal. If the revolutionaryproletariat accepted this idea and sought for power, notin some philanthropic millionaire, but in the politicaldictatorship after the pattern of the first Paris Com-mune, every such attempt, when undertaken by aminority in the State, was of necessity bound to leadto a reign of terror similar to the rule of the first ParisCommune. In any case this attempt was at leastrational. It did not seek any more to escape the con-sequences of bourgeois society and yet preserve thissociety, but it attempted to remove the consequencesby destroying their foundation. But even thisendeavour must have come to grief when an attemptwas made to put this into practice, so long as the socialconditions failed, which alone could remove the foun-dations they were attempting to destroy. It wouldhave meant the attempt of a minority to impose upona majority something that was impossible, or at leastwithout purpose and even contrary to its interests. Andthat would have been possible only by resortiiig tomeans of force, which would have culminated in thenecessity for terrorising by means of slaughter.
Such an attempt was frustrated, not only because themass of labour at the time was only gradually adopt-ing social ideas, but because the proletariat for manydecades   had  no   longer   maintained  so   supreme  a,position   as  it had  held in  conjunction with   those
elements of the small bourgeoisie in Paris, withwhich it had been in close contact from 1789 to1794. The second Paris Commune indeed gave itauthority over Paris, but not over France; and even inParis the Socialists were not in the majority. Infact, these latter had no sure theoretical foundation,and therefore they were very cautious and retiring.They found a much stronger basis after the Commune,when Marxism began to be accepted by the masses.It was the conception that Marx and Engels hadgiven in the 'forties, and had deepened and extended inthe 'fifties and 'sixties; in other words, it was thematerialistic conception of history. They embodiedthe idea of a perfectly natural development in history,which, according to their ideas, was governed by thedevelopment of economical relations. From thisstandpoint they realised that, the capitalist means ofproduction resulted in conditions that ultimatelymade necessary and inevitable a socialist means ofproduction; but they equally well recognised the fruit-lessness of any attempt to replace the first method ofproduction by the second, so long as the conditionswere not ripe for that.
For these men, therefore, the task of the Socialistslay no more in finding a plan or a formula for generalsocialisation, which should forward and, in all condi-tions, introduce Sociahsm. They had to study economicconditions, and as a result of their studies, make clearwhat was necessary for society in general, andendeavour to fight for its introduction. In otherwords, the Scxsialists from now onwards were notmerely concerned in introducing Socialism. Wherethis was not yet possible, they were forced to concernthemselves with the conditions of capitalist industry,and demand their development in proletarian interests.Bait this was by no means immediately imder-stood by the Socialists themselves. Indeed, evenin the International, some years later, the Socialists
regarded with contempt such matters as free trade andthe strike, because such things did not affect thesystem of wages. It was Marx and Engels who taughtthe workers the importance of the proletarian strugglefor emancipation, of the economic problems and con-flicts of the capitalist system of that time. Socialismfor the proletariat schooled in Marxist thought thusceased to be something that could at once be intro-duced and realised everywhere, and under any con-ditions. Even where it did obtain political power, ithad to introduce only so much of Socialism as waspossible under the existing conditions, and in aform corresponding to those particular conditions.According to this conception, Socialism could not beintroduced by means of a coup d' etat. It was to bethe result of a long historical process. At the sametime, the Socialists were for ever being inrged to under-take, in any given moment, only what was possibleunder the conditions, material and moral, then prevail-ing. If, therefore, everything was to be done with dueconsideration it would have been impossible for theSociahsts to fail of anything they undertook, or forthem to find themselves in a desperate condition, whichshould force them to act contrary to the spirit of theproletariat and of Socialism, and have recourse toTerrorism.
In fact, since Marxism has led the Socialist niove-ment, this latter, even up to the beginning of the greatworld war, has in nearly every one of its actions alwaysbeen preserved from grave defects, and the idea ofcarrying anything out by means of Terrorism has com-pletely dropped out of its programme. Much contri-buted to this result. At the same time in whichMarxism became the dominant social doctrine, demo-cracy had taken root in Western Europe, and hadbegun, as a result of its struggles there, to form a soundfoundation for political life. In consequence of this,not only were the enlightenment and organisation of
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the proletaxiat facilitated, but also its insight intoeconomic conditions as well as into the relative powerof the classes increased. Hence all fantastic adven-tures were eliminated, as also was civil war, as a meansof class struggle. In 1902 I wrote in my pamphlet" The Social Eevolution" (chapter 6, "Democracy"):
"Democracy is one of the highest values, if for noother reason .than because it makes possible higherforms of revolutionary struggle. This struggle will nolonger be like that of 1789 or 1848, a struggle ofunorganised masses without any political education, orwithout any insight into the relative powers of thestruggUng elements, and without any deeper under-standing of the objects of the struggle and the meansfor its solution. It will be no longer a struggle ofmasses that let themselves be carried away by everyrumour, and by every chance circumstance. It willbe a struggle of organised enlightened masses, full ofstability and reflection, who do not follow on everyimpulse, who do not explode over every disadvantage,and who do not become downhearted as the result offailure. On the other hand, election and the meansthereto make it possible to take stock of oneself and ofone's enemies. They help towards a clear insight intothe relative strength of the classes and parties.Further, they put a check on over-hasty action, andovercome defeat. They also help to make even theopponent himself recognise the untenable nature ofhis position, and often cause him voluntarily to abandonit, wherever such might prove to be a matter of lifeand death for him. Thus all struggle becomes less crueland merciless, unless dependent on blind chance."
As a result of the combined working of aJl theseconditions, of the formation of the industrial prole-tariat, and of the elevation of this latter above thelevel of the mob proletariat; as a result, further, of thedevelopment of Socialist theory and the establishmentof democracy, it was possible to put in the background
"the gloomy fears, which Engels even in 1845 expressedin his book, "The Position of the "Working-Classes inEngland," where he said: —
" If the English middle-class does not reflect—andit seems to have no intention of doing so—there willfohUow a revolution, which will bear no comparisonwith any that has hitherto taken place. The proletariat,driven to despair, will seize their torches. The revenge•of the people will betray such rage, of which not eventhe yeaar 1793 can give us any idea. The war of thepoor against the rich will be the most fearful that has«ver been waged."    (2nd Edition, page 298.)
It must be said that Engels' fears would have beenjustified only in the case of a revolution breaking outat the time he expected. Even in the 'forties his fearswere still rather exaggerated, in spite of the fact thatcrowds of imdeveloped people, especially Irish, hadbeen engaged in industry. But Engels himself expectedthat, if the revolution would not come soon, the prole-tariat would have time to develop itself, and becomeimbued with a Socialist spirit, which would then causethe revolution to take some milder form.
" In proportion as the proletariat assimilatesSocialist and Communist elements, will the sheddingof blood, vengeance and rage decrease in the revolu-tioin." The revolution expected by Engels came in1848, but not in England. After the outbreak therebegan in all countries in Europe an epoch of capitalistdevelopment, which was accompanied by a growth ofthe economic, intellectual, and moral strength of theworking-classes.
In the most progressive countries of Europe thingsrapidly changed. As early as 1872, a year after theCommime, Marx gave expression to the hope that, incountries like America, England and Holland, the pro-letariat would assumei a peaceful form. Ever since thattime, the rise of the proletariat has brought with itfurther progress.   Yet no one with a keen insight into
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the matter can suppose that a monarchy based on mili-tarism, such as the German, Austrian and Eussian, canbe overturned by means of force alone. But, even inthis matter, people thought less of slaughter by actualweapons, and more and more of the one means bestsuited to the proletariat for obtaining its object,namely, refusal to work, or, in other words, the strike.It was perfectly clear that the men of the old regimein Germany, as also in Eussia, would endeavour tocrush any attempt to overthrow them by a resort toarms. But that a considerable section of the prole-tariat, when once it came to power, should again haverecourse to slaughter, revenge and rage, as did indeedhappen at the end of the eighteenth century, wasexpected by no one. This set the whole developmentupside down.
In opposition to the views of Engels, who was theauthor of the book " The Development of Socialismfrom Utopia to Knowledge," which voiced the beliefthat there would be a continuous diminution of bar-,barity and cruelty in future proletarian revolutions,another view has lately been discussed in a bookentitled " The Development of Socialism from Know-ledge to Action," which appears in the preface to abook entitled " The Programme of the Communists,"by N. Bucharin (Zurich, 1918).   There it is written: —
" The more capitalism develops in. any country, theinore reckless will be its defenceless struggle, and sothe more murderous will be the proletarian revolution,the more cruel the measures by means of which thevictorious working-class will tread imder foot thedefeated capitalists " (page 19).
This is the very contrary to what Marx and Engelshad expected It is all the more wrong, since it erectsinto a general law for the whole of social developmentthose Bolshevik practices that have prevailed for thelast eighteen months. It is wrong, because it declaresthese practices to be the outcome of the recklesMiess
and the brutality of the capitalists' defenceless war. Ofall this brutality there was no sign in November, 1917,in Petersburg and in Moscow; and still less recentlyin Budapest. But that the proletarian revolution hasbecome more murderous in the extreme is perfectlytrue. The reason for this state of affairs, I, in my"senile obstinacy" or my "senile stupidity"(Bucharin, page 22), attribute, in any case, to otherfactors than capitalist barbarity, which was never lessevident in the countries involved in the world-war thanin Germany at the beginning of the last revolution.
The Effects of the War.
The real cause of the change, in the process of thehitherto recorded development towards humanisation,into a development towards brutality is attributable t®the world-war; but even earlier there were other factorsthat were inimical to the general tendency of thehumanising influence. The most important of thes*was brought to light by the very French Eevolutionitself. It was universal military service, which therevolutionary regime found necessary, in order, bymeans of a superiority of troops and the continualfilling up of vacant appointments, to cope with theprofessional, armies of the united monarchs arraignedagainst them. There was only one of these monarchicStates, which introduced this system and indeed pre-served and developed it at a time when France hadalready again discarded it. This was Prussia, thesmallest and most recent of the great Powers ofEurope, with the most imfavourable frontiers; whosevery existence demanded an army, which, in relationto the population, was far greater than that in anyother land. Apart from this fact, the old Prussia, fromperfectly natural causes, was regarded as a stepchild
and the poorest among the great States. If, therefore,it really wished to assert itself, all other considerationshad to go in favotir of th© army. As a consequence,ever since the day of its ascendancy, when it rankedas one of the great Powers, it has been a militaristState par excellence. In his book on Germany (" MyFour Years in Germany," London, 1917, page 447)Gera-rd, the American Ambassador, makes severalremarks, which show up Prussia's military calling ina drastic light.
Thanks to universal military service and the uphold-ing of militarism in general, Prussia arrived at theheight of its power in the West, between 1866 and 1870.As a result, universal service was forced upon theremaining States of the Eiuropean Continent, and atabout the same time the railway system became adecisive factor in the conduct of war. All militaryStates endeavoured to develop this system to the bestof their powers, which brought about the necessity fora continuous increase of armed forct—in other words,a more and more rigid application of universal service.Hence we finally arrived at th© glorious result, thatthe whole of the male population, which was notcrippled or physically unfit, was pressed into war ser-vice ! But war service means the becoming accustomedto the shedding of human blood, and to competitionin such shedding. It signifies the deadening of humanfeelings, of culture, and the cultivation of brutality.In the eighteenth century, when there were only smallprofessional armies (militia), the great mass of thepeople was preserved from such influences on theirmorals; but, as a consequence of universal militaryservice, the people, in the course of the nineteenthcentury, became more and more brutalised, and firstand foremost in Prussia.
The humanising t-endencies of the nineteenth cen-tury were thereby not wholly without effect; but they■were   most   adversely   affected.     These  humanising
tendencies became most pronounced in the case o£the intellectual elements. These remained longestexempt from military service, even at the time when,instead of voluntary enlistment, forced recruiting wasresorted to. But, under the conscriptian system, it wasin the first place only tEe peasants, artisans, and thelabour classes, who were affected; the middle class andthe intellectuals were spared. Universal service, how-ever, could ultimately make no exception in their case.On the contrary, officers to command reserves wererequired. But before, as after, the educated manoccupied a special position in regard to military ser-vice. It was not a position that excluded him fromthe army, but one in which he, within the army itself,as a volunteer for one year and as a reserve officer, hadcertain privileges. As a result, the educated classeshad the influences of military force on their thoughtsand feelings, and indeed to a still higher degree thanwas the case with the other classes. For it put themin a privileged position and created in them already acertain taste for army life. Moreover, the system ofprofessional officers enhanced the attraction of thearmy. Those who had made military service their lifevocation, for whom it was no mere temporary form ofactivity, and who in all war measures had to take theinitiative, and make their regiment excel in energy andsmartness, developed the characteristic traits of mili-tarism ; in a still higher degree than the ordinary men,who had to serve for only a short period, and even thenwere compelled to do so.
As a result, the educated classes were more stronglyinfluenced by militarism than even the rest of thepopulation. Fiuiihermore, professional occupationbrings with it a tendency to develop every idea andconception in a more thorough and radical way—^whichafter all is quite compatible with very reactionarymodes of thought—than is the case with men, who,through practical experience, know the obstacles that
oociir in daily life. Those of the educated classes whowished to become reserve ofi&cers, and took as theirexample the professional officers, easily adapted them-selves to militarism, and became the very pioneers ofroughness and violence which, the outcome of universalservice, soon spread to the whole of the people. Evenin this respect Prussia was to the forefront of theother States; since it first introduced the system of oneyear volunteers and reserve ofi&cers, and raised thereserve ofi&cer, more than any other State had done,to a privileged and much-coveted position. Yet, inspite of universal military service, the humanising ten-dencies in the proletariat were stronger, as a result ofits class posil3on, than the brutalising influence of mili-tarism. In the case of the educated classes, especiallyin Prussia, a strong check was put on these tendencies,which contributed not a little to the bitterness ofclass opposition and class struggle.
What is here said of the educated applies especiallyto the capitalists, whose humane instincts, from theoutset, find stronger opposing forces to overcome, as aresult of their position. When, therefore, the war brokeout and dragged in its train for four years practicallythe whole of the healthy male population, the coarsen-ing tendencies of militarism sank to the very depthsof brutality, and lack of human feeling and sentiment.Even the proletariat could no longer escape from itsinfluence. It was in a very high degree infected bymilitarism, and when it retxumed home again, was ine%ery way brutalised. Habituated to war, the manwho had come back from the front was only too oftenin a state of mind and feeling that made him ready,even in peace times and among his own people, toenforce his claims and interests by deeds of violenceand bloodshed. That became, as it were, an elementof the civil war; it also contributed fmther to makethe masses mere savages. Nevertheless, many of themore mature, as soon as they were removed from the
influences of war, fell easily enough into the ways ofthinking and feeling they had acquired in times ofpeace. It is much worse, however, in the case ofyouths; for they, without any teachers or guides, havebeen powerless to withstand the brutaUsing influencesthat prevailed during the four years of the war; andhence have received impressions, which they cannever eradicate completely, so long as they lived.
Besides all this, there is a very profound change ntwork in the very conditions of the proletariat. Thewar has affected most seriously the small middle class,and has claimed many of their ranks, and forcedthem into the proletariat. Moreover, these elements,who hitherto remained aloof from all proletarian classstruggles, have not come into contact with the dis-cipline and the capacity for organisation, which theproletariat had acquired at the time when the classstruggle was under the leadership of the SocialistParties. These took the trouble to enlighten andorganise the masses; and even within the proletariat,as it has been hitherto constituted, there have beenvery profound changes. As was the case with allworkers, the reduction in number of the skilled workersin time of war, through death, or through injury andsickness, had become much greater than in times ofpeace.
At the same time, hardly any provision was made forthe rising generation. There was no time or strengthto educate the young, and there was also lacking thevery need to undertake such activity. Instead of thevaried industries that existed in times of peace, thererose up the much more monotonous war industry,which offered only small scope for skilled labour; andeach labourer had only to learn the use of a littlemachinery, which most unskilled apprentices couldmanipulate. just as well. In consequence, the num-ber of billed labourers, who have contributed soenormously   to   Germany's   industrial   development.
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became very greatly reduced during the war; and in.their stead there has sprung up unskilled labour, theniunbers of which have rapidly increased. The skilledlabourers were the best organised and best educated, andwere the clearest thinking of all the labour classes.The unskilled were unorganised, ignorant and indif-ferent. Their indifference certainly disappeared duringthe war. For this gigantic event, with its fearful con-sequences, roused everyone, even the most remoteelements of the people, and brought them to the mostfeverish excitement. At the same, time, however, thenumber of skilled workers, brought up on Socialistdoctrine, diminished, as against the numbers of thosewho, in every respect, were ignorant and imdisciplined;and also as against the increase of the small middleclass, which had been forced into the proletariat. Asa result, the minority with superior education andskill, who had hitherto led the proletariat, graduallylost its power of leading, and in its stead there arose theblind passion of ignorance. This became all the moreeasy, because the war brought in its train the mostprofound economic chaos, a huge amount of unemploy-ment, an enormous increase in high prices, and lack ofthe necessaries of life. So the desperate massesdemanded the most radical changes; not indeed inorder to create a newer and higher form of societyabout which they, as a matter of fact, had net givena thought, but in order to escape immediately fromtheir horrible misery. For the proletariat the changeof its wretched situation is always an urgent matter.That is the chief reason why, since considerableeconomic and historical knowledge is a necessaryrequisite for the understanding of Marxism, Marx'smode of thought has never found it'easy to take rootamong the labouring classes. The masses do not in-etinotively prefer a doctrine which leads towards theroad of development, but one which offers a formulaor a plan, the carrying out of which will inevitably
relieve them, in all circumstances, from the sufferingthey have to endure. For a proletarian it arguea acertain amount of resignation on his part to aclinow-ledge a doctrine, which certainly does not expect ofhim a state of mere passive waiting, but on the otherhand spurs him on to an energetic continuation of theclass struggle; yet which nevertheless makes hisultimate emancipation from conditions dependent ona mode of development, which has first cf all to be dis-covered and created. However difficult it was for theproletarian in the latter decades before the war, hisposition was such that he could, to a certain extent,live in such a way, that the immediate transformationof society was for him not a question of life or death jat least not for the skilled labourer, who formed thenucleus of the class struggle and of the Socialist move-ment. Nowadays these workmen are ousted in allpolitical and economic struggles by the unskilled, andthe conditions for these latter are so desperate thatthey cannot afford to wait. Why indeed should theywait, when the conclusion of the war has finally put thepolitical power into their hands?
The war has not only brought the most soUd elementsof the working-classes into the forefront of the classstruggle; but it has also, as the result of the collapseof the armies, especially in those parts of Europe whichare economically most soUd, created the proletariatclass in the various towns, by the side of which illiteratepeasants, such as are to be found in Eussia, have notbeen able to acquire any real independent politicalpower. No class ever voluntarily renounces the powerthat it has won for itself, whatever be the curcum-stanees that have brought it to the fore. It wouldbe folly to demand of the Eussian and Hungarianproletariats such renunciation, on account of the back-ward state of their countries. But a Socialist Partyled by a truly Marxist spirit would adapt the presentproblems confronting the victorious proletariat to the
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material and psychical conditions to be found ready tohand; and would not endeavour, without further reflec-tion, to introduce an immediate and complete sociali-sation in a land of undeveloped capitalist productionlike Bussia.
Certainly it is questionable whether such a party•ould ever lead the masses. To the practical politiciansit seems more important to rule at the moment, thanto run the danger of an economic failure, with a viewto being ultimately in the right. The practicalpolitician does not like being in a position of invitingunpopularity at the present moment, because the in-evitable collapse of a policy, which exceeds the boundsof possibility, has been made clear. He prefers to avoidthe collapse, and to preserve his ideal from being com-promised. The old antagonism between practicalpolitics and theoretical politics, between Lassalle andMarx, rose again after the revolution in Russia in 1917.Marx declared in his letter to Kugelmann, of the 23rdFebruary, 1865 (published by me in the " Socialist,"1st May, 1918), that the German working men, as aresult of the reaction of 1849-1859, had become toomuch hampered in their development not to "becomejubilant when a deliverer, in the form of a mob oratorlike Lassalle, comes and promises to help them at onemove to enter the promised land.'' Such '' moves '' andsuch " deliverers " were not to Marx's taste. But, asat the time of Lassalle, the time of the Second RussianRevolution, if for quite other reasons, proved to bevery unfavourable to Marxist doctrines. Those amongthe labouring classes in Russia, who had been trainedon Marxist Imes, were dead or swept away by the back-ward masses, who had suddenly awakened to life. Itwas pre-Marxist ways of thought that gained the upperhand, ways such as were represented by Blanqui,Weitling or Bakunin. These were the conditions underwhich the Revolution, first of all in Russia and thenin the neighouring countries, progressed.   No wonder,
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therefore, that it awoke afresh only primitive ways ofthought; and also allowed brutal and murderous formsof political and social war to come to light, forms whichone had been led to believe had been overcome by theintellectual and moral rise of the proletariat.
CHAPTEE VIII.The Communists at Work.
EXPEOPRIATION  AND   OeGANISAHON.
The- world-war made the working class take a back-ward step both morally and intellectually. It brutahsedalmost every strata of the population; it set the mostundeveloped elements of the proletariat in the forefrontof the movement, and finally increased the necessitousstate of the proletariat to such an extent, that it broughtdespair in the place of quiet thought and reflection.The war also encouraged primitive ideas in the working-classes, by developing the military way of thinking,that form of thinking which, as it is, lies very near thesurface in the thoughts of the average unintelligentman, who imagines that mere power is the determiningfactor in the world history—as if one needed only thenecessary force and recklessness to accompHsh every-thing that one undertakes. Marx and Engels have al-ways attacked and opposed thisrconception.. In Engels*^classical book (" Heg "F.ngen Dnbring'p Transforma-tion of "tjaience '') &ere are three chaptera desklingexclusively with "theory ot powef'^'tSrS^edition, pages162-19a). TJtus t>neory, from beginning to end, ia anti-Marxist. Engels did not hesitate to oppose it wher-ever it appeared in a revolutionary form. He was notof the view, so much upheld to-day, that one shouldnever show up the mistakes of a movement, if it is arevolutionary proletarian movement, because oneJ3jight, by so doing, weaken the force of the revolution.Obviously enough, one should not be too strict in judg-ment on the faults and follies in a revolution. The mostdifficult historical situation is that of a revolution, in.
which one stands face to face with a completely newsituation, which it is impossible to survey. It wouldbe the very cheapest form of Pharisaism for an observer,himself in a secure position, or regarding from afar, toblame too heavily the mistakes that are madtv bymen who are. in the centre of the fight, and who haveto bear all its burdens and dangers. But on the otherland, it is absolutely necessary to blame mistakesthat do not arise from conceivably false or insuffi-cient information, but which proceed from an inherentlyfalse fundamental eomception of things. They can beiavoided only by overcoming such a conception; andthey threaten every future revolutionary movement, ifone allows them to pass uncriticised, or even defends'them, and glorifies them in the supposed interests ofthe revolution.
Marx and Engels did not allow themselves to behindered in such necessary criticism of the revolution,through, their " volcanic temperament," This isproved by the criticism that Engels published in theLeipdg Volkstaat, in the autumn of 1873. Theinsurrection, which broke out after the proclamation ofthe Eepublic in Spain on the 6th July of that year, was,as early as the 26th January, practically defeated, withsome few exceptions, the Carthaginians prolonging theinsurrection up to January 8, 1874. Thus, even beforethe rising was completely quelled, Engels published avery sharp criticism against " this absolutely shamefulinsurrection . . . which should be a warning tothe rest of the world."
This criticism appeared in the series of articles on"The Bakvinists at Work" (Volkstaat, 31st Octo-ber, 2nd and 5th November), newly-printed, 1894, inthe magazine Internationales aus dem Volkstaat, byFreiderich Engels (Berlin Vorwdrts edition).
We recommend this work to the study of all whoare busying themselves with Bolshevism. For Bol-shevism is, in many respects, foreshadowed in that
work, since the situation of the Spanish Eevolutionbears many analogies to that of the Commune of thepresent day. Engels began with a reference to thefat't that, in Spain, the Intemalionalists in theirmajority belonged to the Bakunisfc Alliance, and hecontinues:
'' When, in February, 1873, the Eepublic was pro-claimed, the Spanish ^lli^moists were in a very diffi-cult position. Spain is a land so very backward inindustry that, in that country, it is quite impossibleto speak of an immediate and complete emancipationof the working classes. Before this is possible, Spainmust pass through several preliminary stages on theroad to development, and clear out of the way a vastnumber of obstacles. The Eepublic gave opportunityfor the country to pass through these preliminarystages in the shortest possible period, and to removethe hindrances as soon as possible. But this occasioncould only be put to any use through Eictual politicalparticipation on the part of the Spanish working-classes."   (Pages 17 and 18).
That would, however, have meant to participate inthe voting for the Cortes and the National Assembly,and to have taken active part in the same. But theBakunists wanted the immediate and completeemancipation of the working-classes. As a means tothis purpose, the parliamentary democracy, consider-ing the then state of affairs in Spain, was absolutelyincapable, however necessary it was as a means to-wards the development and the maturing of the pro-letariat. Participation in " any kind of vote appearedto them to be crime worthy of death."
Now what did they want to put in the place of anelection campaign? The working-men's coimcil, as ameans for the " immediate and complete emancipaKonoi the working-classes," had not yet been discovered.The Bakunists proclaimed a general strike, and thedividing up of Spain into numberless smaJl cantons;
along with, from the very start, the splitting up ofthp whole movement intp a series of loral movements,and the declaration of the revolution. The end of thestory was not merely the collapse of the movement,the ruin of the Spanish Internationale, but also " th*!abnegation of the principles hitherto preached by theBakunists " (page 32), which they had to give up, oneafter the other, as a result of the force of circuyn-Btances.
Is it any different in Eussia to-day? It is true that,at the outbreak of the present revolution among theworking classes of Eussia, it was Marxism and notanarchy that was reigning. As a Socialistic theory,Marxism has never received such general recognitionas in Eussia.
For decades the Eussian Socialists had made avirtue out of necessity, and espied in the backwardcharacter of their agrarian problems a certainadvantage. They thought that what there was of thevillage communism, in regard to land, made it particu-larly easy for them to establish and buUd up modemSocialism. It was the great service of the Marxistsin Eussia, led by Axelrod and Plechanoff, to fight forrecognition of this conception, and by a long and wearystruggle to succeed, in view of the undeveloped stateof the Eussian proletariat and of Eussian society ingeneral, in making the inevitable revolution from theoutset take on only a bourgeois character, even if th^proletariat was called upon to play a prominent partin it. This view was triumphant in the EussianSocialist movement, so long as the Eevolution did notbring the proletariat into power, which had for its pro-gramme th« problem of immediate emancipation; andalso so long as Socialism was professed by the int«l-le<*tuals and a certain high level of the working-classes.Consistent Marxism was thrown into a very difficultposition when the Eevolution set in motion the reallygreat mass of the Eussian people, who were conscious
only of their needs and desires, and who did not careat all whether what they desired was, under the thencircumstances, possible and socially advantageous.In the case of the Bolsheviks, Marxism had no poweron the ■ situation. The mass psychology overruledthena, and they allowed themselves to be carried awayby it. Doubt-less in consequence of this they have be-come the rulers of Eussia. It is quite another ques-tion what wiU and must be the end of it all. Bymaking the blind will of the masses the motive forceof the Eevolution, they threw overboard the Marxistsystem, to the victorious ascendancy of which they
< had, in a large measure, contributed. With theirscientific knowledge, and as the result of the popu-larity of Marx's name, they thought they had settledeverything by taking a Marxist motto, the rrlotto of" the dictatorship of the proletariat." With thesewords they hoped to gain absolution from all sinsagainst the spirit of Marxism.
^ The Eevolution came as a result of the war. Thesoldiers were tired of it and would no longer fight. TheBolsheviks made themselves the most formidablerepresentatives of the disinclination to continue thewar. They insisted on the dissolution of the army byevery means in their power, caring not a bit whetherthis, should be favourable to the German militaryautocracy or not. If this military autocracy did notwin, and it came to a German Eevolution, the Bolshe-viks were certainly not responsible for that.
The oranplete collapse of the army gave completefreedom to the lower classes. The peasants imme-diately insisted on confiscating the landed property,and dividing it up into private properly. It was im-possible to avoid these large estates being ^ven overto the peasantry, but the problem shoiild have beentackled in such a way, that the technical advantagesobtained from these estates should not be lost.    But
that  would   have  reqmred  time,   and   besides,  thepeasants would not wait.
The Bolsheviks won the peasants over to their side,by introducing anarchy in iiie country, and by allowingevery community to have a free hand; so that thedestruction of these estates went on in the most primi-tive fashion, with technical loss and the destruction ofmany means of production. In return, however, thepeasants allowed the Bolsheviks a completely freehand in the towns in which they had already likewisewon over the working classes; so that these latter wereobedient merely to the Bolsheviks' will, and took noregard for the actual conditions of liiings.
The proletariat was starving. It felt itself repressedand exploited, so it demanded with increasing energythe immediate throwing off of the capitalist yoke. Tosatisfy its will there wasi no time for study or reflec-tion. With a few heavy blows the whole edificeof Russian capitalism lay in ruins. The substitution .of Socialism' for capitalism embraces two questions—
^one of property, and tae other of organisation. It claim&the abolition of private property in re^rd to means01   proauction.   and   the   transformation   of   iocTal
"property in the form of a iState and comgrmiigtropropert;^ It also claims the substitution of a socialisein place of a capitalistic orp^ainisation of the manage-
' ment and of all siK-.h fimctifvnR in nne complete economicwhole.   Of these two transformations, that concerned
^ith property is more simple.        Nnftiing ia pgamr ihan
to expropriate a capitalist. That is a mere Question"o? force."ana: not pfif.^RBarily fa> he connacted with any_sofiial-itheory^ Long before there was such a thingas industnaTcapitalism, at the time, namely, of merecommercial and monied capital, we ^nd similar expro-priation of merchants, bankers and money-lenders,through the feudal lords and princes, and indeedthrcmgh the people themselves. In the MiddleAges, not only were the Jews often expropriated; but
despite the piety of the time, from time to time alsothe treasury of a church, or of a particular order wouldbe confiscated. For instance, Philip IV. of France,at the beginning of the fourteenth century, expropri-ated the enormously wealthy order of the Knightsof the Temple. Long before there was such a thingas modem Socialism, many good, naive peojple oftenregarded the noble robbers, who despoiled the rich inorder to give to the poor, as benefactors of the humanrace. To carry out this form of Socialism was easyenough. It was in keeping with the undevelopedstate of the Eussian proletariat that Bakunin, in 1864,immediately before the war and the Commune, in hismanifesto to the Eussian youth of the time, pointedto the way taken by the Eussian robber-captain, StenkaEasin, who in 1667 formed a band of' robbers, withwhom he lived four whole years in South Eussia, untilthe Government overpowered and killed him."^ It is not so easy to organise as it is to expropriate.A capitalist concern is a complex organisation, whichfinds its intelligence in the capitalist himself, or in hisrepresentative. If it is desired to abolish capitalism,some form of organisation must be created, which shouldbe possible of functioning as well, if not better, withoutthe capitalist head. This is not so simple as was theprocedure of Philip IV. or of Stenka Eazin; for itdemands a certain set of conditions of a materialas well as of a psychical order, a high development ofcapitalistic organisation, not only of production butalso of the export and import of raw materials. More-over, it also demands a proletariat, which is consciousof its duties, not only towards its own neighbours andcomrades, but also towards society as a whole—a prole-tariat, moreover, which has become accustomed tovoluntary discipline and self-administration throughlong years of mass organisation; and which, finally, isintelligent enough to distinguish the possible from theimpossible, and the scientifically educated leader with
character from an ignorant demigod without a con-science. Wherever these conditions are not present,capitalism cannot with any success be permanentlydissolved by Socialism. And even in those districts, andin those branches of industry in which these conditionsare already sufficiently highly developed, the Socialisticorganisation must be carefully prepared by a profoundexamination of the actual conditions. For the formswhich the new organisations have, for the time being,taken on are not necessarily the best for all branchesof industry, for all lands and all times. They are not" ready-made Utopias" or eternal " ideals." Undercertain circumstances they can differ a good deal, andmust be adapted according to the prevailing conditionsin the most business-like manner passible, if they are tohave any success.
But both factors in socialisation, that is, expropriation and reorganisation, must remain in closest connec-tion, if chaos and an absolute stsindstill are not to followon the state of production that has hitherto existed.Philip IV. or Stenka Eazin could confine their activi-ties to mere expropriation, for they had no intentionof creating some new method of production. Thetransition to Sncia-lism ia not poaaihlp by this Bimplft.means. The roasses were imnatiip.nt—.They would nofcwait; In order^to_appease them the BolshevikSj^jvhenifieij fiatae "into "power^ cut the socialising proceaa-jn^o
"~6wonp^PtgC'~Th'ey'''sepir^HlJta-iaciar^olEef71altht)U|^.Jihfi~oai6-mt^ou4^4Jie--other--caaittab-
"TEeypi^eeeded at first after Stenka Eazin's approvedmethod, afterwards endeavouring to proceed withorganisation as well as it would go. The two thingsthat were intimately connected with one another, andcould only work in conjunction, were separated andtorn asunder. Lenin himself acknowledged this inApril, 1918, in his book, " The immediate problems ofthe Soviet Power."
" Up to the present, the first consideration was tofind measures for an immediate eKpropiiation of theexpropriators. Now the first thing to be done is toorganise the finance and control of all business concerns,in which the capitalists have already been expropriated,as well as in all other concerns '' (page 14).
'' Our work, which we have to accomplish with theaid of the proletariat, which consists in the organisationof the general financing, and control over the produc-tion and the distribution of material products, has beenbehind our efforts to secure the immediate expropria-tion of profiteers. In regard to the socialistictransformation in these departments (and they are veryimportant and essential departments), we have beenvery backward; and we have remained backward forthe very good reason that the financing and controlhave been far too little organised " (page 23).
Business concerns and branches of industry wereexpropriated without any attempt being made todiscover whether their organisation on Socialist lineswas possible. Even in such dep.artments, where suchorganisation would have been possible, they were quit®content, in the first place, with expropriation; becausethis alone was possible to carry out without preparation,and also because the working classes would not wait.But the consequences very soon showed themselves.Economic life in Eussia is backward owing to the factthat its industry, in comparison with its agriculturallife, employs but a very small section of the populartion; but inside tJiis industry the most modem andup-to-date forms of large manufacture predominate.They had far surpassed the state of Parisian industryof 1871. For in this latter, in so far as anything canbe said about socialiBation at all, the form of productiveassociations alone came into question.
The Eussian factories were for the most part largeconcerns, and therefore the first thing that appearednecessary to be done, after the abolition of capital.
^^£5£SA—fcO" b»-fcb«Hi!.. naitiQa^sation. In productiveassociations the wages of theKboarejLjiepend on hiswork and on his associates. The scale of these wagesis determined by the number of products that ar©brought to market. They themselves must look afterthe buying and selling of raw materials. In thenationalised factories the workmen drew their moneyno more from the capitalists, as they had done before,but from the State. The maximum of their wagesdepended much less on their measure of productiveactivity than on the strength of their pressure on thepower of the State. This latter power also had to lookafter the selling, as well as after the buying of rawmaterials. A well-disciplined and higjhly-intelligentworkjingrclass was necessary, a working-class whichwould recognise to what large extent the socialprosperity, and therefore their own, depended on theproductivity of their labour, in order, -under theseconditions, to make production successful and to keepit so. Moreover, from such a working class realproduction coidd be expected only if the necessaryorganising measiu-es were taken which, apart from theworkmen, as also apart from the State control andthe consumers, would preserve the necessary influenceon the single business concerns and the wholeindustrial branches; and also, if encouragement towork was created, which should supersede thedominating existence of capital.
From this time onwards, however, there was failing,'\|not only organisation, but also the requisite intelligenceand discipline of the working-classes. The more so,since the war and its results had put the most ignorantand most undeveloped sections of the proletariat inthe wildest excitement. Certainly the Eussian work-man had derived a high sense of solidarity from hisvillage commune; but the sphere of his influence wasas limited as the village commtmity itself, for it isreally confined  to  a  very small   circle  of   his  own
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personal comrades The larger social unity is for hinaa matter of indifference. The unfortunate resultsarising from these circumstances the Bolsheviststhemselves regretted. Trotsky says in his book," Work, Discipline and Order will save the SocialistSoviet Eepublic," page 17:
" The Eevolution, which awakened a sense ofhuman personality in the most oppressed and down-trodden, naturally took on at the beginning of itsawakening an apparently anarchist character. Thisawakening of the elementary instincts of personalityoften shows a grossly egoistic or, to use a philosophicalexpression, an ego-centric character. It endeavoursto acquire for itself all that it possibly can. It thinksonly of itself, and is not at all inclined to have regardfor the standpoint of the class in general. Hence theflood of all kinds of disorganising voices, and ofindividualistic, anarchistic, and grasping tendencies,which we observe especially in the broader spheres ofthe lower elements in the country, as well as in themidst of the earlier army, and also among certainelements of the working-classes."
These were quite other elements than those whichappeared in the Paris Commune, where,men contentedthemselves with a modest wage in order to furtherSocialism. Under such circumstances, the form takenby production in the expropriated concerns is clear.The wages were raised as high as was possible, andhence there was only an economy of labour. In orderto facilitate this, work by agreement was abolished.Then there were occasions; such as in the case of thePoutilof works in Petersburg, which, in the periodwhen they drew 96,000,000 roubles as a subsidy fromthe State, produced a total value of 50,000,000. Itwas onlj the unlimited employment of paper moneythat made it possible to avoid bankruptcy, whichthen seemed inevitable. If there was little work donein the factories,   obviously  the  workmen  withdrew.
especially from the unpleasant, the dirty, and theheavy labour. How this kind of labour is to be estab-lished and assured in a Socialist community, in so faras it is indispensable, was a problem which has engagedthe attention of Socialists of all times. Furier thoughtto solve it by engaging " gutter snipes " for dirty work,youths who in preference wallow in mud. But thishumorous solution was clearly ncit satisfactory. Theonly solution, in fact, which is in acoordance withSocialist principles, and which could promise anysuccess, is that it demands of technical science theelimination of all injurious and disagreeable elementsin work, which is by its nature wearisome andprejudicial to health. So long as this is not possible]there remains no other course than to make thisbsection of labour attractive by means of particular/privileges, either extraordinarily high wages or extra/ordinarily short working hours.
^The^Bolsheviks discovered a new solution. , It did^not at all correspand~WTHr'^ociimuL piiuti^es, butwith the mass psychology of excited working masses.In other words, they introduced compulsory labour,not, however, compulsory labour for those who hadhitherto been paid labourers. Why impose on themcompulsory labour? Under the influence of newconditions one factory after the other, whether onaccount of lack of raw material or of transportdifficulties, had to close down, so that the numberof workers who could find no work increased. Oh, no!Compulsory labour was imposed only on those whohad beeBT^eprived of "aTl privileggg'TIncrer the excusethat they did not work, namely, _fee bourgeois. Insteadof the universal formal democracyTTEe iSoviet Eepublicestablished the proletarian democracy. Only thosewho worked should have political rights; only theyshould be sufficiently fed and protected by the State.The drones were to be deprived of all rights.
This was apparently a great Socialist idea, whichhad only one small error. For nearly two years alreadythe Eepublic d the working men's councils had giventhe vote to- the workers alone. And yet up to thisvery day no solution to the riddle " What constitutesa worker?" has been given. From differentcommunists we get different answers. At the outset,these working men's councils were none other thanrepresentative bodies of the paid labourers of the largefactories. As such, they formed definite thoughlimited oi^janisations, which were very important forthe Eevolution. The " council idea " then proceededto substitute a Central Council of the working-men'scouncils for the National Assembly, which had arisenfrom the general elections. Nevertheless, the founda-tion ol this Central Council would have been very shaky,if its establishment had been confined to the Working-men's Coimcils of the large factories. But as soonas they went outside this circle, and at the same timeeixcluded the bourgeoisie from having a vote, theybecame' utterly lost. The demarcation of the middleclass from the working-class can never be accuratelydrawn. There will always be something arbitrary insuch endeavour, which fact makes the council ideapeculiarly liable to become' a foundation for a piureiydictatorial and arbitrary rule, but very little calculatedto establish and build up a clear and systematicState constitution. ,
For instance, in the. case of the educated class(intelligentsia) it rests entirely with the Sovietauthorities whether they are to be reckoned as belong-ing to the middle class or not. The same appliesto their right of voting, and also in respect to theirbeing liable to compulsory labour.
Ini the Soviet Eepublic the bourgeois not only hadto suffer the confiscation of all means of productionand consumption, without ajiy conapensation whatever,and  were not only deprived  of  all  political rights;
they were, at the same time, the victims of oppreasion,and they alone were liable to compulsory laboxxr! Theyare the only people in Russia who are compelled towork, and at the Same time the very people who aredeprived of the vote, because they do not worfe! More-over, in Soviet Eusaia, a man is not put into the classjof workers or bourgeoisie according to the occupationthat he for the moment has, but according to theoccupation that he had before the Revolution. Thebourgeoisie in this respect appears in the SovietRepublic as a special human species, whose character-istics ai-ie ineradicable. Just as a nigger remains anigger, a Mongohan a Mongolian, whatever his appear-ance and however he may dress; so a bourgeoisremains a bourgeois, even if he becomes .al beggar, or^ves by his work.     And how he lives indeed!
The bourgeoisie are compelled to work, but theyhave not the right to choose the work that theyunderstand, and which best corresponds to theirabilities. On the contrary, they are forced to carryon the most filthy and most objectionable kind oflabour. In return they receive not increaeed rations,but the very lowest, which scarce suf&ce to appeasetheir hunger. Their food rations equal only a quarterof those of the soldiers, and of the wbrkihg-men whoare employed in the factories run by the SovietRepublic. "Where these latter receive one pound ofbread, the former get only a quarter of a pound; andwhere again the latter get sixteen pounds of potatoes,the others have only four. Froicn all this we perceivenrj.^. flp sifrn ^f any attempt to plaoe_'the proletariat on ahjfiher level, to_work out a '' newlaad-higjifiiilorm atl^e'/' ~liufe merely tKe" thirsF fca'^n^ance c^Jb.^^pJgrMtEe proletariat in "its most pnmjtiv6~"i^mr^It'*'thinE ■ tfj"" gain nappmess by beii^ able totrample down those men who, by their destiny, havebeen   in   more   favourable   circumstances,   who   are
better clothed,   better  housed and   better  educatedthan they themselves.
In setting free this " will " as the motive force ofthe Bevolution, the Bolshevists have let things. gomuch further, in certain cases, than even they them-selves have wished. Thus, for instance, the idea thatthe bourgepis of bygone days have now become merelybeasts of burden, deprived of all rights, caused theworkers who formerly were in the employ of suchbourgeoisie to, issue the following manifesto of theWorking Men's Councils of MurzUovka:
/., " The Soviet gives herewith full power to Comrade
{Gfregory Sareieff, according to his choice and orders,\and   for   use   in   the    artillery   division,   which   is
jSjuartered in  Murzilovka,   in the district of Briantz,
■vto requisition sixty women and girls of the bourgeois
)and financier class, and to hand them over to the
^barracks."     16th September, 1918 (published by Dr.
I Nath WintschrMalejefi,  " What are the  Bolsheviksspoing?" Lausanne, 1919, page 10).
We should be doing an injustice to place the respon-sibility for this manifesto on the Bolsheviks, for it wascertainly just, as contrary to their wishes, as were theSeptember massacres to the men of the Convention.But the thought that, in one single local Soviet organi-sation, hatred and contempt towards the bourgeoiscould reach such a.etage is horrible in the extreme;for these men are deprived not only of all poUtiealrights, but even of the mos.t elementary considerationsof human dignity.
The Growth of the Proletariat.
It is only natural that not even the, Bolshevikscould entirely yield to a mass psychology that tookon such forms.  After they had expropriated ths hour-
geois class, ajid declared them '' free as the air,'' andhad made the proletariat into a " sacred entity," theyattempted to inculcate some necessary improvementsin this " sacred entity," which really should havebeen the pre-conditions of all soeiaUsation andexpropriation.
" We have known for some time past," saidTrotsky, " that we lack the necessary organisation,the necessary discipline, and the necessary historicaleducation. "We knew all this, but it did not preventus in any way from endeavouring, with open eyes, toacquire power for ourselves. We were convincedthat we could in time learn and arrange everything."(" Work, Discipline, etc.," page 16.)
But would Trotsky undertake to get on a locomotiveand set it going, in the conviction that he would,during the journey, "learn and arrange everything "?There is no doubt that he would be quite capable ofdoing this, but would he have the necessary time?Would not the train be very likely soon to becomederailed or explode? One must have acquired some-thing of the qualities necessary to drive an engine,before one attempts to set it going. In like mannerthe proletariat should have aoquired those qualities,which are indispensable for organisation andproduction, if it wishes to imdertake this task. Forsuch organisation endures no vacuum, no conditionof void, no standing still; and least of all a conditionsuch as that created by the war, which has deprivedus of all means of equipment, so that we have to livefrom hand to mouth, and are threatened with deathfrom starvation, as a result of the cessation of produc-tion. Lenin himself already regards it as necessary toput a check on the process of expropriation.
"If we should now endeavour to continue anyfurther expropriation of capital at the rate we didformerly, we should certainly suffer defeat. It isperfectly clear and obvious to every thinking man, that
the task of organising the proletarian finance hasremained subordinate to our work of the immediateexpropriation of the 63cp»opriators." ("TheImmediate Duties of the Soviet Power," page 14.)
But Lenin is in no spirit of renunciation. On thecontrary, he still declares that, despite aU, the Sovietswould win in " the campaign against-capital "; for theprocess of the development of the Russian proletariatis proceeding in giant strides.    He. says:
" As a condition of the increase of the productivityof laboiur, there appears an increase in the culture andeducation of the masses of the population. Thisincrease is proceeding at a remarkable rate, thanks tothe ' impetus ' to life and initiative, which has begunto show itself deep in the souls of the people."(puge 33.)
The rise in higher education of the masses of thepeople can take a double form. It may proceed in anorderly and systematic way through the schools. Inthis respect there is an enormous amount stiU toaccomplish in Eussia. An adequate system of populareducation demands enormous means and a flourishingstate of production, which provides a great surplus forsuch services. But the state of production in Eussiabrings such wretched results that the school systemhas had to suffer most grievously. Certainly theBolsheviks have been striving all they, can to spreadknowledge of art and science' among the masses; butall their endeavours have been frightfully hamperedby the changed economic conditions in which theyfind themselves. From: this it is clear that a speedyrise in education, which would make possible a rapid*and satisfactory increase in production, caimot beexpected. On the contrary, this increase in pro-duction is a pre-condition of the rise in education.Grown men, however, for the most part, do not learnany more in the schools that the State or the com-munity sets up, but much more in the school of life.
The best means of education are provided for them ina democraoy, in which absolute freedorp of discussionand publicity are essential. But this imposes onevery party the obligation to strive for the emancipa-tion of the souls of the people; and to put everymember of the community in a positioii to examinethe argutments of all sides, so that, by such means, eachmay arrive at some independent judgment.
Finally, class struggle takes over from democracy itsbest features; for in democracy eaeh party addressesitself to the whole social" community. Each partycertainly defends definite class interests; but it is com-pelled to show every side of these interests, which areintimately connected with thei general interest of thewhole social community. In this way modern Statedemocracy is superior to the narrowness of villagechurch policy, as also to the cliquish nature of pro-fessional politics. In democracy the horizon of themasses becomes enormously extended by participationin polities. All these possibilities of education of iiti&people become simply shattered if, as the SovietRepublic has done, democracy is set aside in favour ofan autocracy of the working-men's council, whichdeprives every " bourgeois " of hie rights, and abolishesthe freedom of the press. The particular interests ofthe wage-earners in this way become detachedfrom gieneral social interests, and the working manhimself is, at the same time, denied an independentexamination of the arguments that arise in thestruggle of the various classes and parties. For thisexamination is already settled for him by a patronisingauthority, which anxiously tries to keep from himevery thought and every feeling, which might causedoubts to arise in his heart as to the divine nature ofthe Soviet system. Naturally enough, this is exactlywhat should happen in the interests of truth. Thepoor ignorant people should be prevented from beingdeceived and 'poisoned by a bourgeois Press, with all
its enormous and powerful machinery. But where inpresent-day Eussia is this powerful machinery to befound, which grants to the bourgeois newspapers asuperiority over the Bolshevik papers? Apart fromall this, the ^bitterness of the Bolshevik enslaving ofthe press is employed not merely against the bourgeoispapers alone, but against the whole of the press thatdoes not swear allegiance to the existing system ofgovernment.
The justification of this system simply proceeds onthe naive assumption that there really exists an abso-lute truth, and that the Communists alone are inpossession of that truth. It also proceeds on anotherassumption, namely, that all journalists are, by theirvery nature, liars; whereas only the Communists arethe fanatics of truth. Everywhere there are to be foundliars as well as fanatics, who accept as true everythingthat they see. But the lie flourishes best in thoseplaces where it has no control to fear, and where,moreover, the press of a certain tendency alone has theright to speak. In this way it simply has carteblanche to he, and this encourages those elementsthat tend to deception. Therefore it is turned toa-occunt the more desperate the position of those inpower, and the more they fear the truth. The truthin regard to information is in no way strengthened bythe abolition of the freedom of the press. On thecontrary, it is most adversely affected thereby. Asto the truth of conceptions and ideas, we must saywith Pilate: " .What is truth ? " There is no such thingas absolute truth. There is merely a process of know-ledge, and this process is in every way impaired, andwith it also men's possibilities of acquiring knowledge,if one party uses its power to monopolise its own con-ceptions as the one blessed truth, and seeks to suppressevery other opinion. It is not to be doubted that theidealists among the Bolsheviks have acted in perfectgood faith, in believing that they were in complete
possession of the truth, and that only sheer perverse-ness could make others thmk differently from them.Bui we must equally a'ttribute good faith to the menof the Holy Inquisition of Spain. The rise in cultureand education among the masses of the peoplecertainly received and impetus under its regime.
There is certainly a difference between theInquisitors and the leaders of the Soviet Republic.The former did not in any way desire the material andBpiritual improvement of the masses on this earthlysphere. They wished pierely to ensure their soulsfor the future life. The Soviet people believed theycould, by means of the methods of the Inquisition,raise the masses of the people in every way. They donot at all see how very m.uch they are degrading them.Besides, a high standard of popular education, a high" morale " among the masses is a pre-condition ofSocialism, a morale which shows itself not merely instrong social instincts and feelings of solidarity, ofsympathy and of self-sacrifice, but also in the extensionof these feelings beyond the narrow circles of one'scomrades to the generality of mankind. We foundsuch a morale strongly developed among theproletarians of the Paris Commune. It is utterlyfailing in the masses of the people who mostly con-stitute the Bolshevik proletariat.
But this " morale" must 5e created at all costs, sosays Trotsky. " This communist morale, my comrades,we are in duty bound to preach, to support, to developand to establish. That is the finest and highest task ofour party, in all departments of its activity." ("Work,Discipline," etc., page 21).
Yes, but does Trotsky really believe that you cancreate morale overnight? That can develop butslowly. On the other hand, the encouragement toproduction suffers no delay. If the morale of thecommunists has not formed itself before the begin-ning of socialisation, it will be too late to develop it
after expropriation has taken place.    And how is it tobe developed ?   It shall be preached.     As if ever inthis world anything had come from moral sermons.Whenever Marxists base their hopes on moral sermons,they merely show into how deep a blind alley theyhave fallen.   But indeed this new morale ia not to bemerely preached, but supported.      But again, how?" Morale " is the product of our lives and activities.From, these it derives its nourishment and its form. Thehigher morale which the struggling proletariat developsdepends   on  two   factors.      Being the  poorest   andweakest members of society, the proletariat can onlyassert   itself   by   the   most   intimate   co-operation.Sympathy   and   self-sacrifice   of   the  individual   areregarded in its ranks as the highest quality, in opposi-tion to the capitalist class,  in which the individualmakes his wealth at the expense of the masses, withoutany consideration as to how he gains it.     But eventhe strong feelings  of solidarity can have a directlyanti-social  effect, if  they are confined  to a narrowcircle, which seeks to gain its advantage at the costof the rest of society, like the nobility, or the bureau-cracy, or an officers' corps. What, however, does raisethe solidarity of the modem proletariat to the heightof social  morale  is  its  extension to  the   whole   ofhumanity.    The extension of such solidarity springsfrom' the consciousness   that the proletariat   cannotemancipate itself without emancipating the whole ofthe human race.   Long ago the youthful Engels hopedto derive from a knowledge of thia fact the greatestaids to an improvement of the proletarian morale.   Hedeclares in his "Position of the Working Classes inEngland," (2nd edition, page 299):—
!' In proportion as the proletariat assimilatessocialist and ciMpmunist elements, the revolutionabates in bloodshed and rage. In its very principlesCommimism stands over and above the division of thebourgeois   and  the   proletariat.      It   recognises this
division in its. historical significance for the presentday, but does not regard it as justified for the future.Communism wishes to remove this division. So longas this division is maintained, -it recognises the bitter-ness of the proletarian against his oppressor as a neces-sary evil, as the most forceful lever to be employed inthe labour agitation ifcat is just taking place; but itseeks to rise above this bitterness, because it repre-sents the cause of himianity, and not merely the causeof tEe working-class alone. Nevertheless, no com-munist ever wishes to wreala vengeance on theindividual, nor does he really believe that theindividual bourgeois can act differently in the existingcircumstances than he actuaJLy does. The more, there-fore, the English working man adopts Socialist ideas,the more will his present bitterness, which if it remainsas it does can achieve nothing, become superfluous;and the more will all action against the bourgeois losein brutality and cruelty. If it were in any way possibleto make the whole proletariat communist before thestruggle began, the struggle itself would proceed onmost peaceful lines. But that is no longer possible^It is already too late. (Engels expected in 1845, theimminent outbreak of the Eevolution which, however,came in 1848, but on the Continent and not in England,and the Eevolution itself was not proletarian.—^Editor.)I believe meanwhile that until the outbreak of thequite open and direct war of the poor against the rich,which has become inevitable in England, takes place,at least sufficient clearness over the social question willhave spread among the proletariat; and that, with thehelp of coming events, the communist party will be ina position to overcome in time the brutal elements ofthe Eevolution, and to yield to a Ninth Thermidor."(9th Thermidor was the day on which Eobespierrewas overthrown, and the Paris Eegiment of Terrorcollapsed.) Such a similar collapse Engels wished toprevent; and for this purpose he uj^ed that all the
communists should set to work, by eliminating fronathe proletarian class-struggle its coarseness andbrutality against the bourgeois, and by placing in theforefront the general interests of humanity. It isobvious that Engels understood communism M" aiiutterly different sense from the Bolsheviks of thepresent day. What Engels wanted, those EussianSocialists who are in opposition to the Bolsheviks arenow fighting for. Bolshevism triumphed over itssocial opponents, by making the ferocity and brutalityof the coming labour agitation " the motive force ofthe Eevolutioo." This Bolshevism did, by degradingthe social movement, by turning the cause ofhumanity into a mere cause of the working-men, andby announcing that to the wage earners alone belongedpower (alongside of the poorest peasajits in the coun-try) ; further, by condemning all men to be deprived oftheir rights, if they did not blow the same trumpet asthey did, and reducing them to the deepest misery; andfurther, by abolishing the different classes and virtuallycreating a new class of helots out of the existingbourgeois. H«nce, by transforming what should havebeen the social struggle for liberty, and for the raisingof the whole of humanity on a higher plane, into anoutbreak of bitterness and revenge, which led to theworst abuses and tortures, Bolshevism has demoralisedthe proletariat, instead of raising it to a higher level ofmorale. It has further increased the demoralisation,by separating the " expropriating of the expropriators "from the intimate connection with the creation of anew social organisation, with which alone it can forma social element. This procedure soon extended inapplication from the means of production to the meansof consumption. Prom this it was an easy step tobrigandage, such as has been idealised in Stenka Eazin."-*' The masses had without any difficulty understoodthe negative programme of Bolshevism, which was thatone need not fight.      It did not recognise any more
obligations. One had only to take, to seize, and toappropriate what one could get; or as Lenin so wonder-fully puts it, one should steal what has been stolen."(D. Gavronski, " The Balance of Eussian Bol-shevism," Berlin, 1919, page 39.)
It is in keeping with this conception that the robbercaptain has already received his memorial in the SovietEepublic. In this manner Bolshevism " supported "and preached the new communist morale, withoutwhich socialistic construction is impossible. It meeintnothing other than the increasing demoralisation offiurther sections of the Eussian proletariat. This wasa feature over which the idealists among the Bolsheviksthemselves were horrified; but they could only see theappearance without recognising its cause, for thatwould have meant upsetting their whole system ofgovernment. In desperation they looked roimd for ameans that should give the communist morale to themasses. They could discover nothing, these Marxists,,these bold revolutionaries and innovators, except themiserable expedient with which the old societyendeavoured to absolve itself from the results of itsown sins, namely, the tribunal, prison and execution,in other words. Terrorism. Lenin writes in his book(already several times quoted) on the '' Immediatework of the Soviet Eepublio " (page 47) t
" The tribunal is the instrument in education todiscipline. There is not enough recognition of thevery simple and obvious fact that, if all the miserythat has befallen Eussia, hunger, and unemploymenthave made their appearance, this misfortune cannotbe overcome by mere force and energy, but by ageneral all-embracing organisation and discipline; that.everyone, therefore, is responsible for misery, hunger,,and unemployment who overrides the discipline desnrmined by labour in any particular business concernedor in any particular affair; and that it is one's duty to
find the culprits, bring them before the tribunal, andpunish them mercilessly."
Thus, with mercilesis punishment, the Eussianproletariat is to have pummelled into it the communisitmorale it lacks, in order to make it ripe for Socialism.But never w,as morale raised by merciless pimishment.On the contrary, all that remained of it has alwaysgone imder. Merciless pimishment was a necessaryevil of the old order of things, when people did notknow how to act differently, since the way towards abetter morale and a better condition of life was barredto them. A Socialist regime, which could find no otherway to awaken the proletariat to a higher morale thanby means of merciless court proceedings proves its ownstate of bankruptcy.
The Dictatorship.
It seems as if Lenin himself does not expect anyparticular incentive to morale from his own tribimals;for immediately after his demand for such tribunalshe makes another claim for '' dictatorial and unlimitedpowers for the individual leaders of all concerns "(page 49). " Every great industry, which representsthe origin and foundation of Socialism, demands theunconditional and the strictest unity of purpose. Howcan the strictest imity of will and purpose be assured ?By the subordination of the will of thousanda to thewill of an individual. This subordination, whichembodies an ideal understanding and sense ofdiscipline on the part of those occupied in combinedlabour, bears some resemblance to the subtle directionof an orchestra conductor. It can claim dictatorialpowers in their severest form, if no ideal sense ofdiscijpHne and understanding exists" (page 51).
Hitherto we have always assumed that understand-ing and discipline on the part of the working-classes
were to be the necessary conditions for the develop-ment and growth of the proletariat, without which realSocialism could not be possible. Lenin himself saysat the beginning of this book from which we have justquoted:
'' Such revolution can only be realised with success,if it has the co-operation of the majority of the popula-tion, especially of the majority of the working-classes." After he has shown that Socialism cannotbe the work of a minority, nor even of the majority ofthe population, but only "■especially" and notexclusively of the working-classes; and after h© has,by these admissions, justified democracy against hisown will, he continues:—" Only when the proletariatand the poorest sections of the peasantry have acquiredfor themselves sufficient self-consciousness, strength ofideas, self-sacrifice and determination, can the triumph•of the Socialist Kevolution be assured." Neventhe-less, its triumph is to be assiu-ed, it would seem,through the dictatorship of the tribunals and of theheads of factories.
'' The Eevolution has just destroyed the oldest, thestrongest, and the heaviest chains, by which themasses were held in bandage under threat of the knout.Such was true of yesterday. To-day, however, thissame revolution indeed in the interests of Socialism(page 62), demands the absolute subordination of themasses to the single will of the leaders of labour."/"The freedom which they gained yesterday for them-selves is to-day to be taken from t!hem, since themasses apparently have not acquired sufficient " self-consciousness, strength of ideas, self-sacrifice anddetermination." But on page 7 the impracticabilityof Socialism as the result of the lack of these qualitieshas been shown, whereas on page 52, in the interestsof Socialism, "the absolute subordination" of the[immature masses to dictatorial leaders is demanded.vBy this means their position will sink Below the level
of that which they had on the old capitalist system.For in that system they were subordinated to capital,but, nevertheless, not absolutely subordinate. Lenin•certainly 'comforts himself and the public by assertingthat, in distinction from the old capitalist system ofmanagement, this dictatorship will become possible asthe result of the co-operation of the masses of theworkers, and of those who were formerly exploited;and, further, through the organisations, which will be«o constructed that through them the masses will beroused, and will, by their, active efforts, ultimatelyachieve something of historical importance. .The■Soviet organisations belong to this kind of organisation(page 61). In what way the exclusion and suppres-sion of any kind of criticism is to help forward1;he awakening of the masses and their encourage-ment to creative activity has already been shown.The Soviet organisation alters nothing in thisrespect. How can this iron form of dictatorshipof individuals, " with the absolute subordination of themasses," be realised through the organisation ofthe masses into individual activity? Whoever is tobe elected by the masses or deposed by them, or who-ever is to be re-elected will always remain dependenton them, for he cannot caxry anything through whichdoes not meet with their approval. He can certainlyattempt to break the obstinacy of individual membersof the organisation which elects him, if they should bein opposition to the majority; but he would very soonbe at the end of his tether if he should wish to imposeon the majority, against their will, his own ideas and•orders. For this reason a personal dictatorship anddemocracy are incompatible. Such is also true for theSoviet democracy. Lenin does indeed declare thatthese remarks are liable to criticism, but vehemenceis substituted for strength in his arguments, for hecan give no other answer than: —
" If we are not anarchists we accept the fact thatthe State as such is necessary, that is, we accept theneed for compulsion in the period of transition fromCapitalism to Socialism " (page 50).
With this we are in complete agreement. Evendemocracy itself does not exclude a certain kind ofcompulsion; but the only kind of compulsion itconcedes is that of the majority over the minority. TheapulSieJinecessary for the transition from Capital-ism to SocieSism is the compulsion of the majority ofVthe workers over the minority of the capitalists; butthis is not the case in the second stage of the Eevolu-tion, of which Lenin himself speaks, and in which theproletariat has already broken its chains. Here it isa question of the compulsion exercised by singleindividuals over the masses of the workers. That this^form of compulsion is incompatible with democracyLenin does not attempt to show. He seeks rather to-make it compatible, by a sort of conjuror's trick, byattempting to show that, since compulsion must be-exercised by the great masses upon individualcapitalists in order to bring about Socialism, and sincesuch Socialism is perfectly well compatible withidemocracy, every form of compulsion which might,be applied with a view to introducing Socialism,is compatible with democracy, even if it should repre-sent the absolute power of single individuals over the:masses.    He says:—
" Hence there is no fundamental opposition betweenthe Soviet (i.e., Socialist) democracy and thedelegation of the dictatorial powers to certainindividuals.
That may be; but it would only show that the Sovietdemocracy is a very peculiar structure, which one couldemploy to uphold any form of arbitary domination,provided one merely gave it the name of Socialism. Itan absolute subordination of the workers in a businessconcern to their chief is to be brought about, he ought
not to be elected by them, but should be put in com-mand by some power superior to them. In such a casethe business council in the concern should have nothingto say. Moreover, the Central Executive Committee,which appoints these dictators, would itself haveacquired dictatorial power; and so the Soviets wouldbe reduced to mere shadows, and the massesrepresented by them would lose all real power.A working-class which lacked " self-consciousness,strength of ideas, self-saxjrifice and determinaition " isincapable itself of choosing its own dictator, throughwhom it is to be raised to a higher level, and towhom it must bend its will, if he should demand ofthem deeds which required " self-consciousness,strength of ideas, self-sacrifice and determination." Itis as far from doing this as was Munchausen ofextricating himself from the bog by means of his ownhair. And where are these dictators with the neces-sary moral force, as well as the intellectual qualitiesand superiority, to be found? Every form of arbitraryrule carries with it the seed of corruption of theauthority itself, be this a single individual or a smallcoterie. Only exceptionai characters can remainexempt from pernicious consequences. Are we toassume that the Eussian dictators are through andthrough all characters like this? Lenin promises thatthey are to be very carefully sifted.
" We wish to pursue our path by seeking, with allcaution and patience, to examine the right organisa-tions, and to take accoimt of the men with clearintelligence and practical sense—men who combineenthusiasm for Socialism with the gift of being able,without imdue bluster (and iminfluenced by the noiseand bewilderment) to hold together a large nimiberc(f men, and make them combine in determined,unified, and concerted labour within the framework ofthe Soviet organisations. Only such men, after thetenfold examination through which they go by passing
from the most simple to the most difficult tasks, areto be placed in respcnsible positions as heads ofadministration. We have not yet learned to do this.We shaU learn" (pages 41 and 42).
He does not say who is to be imderstood under this" we." Obviously not the ignorant, undisciplined,bewildered masses; more likely the higher authority,the Central Executive Committee. But even this bodyhas not yet learnt the art of selecting aright leaders ofmassed labour. It promises to leam this difficult art.No time limit is given. Only this is certain, that atthe present moment the selection of these leaders isproceeding in a highly unsatisfactory manner. Thenecessary capacity of the men at the head is lacking,just as much as the necessary maturity of the masses.
After they have been expropriating and are nowproceeding to organisation, they find that they havefirst to set about learning—even learning how to choosearight the higher administrators of State economy.
Corruption.
And what elements are insinuating themselves intothe new regime 1 "No single profound and powerfulmass movement has ever taken place in history with-out dubious means, without adventurers and swindlerswho bleed inexperienced novices, without boasters andmob orators, without senseless vacillation andstupidity, without needless fuss, without attempts onthe part of the individual leaders to attempt twentydifferent things without puj-suing one to its end "(Lenin, "The immediate work, etc.," page 40).
There is no doubt that every great mass movementhas 'to suffer from such pernicious influences. We inGermany have also been made to feel this; but theEussian   Soviet  tegime   has  given  proof  besides of
certain characteristics peculiar to it. In the firstplace, the noTices were never so " inexperienced" asthey are in Eussia. That was inevitable. Under theabsolutist regime all the elements who were strivingupwards were denied all chance of insight, and stillmore all chance of participation in the administrationof the State and of the community, as well as in allforms of higher organisation and administrativeactivity.
The interest of the revolutionaries, particularly ofthe most impatient and most violent elements amongthem, was concentrated on the struggle against thepolice and secret conspiracy. One has no right toreproach them for their inexperience, when they sud-denly catne to powet. But this inexperience repre-sents an important feature, which proves how unripeEussia was for Socialism at the time of the outbreak ofthe Eevolution. Socialism can still less be carried outby ignorant and undisciplined masses, the moreinexperienced the novices are who have to show theway. It is a further proof that the schooling andeducation of the masses, as well as of their leaders, indemocracy is a necessary condition of Socialism. Itis impossible in one bound to leap from Absolutism intoa Socialist society. Again, the difference between theSoviet regime and the earlier great massed movementsis shown in the fact that the Soviet has abolished thebest means for exposing the adventurers, theswindlers, the boasters and the brawlers, namely, thefreedom of the Press. These undesirable elementswere thus exempt from all criticism by people who hadexpert knowledge. They had to do only with ignorantworkmen and soldiers, as well as with inexperiencedinnovators, and they flourished exceedingly; Certainlythe leaders of the Bolsheviks have undertaken to learnhow to separate the wheat from the chaff, and to dis-tinguish the true Socialists from the swindlers and therogues.   But long before this has been " learnt " pro-
duction has failed, as the result of the backward stateof the Eussian working-classes, and even threatens tocome to a complete standstill. Their only hope ofarresting this catastrophe lies in a dictatorship of theleaders, but they must give these leaders dictatorship,without being in the position to make adequate choice.Hence this kind of dictatorship, which from the outset isopen to much criticism, can only work to disadvantage.Just as they first of all indulged in expropriation, andonly then began to organise; so now they appointdictators, and only afterwards attempt to learn themethod of choosing them rightly. Such absurditieswere inevitable as soon as they began to introduceSocialism arbitrarily, and without any relation toactual conditions. But the Soviet regime is not onlyendangered through the incursion of '' adventurers andswindlers," whom it cannot judge and examineaccurately. It suffers from a danger, which is no lessserious, from the fact that it alienates those memberswho have the highest character and who, intellectually,are among the most prominent. Without the colla-boration of the educated and intellectual elements,Socialism at the present stage of production isimpossible: So long as Socialism was in the stage ofpropaganda, so long as it was merely a question ofbringing the proletariat to a consciousness of its placein society and of its tasks and obligations for thefuture arising therefrom, Socialism had need ofthe educated elements—whether these were men ofuniversal education, drawn from among the middleclasses, or self-educated men, who had sprung fromthe proletariat. But it needed them only for the carry-ing out and popularising of its theories. Here it wasnot a question of quantity, but solely of quality.
But it is quite different at the present time, whenwe are in the period in which Socialism in a practicalform is to be introduced. Just as a capitaHst systemof production and the capitalist state could not exist
without the help of numerous rehable and scientificmen, social production and the State system, which isdominated by the working classes, requires such helpequally urgently. Without such assistance, or inopposition to it, no Socialism is possible. For practicalparticipation in the establishment of Socialism, as wellas in the development and propagation of Socialisttheories, a passionate devotion to the great cause oi theemancipation of the human race is not essential. Whatis most necessary is, that a large section of them at leastshould be convinced of the possibility and advantage ofSocialist production, so that no sacrifice of intelligenceis necessary if one wishes to co-operate. If in thematter of manual labour an improved production, isimpossible with any kind of compulsory labour, this isall the more the case in fhe sphere of intellectual work.
The removal of doubt on the part of the educated asto the practical introduction of Socialism, and the will-ingness of such elements to co-operate in its construc-tion and development, as soon as the necessary powerarises, belong to the necessary conditions of Socialistproduction, to the conditions to which society will haveprogressed, if it is to be ripe for Socialism. Theimportance of these conditions will be all the moreobvious the more other necessary con'ditions ofSocialism are to hand; so that a recognition of thepracticability of Socialism will lead the unbiassededucated classes to a conviction of its sound reason-ableness.
This importance of the educated classes the Bol-sheviks did not recognise at first. For since at thebeginning they merely served to increase the blindpassion of the soldiers, the peasants and the townlabourers, the masses of the educated were from thevery beginning hostile to the Bolsheviks, and even tEeSocialists among them; because they recognised thatEussia was not yet ripe for the kind of immediatesocialisation  which the Bolsheviks   had   undertaken.
Tliey did not trouble to think about the treatmenttvhioh was meted out to the " iatelligentsia." A man ofthis class, for instance, would be expelled from thefactory which the workers alone wished to manage. Hewas. deprived of all political rights, since the authorityof the Workmen's Council granted to manual labourersalone the right to vote. He was expropriated, so faras he had any possessions, and was deprived of everymeans of living his refined form of life. He was evencondemned later on to compulsory labour and to deathby starvation.
The Bolsheviks thought at first to get along withoutthe " intelligentsia," without the experts. Tsarismwas of the opinion that a general was capable of fillingany and every position in the State without any specialqualification or education. The Soviet Eepublio tookover from Tsarism, along with many other ideas, thisone also; only in the place of the general they put theproletariat. The theoreticians among the Bolshevikscalled this procedure " the development of Socialismfrom science to action." One could better describeit as " the development of Socialism from science todilettantism."
As is generally the case with the Soviet Eepublic,it allows itself to be guided by mere instinct, and notby real insight into the actual circumstances. Thusit happened that they discovered, after the child hadfallen into the well, what was necessary, and so theytried to cover up the well. They sought to attractthe educated to work apart from any compulsorylaboiu-, as had been the case some time before, and,indeed, to do work for which they were suited, and,which they understood. Whereupon the educated classeswho entered the service of the Govenjment ceased tocount as bourgeois, to be treated and ill-treated assuch. They rose in the circle of the " active andworking" population by performing "productive"and " useful " labour.      They were protected from
expropriation and received adequate salary. Since itwas not conviction, but only fear of ill-treatmentthat drove most of these educated into the serviceof the Government, naturally enough their work wasin reality neither very productive nor very useful.Trotsky complains about this, for instance, in his essayon " "Work, Discipline, etc.," quoted above; he says: —
" The first epoch of the fight against the sabotage(of the intellectuals) consisted in mercilessly destroyingthe organisations of the saboteurs. That wasnecessary, and therefore right. Now in the periodwhere the power of the Soviets has become assured,this struggle against the saboteurs must take the formof transforming the saboteurs of yesterday intoservants, into administrators, and technical managers,wherever the new regime demands it."
Trotsky, therefore, implies that the "necessary andtherefore right'' way to make these intellectualsservants and leaders of socialisation is, first of all,mercilessly to trample them under "foot. The result ofthis he himself gives us: —
" "We have destroyed the old forms of sabotage,and swept away the old officials with an iron broom.The substitutes for these old officials proved themselvesto be by no means first-class material in any branchwhatsoever of administration. On the one hand, theposts that have become vacant were filled by com-rades of each party, who had done all the " spadework," a,nd who had been schooled in the revolution.They formed the best elements, the fighters, thehonourable men, the men who were not self-seekers.On the other hand, there appeared on the scenefortune-seekers, social failures who under the oldregime had been, so to speak, without occupation.When, therefore, it was necessary to get tens ofthousands of new qualified labour at one stroke, it isnot to be wondered at if many intruders succeeded inpenetrating into the new regime.      We  must also
admit that many of the Socialist comrades, who arenow at work in different offices and institutions, haveby no means shown themselves to be always capableof organising creative and energetic labour. We canfollow the movements of such comrades in the minis-terial offices, especially of those in the ranks of theOctober Bolsheviks, who work four or five hours aday, and not very intensively at that; whereas ourwhole position now demands the most strenuous labour,not out of fear, but from a sense of duty."
That was the necessary, though by no means theright consequence of a policy which sought to win theeducated classes, not through conviction, but merelythrough kicks from behind as well as from the front.
Another means was devised to increase the supplyof active labour. The Paris Commune of 1871 reducedthe pay of State officials, and decided on the sum of6,000 francs as a maximum salary. The SovietRepublic endeavoured to do likewise; but this would notwork, so fchey had to revert to the old system. Leninremarks in this connection: —
" We must needs return to the old bourgeoismethods, and establish very high payment for all' service rendered' by the best of the bourgeoisexperts. It is clear that such a measure is a com-promise, and somewhat of a departure from theprinciples of the Paris Commune and of every prole-tarian power. . . . It is clear that such a measuremeans not only the standstill—^in certain departmentsand to a certain degree—of the offensive againstcapital, but also a retrograde step in our socialisingpower as a Soviet." (" The Immediate Work of theSoviet Power," page 19.)
But Lenin implies that it cannot be otherwise, andhe is perfectly right. The necessity for high salariescan arise from two causes. The bigger the concern,the greater the number of its workers. So much moreimportant under equal circumstances, therefore, is the
toass of the gross value which it delivers. If the work-man produces value equivalent to five shillings a day,the concern with a hundred workmen will produce tothe value of 500 shillings a day, and one with athousand workmen will produce 5,000 shillings a day.The bigger the concern, th© more difficult it is toorganise and guide it, and all the rarer is the necessaryefficiency for its organisation. But all the greaterwill be the means which the owner or owners of th«concern will have at their disposal, in order to engagethe services of such select equipment. In proportion,therefore, as these large industries increase, thesalaries of their heads increase also, and finally reachvast dimensions. With this circumstance the Stateadministration has to reckon. If it does not raise pro-portionately the salaries of its higher officials, itmust be prepared to find that private industry willattract them away—so far as they are at all capable,and not mere holders of sinecures. In this way theState administration becomesi impoverished, and thatis one of the reaisons why State economy is unable tocope with competition of private enterprise.
It is questionable whether the Commune, once it hadbecome established, and whether industry on a largescale, once it had been developed on capitalistic linesimder the Commune, instead of becoming socialised,which was possible, could have maintained this systemof fixed salaries at 6,000 frs. The decree issued on April2nd shows the small bourgeois character of the Parisindustry at that tiikne. Moreover it proves the disin-terestedness of the members of the Commune. Wehave already referred to the well-known example ofthe Financial Minister, Jourde. Competition, how-ever, arising from a flourishing and powerfiil privateindustry in Soviet Eussia makes it impossible to forceup the wages of the most skilled " specialists "; foreither such an industry is expropriated and ruined, or itsoon deprives the private owner of all value.     High
wages can have only one object. They axe calculated toovercome the objection to serve the Soviet Eepublic,which objection the most capable among the educatedsecretly cherish in their hearts, and also to awakentheir interest for the new regime.
Since the way of conviction does not work, and sincethe lash of hunger does not obtain any startling results,there remains but one way open to buy the people, andthat is, to provide for them at least such conditions asthey had under the capitalist system. We now seewhat are the elements which are to become leaders ofSocialist production in the Soviet Eepublic. On theone side a few old conspirators, honourable fighters ofblameless intentions, yet in matters of business merelyinexperienced novices; and on the other side, numerouseducated men who, against their own convictions,either as mere seekers try to adapt themselves to thenew power, as they would adapt themselves to anyother power, if occasion arose; or who are driventhrough fear and hunger and punishment; or, finally,such men as allowed themselves to be bought byhigh wages. They are, as Trotsky admits, by nomeans first-class elements. Moreover, in so far asthey know anything at all, they do not belong to thebest, the worthiest of their kind. People among them,who at the same time possessed strong character aswell as business knowledge, were as rare as whitecrows. In the hands of such elements dictatorialpower has now been placed in order to save Socialism;a power which the workers have to accept withoutopposition. Such power tends to corrupt even thebest. In this respect it is often entrusted to peoplewho are corrupt from the very start.
In the midst of the general misery and the generalexpropriation they gather together in their hands thebeginnings of a new capitalism. Of course the pro-duction of commodities proceeds, and must proceed;since agricultural activity, regarded as private enter-
prise, as a matter of fact represents the produotionof commodities, and influences life as a whole. Forthis reason the peasant community has less and leas ofsurplus stocks to sell.. The Soviet Eepublic grantsfull power in a village to the poor peasants, whopossess so little land that they can produce no surplusin foodstuffs. Prom the well-to-do peassints all surpluscommodities are to be taken without any compensa-tion, and placed at the service of the State granaries.This practice, in so far as it is ever carried out, can takeplace only once, for, in the following year, the well-to-do peasant will take very good care that he does notproduce more than he himself needs. In this way thereturns of agirculture will be limited. Whatever ofsurplus stock the peasant produces, in spite of this, heconceals, and merely sells it secretly to the profiteers.
At the same time industry comes to a standstill. Asa consequence, the State expenditure can only becovered by a new paper money. Hence, as at the timeof the French Eevolution, and as again at the'presentday, although in a less degree in Germany, thereflourish speculators, profiteers, and smugglers. For-merly they were guillotined. Nowadays it is thefashion to shoot them. But the failure is the same.The only * result is that, at the present day, justas much as in 1793, the uncertain nature of the capitalthus acquired by swindlers increases, as well as theamount of the bribes that the new dictators demand,and which they get if, by chance, an incautious personshould fall into their net. Even that in its turnbecomes a fresh basis for the collecting together of newproperty.
Whoever is anxious for further information over thisbribery system of the new Eussian bureaucracy shouldturn to Gavronsky's " Balance of the Eussian Eevolu-tion," which, from page 58 and several pages onwards,is full of accounts of bribery and corruption.
How shall one get the better of these new " dic-tators," before whom the working masses are to bowwithout opposition? As in its attempts to " moralise "the masses, the Soviet Government knows no bettermeans of " moralising " its leaders than by the threatof tribunals. If the dictatorship of the proletariatis to be over-ridden by tihe dictatorship of its organisers,these in their turn will be over-ruled by the dictator-ship of the tribunals.
A network of revolutionary tribunals and extra-ordinary commissions has been formed '' to oppose thecouoter-revolution, speculation, and abuse." They havethe arbitrary power to condemn anyone who shall bedenounced to them, and at their discrimination toshoot those of whom they do not approve; that is tosay, all those speculators and profiteers whom theycatch, as well as their accomplices among the Sovietofficials. They do not stop merely at that, butinvolve every honourable man who dares to criticisetheir fearful misrule. Under the collective name of'' counter-revolution'' every form of opposition isincluded, in whatever circles it arises and from what-ever motives it springs, whatever the means employedand whatever the ends aimed for. But unfortunatelythis summary procedure has no result.
As often as not the sincere fighters among theBolsheviks become indignant, when they realise thatthese extraordinary commissions, which are the lasthope for the cleansing of the Eevolution, are them-selves likewise corrupt. Gawronsky quotes (page 61)the following heart-cry of the weekly journal of thespecial commission:—
'' From all sides there reach us news that notonly worthless elements, but direct criminals, areendeavouring to slip into the commissions, andespecially into commissions in the various localdistricts." Gawronsky also mentions people (page 62)who have shown that this attempt at intrusion is not
only made, but very often made with success. So runsan article out of " The Will to Labour," the centralorgan of Revolutionary Communism, October 10th,1918.
" Fresh in our memory there are still cases in whichthe local Soviets have been Uterally terrorised by thespecial and extraordinary Soviets. Naturally a localselection was made. In the Soviets the betterelements remained, whereas in the extraordinary com-missions were ito be found bands of men who wereready for any kind of brigandage. Hence there ianothing left of the programme for the renovation ofhumanity by means of Socialism on Bolshevikmethods, except two or three sincere strugglers in themidst of an ever growing morass of ignorance,corruption, and desperation, which extends furtherand further, and finally threatens to engulf and drownthem."
The Change m Bolshevism.
'^ Many revolutionaries of the West point triumphantlyto the fact that Bolshevism is still in power, andapparently, even at the time when these lines arebeing written (May, 1919), is_ still outwardly intact;yet the critics of Bolshevism at the very begin-ning of its rule prophesied a speedy, collapse. Thiscollapse would have actually taken place long ago, if-the Bolsheviks had been true to their programme.They have merely kept themselves going by discardingone after another some part of their programme, so^hat finally they have achieved the very contrary tothat which they set out to obtain. Forinstance, inQ^der^to come into power they threw overboard, allthe^ democratic princiTalei^ In order tn Vepp them-RelvesTnpowfir^^ffi^vjTg^vp. ba.rl to Ip.t thp.ir Rfv».i'g.Hat,pmci£E3"g5Th6 way_of the democratic. Tifij^Juweinainte.lneaT>hemselves as individuals; but-they have
Baorifioed their principles, and have proved themselvea
to Be  thnm^ighgoing AppoTH-,nnig.t.a
Bolshevism has, up to the present, itriumphed inEussia, but SociaUsm has already suffered a defeat.We have only to look at the form of society which hasdeveloped under the Bolshevik regime, and which wasbound so to develop, as soon as the Bolshevik methodwas applied.
Let us now briefly recapitulate what has been thedevelopment. We find in present-day BolshevikEussia apeasantrv established on the basis "SE^TiTTJiwIfpfl'^irivgtp pr^p^^ty M"d ^f ^'"M°qti IlCS^lHJlxJ^^production. Theaa. feasants livq their own Jives, jgith- '^out''ajiy^"''ggTiin, fiRanciation with town industries.Since these industries cannot produce any surplusgoods for the uncultivated land, the voluntary andperfectly legal transport of agricultural products intothe towns becomes more and more handicapped. Incompensation for this, recourse has been made torequisition, to plundering without payment, on theone hand; and on the other, to illegal smuggling, whichsucceeds in depleting the towns of the last remnants ofindustrial products, which have been accumulating forsome time past.
After the destruction of the large estates Bolshevismhad nothing more to offer the peasants. Igdqed, thepeasants' love for the Bolshevik was soon changed toLtiked fur bhe-Luwn wurka^, wno did not work "and.
wEo"~COuld    not    deliver    goods    for    agricultural     p^^y.
poses; to_hatred also againRt. t.Vip. niHrifr powers, who~Bent soldiers into tneviiiagesin order to commandeer
the commodities'; to ccmtempt, moreover^fortEe town'~'poffggBrs-aJid""§STugglers,' -cyliTrRfteirTo foTsl'Irm'gi'e~ peasauLa, by all soFEs of deceptive means of exchange,.JEgrjttrp]xrrgt^^g3S£3s^yaadr~~
t^eaifleaTEis" purely bourgeois state of affairs in thecountry,  there  has  arisen in  the towns a  foimjof^"Society   which ""insists   on   bemg "Tocialistio;  only"it
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endeavoured to abolish class differences. It beganby humiliating and destroying the upper classes, andhence it really threatens to end in a new kind of class-society. It comprises in fact three classes. Thelowest cons!B^"oF^he former bourgeois, capitalists, the
"small middle class, and the so-called intellectuals,"~inBO far as t.hey show any opposition. Deprived of allpolitical rights, and robbed of all means of subsistence,they are from time to time forced to do compulsorylabour of the most objectionable kind, for which inreturn they receive rations in food, which barely repre-senL the most wretched form of hunger rations, or,more truly said, starvation rations. The infernalstate of such slavery can only be compared with themost horrible excesses that capitalism has evershown. The creation of this state of affairs is theoriginal and most characteristic act of the Bolsheviks.It represents their first step towards the emancipationof the human race.
Above this lowest classjthere stands the middle dags.represenT.iTifr f.ha paid wn'rlrfiEg.'^TEis class has political"piMvijfigp.s. It alone, according to tie actual wordsof the constitution, has a right to vote in the town;it has, moreover, complete freedom in regard to thePress, and the right of forming its members intoassociated bodies. ^£he members of this class areallowed to choose their own occupatloBB, aild areBuffidently weir paid for tiie work which they them-86lves-oEa3ae7~ Or rather such was tne case: for it soon■became more and more obvious that, as a resultof i3i6 low level of the great mass of the workers inEussia, industry threatened more and more, in con-sequence of these anrangements, to cease functioningaltogether. In ordpr tn ^f^ve industry, therefore, anew class of r.ffipia.lci /harj tn. hft-jforrnftiT" aTrff~pi1T"iTiauthority oveulib&JSgorkers.     This new nlaaH prrai^naJly
"appropriated to itap.lf flT] a^.tna.! andlTTriTial p.nTitm1~aTidtransformed 'fKe" fr«edom of tho workers into a mere
jMusory freedom. Naturally all this did not happenwithout opposition on the part of the workers them-selves; and this opposition became all the stronger,since, in consequence of the general decaj, both inindustry as well as in the means of transport and onaccount of the increasing isolation of the open landfrom the to'vvns, the food problem became more andmore hopeless, even for the workmen, in spite of theirincreased wages. So enthusiasm for the Bolsheviksdisappeared from one set of workers after the other.But the opposition that these latter could offer re-mained unorganised, dissipated, and could form no comrpact phalanx in opposition to the more highly organisedbureaucracy.   They could not compete with them.
Out of the absolute authority of the Workmen'sCbunoii there clev"e1;np^ the absolute authority of anew class of govemorsTwhioh was formed, in p"art,__;^jepfessatatives who werefnrmer'j in fh-^ WfyrKn^LTa'^QungHrptir'DXOli'Ttf'TIIgHrwEo were appointeand alscTin paft'orroemBei's"^ "oi bureau-
~cracy, wmcn was tarust upon tkem.    This new class__Gfgdv6Mors \vas iOTme.djffli|lg£jthe_Je'a3ership of theold Uomrnuhisi'Idealists and fighters''"'""""—""""""""^^■  The absolutism of the^id bureaucracy has come againto lite m a new but, as "we hasfi-saea^-W-Bo mgang:ifnproved lorm; and also alongside of this absolutisriL"^•yB^fig'^oimTeythiB 'see3ntf"a new capitalism.. whitA-is reflpotisTble "fOT^flireog^Mimal practiceei, and which-g~T'gallty~~Sl^dg"bn  a 1mucE~lowiel^Iever'lE'^'W1nc[iistrial capitalism of former da_Y-3."^'"Tffr'is'-Tiri'r'tfae'~^ancient   feudal   land   estate   which  exists  no   more.For   its   abolition   conditions   in   Kussia   were   ripe.But   they    were   not   ripe   for   the    abolition    ofcapitalism.     This  latter   system   is  now   undergoingresuscitation,   nevertheless   in   forms  which,   for  theproletariat,   are  more   oppressing and  more  harmfulthan those of yore.     Private capitalism has now takenon, in place of the higher industrial forms, the most
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wretched and corrupt form of emuggling, ofprofiteering, and of money speculation. ,^iusiaaalcapitalism, from being a private Hystj^m, han nniWbecome a atat-e capitalism. Formerly the bureaucratfiof the Btate and those~of private capital were oftenvery critical, if not directly hostile, towards oneanother. In consequence the working-man foundadvantage sometimes with the one, and sometimeswith the other. To-day, however, both State andcaj)italigti_.bureaucracy have me^ed mto one system.That is the final result of the great Socialist upheaval,which the Bolsheviks have introduced. It representsthe most oppressive of all forms of despotism thatEussia has ever had. The substitution of democracyby the arbitrary rule of the Workmen's Council, whichwas to serve for the " expropriation of theexpropriators,'' has now given place to the arbitraryrule of a new form of |3iireaucracy. Thus it has beenmad© possible for this latter to render democracy forthe workmen a complete dead letter; since the working-class community has, at the same time, been driveninto greater economic dependence than it ever had toendure before.
Moreover, this loss of liberty is not compensated forby increase of prosperity. Certainly the new economicdictatorship functions in a better way than theeconomic anarchy, which preceded this dictatorship,and which would have led to a sudden end. This endhas been merely delayed by the dictatorship; for,economically considered, this new bureaucreicy is in-capable of functioning.
How very unsatisfactory the functioning of the neworganisation has been is proved, among other things,by the following outcry of the Commissioner for Trans-port, M. Krassin, which he published recently in the" Pravda " (Truth).   His manifesto ran as follows:
(1) The existing system of railway administration ineombination with the other objective difficulties create^
by the Five Years' War, has brought the transportservice to complete ruin, which threatens to bring aboutan absolute cessation of all transport whatsoever.
(2; Its collapse is not attributable merely to faultymethods of administration and forms of organisation,and not merely to the diminished capacity of the per-sonnel, but rather to frequent changes in forms ofadministration and organisation.
(3) The task which lies before us consists inrestoring the transport system to such an extent that atleast the needs and requirements of the hunger-rationsand of industry may be satisfied. This task can be facedonly by the most heroic combination and applicationof all the strength the railway system can muster.
(4) This work must be undertaken immediately andnot a single hour must be delayed; otherwise we arethreatened with the destruction of all that has beenachieved by the Eevolution.
(5) In place of coUectiv© administration, whichin reality has been wholly irresponsible, the principlesof personal administration and of an increased sense ofresponsibility must be established. Everybody fromthe office boy to the member of the Governing Boardmusty carry out, exactly and without any deviation,all his full orders. All reforms must be stopped, and,wherever it is possible, the old appointments shouldbe maintained; and the old technical apparatus, bothat tbe centre and in all its ramifications, must berestored and upheld.
(6) The introduction of piece-work is essential.
Of^ g.11 t.hfl Rfvvi<^t Government officials, Kraggin hasshown most talent for organipatinn in a scientific a^dreducated manTi£.r, hrvm rtf pvpfin>,r'"fc The railwayworkers form, as it were, the 61ite of the Eussian work-ing-class. Already under Tsarist regime it haddeveloped into a good organisation, which alwaysshowed great intelligence. Yet in spite of all this, suchare the conditions at the present day!
TEEEOEISM AND COMMUNISM
This manifesto shows clearly enough that the con-sequences of the war are not alone responsible for thisnecessitous condition, as has often been maintained.These consequences of the war have merely aggravatedthe stress. T-hig_th>< jrriTriaturitY of the existing rela-iipns which f^^^^^^T^f^ tff 'l'PF^^''"y nil iihi?i1i J'°° been~     '  ■■ In order to save the
ap>viaT7S?r Tiy t.he_Bevolution.
BevoIutiQii_it-^8eemB tu l)e--abfliS^ar^iperative to
discard the reforaaa^-JiQ.-geBtefeHiteB'TM'-FftmtiifiTiH, a^^
fo'rgplagg'tEe oldapgaratuaTT-i" "^'ibfr urnrdRi ti> niH^^^'^y
th^rftevotaLMuIlte^
"oj jge' lleyolution.    Naturally enough this decree will
fiucceeTin cEangmig the men who are to carry it out as
little as any other decrees have succeeded in the past.
Like the old capitalism, this new "communism" hasitself produced its own "gravediggers." But the oldcapitalism did not merely produce these gravediggers;it provided these latter with strength and productiveenergy to infuse fresh life into what was alreadymoribund.
Communism, under present conditions in Bussia,can""onIviaioMmrto""fhe proauctive forces tnat itjindsin"MistenpeV""TEg~"^"gfST6^^ not be able to
develop some "Kcniftr'Ynii^" of lifp, h\^t, tbp^y totTI" be
Jorced to^egin all over^ga^" yfjth V^arVii^rian forms ofl3£wEiieh are coming into existence. Even provision-ally such a kind of regime f^m^ld n.ntjVr^^<^^i"vff by hi^-r"c;some powerful pTcnin''! of Tinlrnnn tn mpprart it, nnrhag a blindly obedient and diHnip)inflrl nrmy. Such theBolsheviks have created- and Avpn-irtJJiig-_flR|iPjTBipa!'-SOTflffieir principles had to suffer defeat, in order thattEey~theiMelv^'s mignt be saved. They started offwTEE'TEe^mlefitlon^of destroying ready-made Statemachinery, with all its military and bureaucraticapparatus. After they have settled this, however, theyfind themselves compelled, in the interests of self-preservation, to erect anew the self-eame apparatus.They came into power as pioneers of the dissolution
of the army by means of Soldiers' Councils, whichwere to appoint their own oiScers at will, and whichshould obey those whom it pleased them to obey.The Soldiers' Councils, alongside of the "Workmen'sCouncils, formed the Alpha and Omega of Bolshevikpolicy. By this method they were to become possessedof all power. But after this was don© things tiuniedout very differently. As soon as the Bolsheviks metwith open opposition they needed an army to fight—one which would be obedient to every command; notan army which was dissolving, or in which the bat-talions decided on operations according to their ownliking. At the beginning, enthusiasm seemed success-fully to compensate for sheer blind obedience; butwhat was to be done when the enthusiasm of theworkers began to dwindle, when volunteers becamerarer and rarer, and when single divisions of troopsbegan to get out of hand? In industry a democraticsystem of management and control requires a certainmature development of material, as well as spiritual,,conditions. Democracy by its very essence must bfiexcluded from an araoy tEaT js to be developed up4ie-i9^ffedrQKhLiuOffengtEr~^ "'Ihalwai^ Vvas" al<ra!ys~fae
"^^^'QTj9£moeracy:'°even civirwiir.ITiF'^w^r'OTTKr"Sylength of time. The Bolsheviks of necessity wereresponsible for civil war and, as a result also of neces-sity, for the abolition of the Soldiers' Councils. TheBolshevik dictatorship has reduced these Workmen'sCouncils to mere shadows, by opposing aU sorts ofdifficulties to the new elections, and by excludingevery possible form of opposition. But it has takenfrom these Soldiers' Councils all their most importantfunctions, and even their right of election of their ownofficers. As in former days these latter are new appointedby the Government; and since the volunteers are notsufficient, they have had recourse to compulsoryrecruiting, as in the times before Bolshevism existed.This  forms another object of  conflict between  the
population and the Government. Numerous peasantrevolts have their origin in this, and it also makesimperative an increase in the army. Desertions inwhole numbers belong to the order of the day, andthey are punished by mass executions.
The HumaniU of May 29th, 1919, pubKshed a veryfriendly account of Bolshevism, based on the observa-tions of an eye-witness who had been in Eussia. Thearticle under the title of " Les Principes Oommunisteset leur Application " closed with the following words:" The Eed Arlny is the work of the Entente. TheBolshevik regime has repeatedly proclaimed its anti-militarism. The peace-loving people has as muchhorror of war to-day as it had yesterday, and at alltimes in the past. It is making very strongopposition to recruiting—in the Eed Army there are asmany cases of desertion as there were formerly in theTsarist Army. It often happens that a regimentdoes not accomplish what has been prescribed for it,because all the men concerned have fled."
This behaviour on the part_i^ the Eod Army is a
^"^^^!litI!!!j^'-'^.^"".^~'^°^°^°^ fij'?tbll''"'''°'"
for^HjEevik principles. Even if we merely confined•ourselvesToMcts, without giving them an apologeticfoundation, it would seem that in military mattersihe old Tsarist conditions have returned, only in someworse form; for the new form of militarism withoutdoubt is developing far greater energy than the old,in spite of its procbamation of anti-military discipline.Thus the conditions are repeating themselves whidbprepared the way, at the time of the great FrenchEevolution, for the transformation of the Eepublic intoa Napoleonic Empire. But it is certain tiiat Leninis not destined to end as a Eussian Napoleon. TheCorgican Bonaparte won his way to the hearts of theFrench people, because he led the banners of Francetriumphant throughout the whole of Europe. Thissatisfied some people that it was the principles of the
Eevolution which were conquering Europe. Others,perhaps, were still more satisfied, because the armiesof Franco were plundering the whole of Europe, andtheir booty was enriching France. But Eussia is atpresent on the defensive. The same difficulties oftransport, which would cheek an army of invasion,prevent Eussia from allowing its own army to presstriumphantly beyond its own borders. Lenin alsowould very much like to carry the banners of hisEevolution triumphantly throughout Europe, but thereIS no prospect of that. The revolutionary militarismof the Bolsheviks will not enrich Eussia. It can onlybecome a new source of impoverishment. At thepresent moment Eussian industry, in so far as it hasbeen set going again, is working for the army, and notfor any productive ends. Eussian Communism has, invery fact, become in this respect a sort of " barrackSocialism."
The economic, and with it also the moral failure ofBolshevik nlethods is inevitable. It can only beveiled over if it should end in a military collapse. Noworld revolution, no help from without could hinderthe economic failure of Bolshevik methods. The taskof European Socialism, as against Communism, isquite different, namely, to take care that the moralcatastrophe resulting from a particular method ofSocialism shall not lead to the catastrophe of Socialismin general; and, further, to endeavour to make a sharpdistinction between these methods and the Marxistmethod, and bring this distinction to the knowledgeof the masses. Any Eadical-SociaHst Press must UIunderstand the interests of social revolution, if itreally imagines it serves those interests by proclaim-ing to the masses the identity of Bolshevism andSocialism, making them believe that the present formof the Soviet Eepublic, just because it is sailing underthe flag of the omnipotence of the working-classes and
of Socialism, is in truth the realisation of Socialismitself.
The Terror.
The development we have just sketched did not, ofcourse, arise in accordance with the intentions of theBolsheviks. On the contrary, it was really somethingquite different from what they wanted, and they soughtby all means in their power to arrest its develop-ment. But in the end they had to resort to thesame recipe from which the Bolshevik regime from thevery beginning had worked, i.e., to the arbitrary forceof a few dictators, whom it was impossible to affectby the sUghtest criticism. The Eegiment of Terrorthus became the inevitable result of Communistmethods. It is the desperate attempt to avoid theconsequences of its own methods.
Among the phenomena for which Bolshevism hasbeen responsible. Terrorism, which begins with theabolition of every form of freedom of the Press, andends in a system of wholesale execution, is certainlythe most striking and the most repellant of all. It isthat which gave rise to the greatest hatred against theBolsheviks. Yet this is really no more than their tragicfate, not their fault—^in so far as it is permissible to■speak of fault or blame in so enormous an historicalupheaval as we fire now experiencing. In any case,at bottom any fault or blame can only be a personalone. Whoever sets about to discuss a question ofculpability must set about to examine the defiance ofcertain moral laws on the part of individual persons;since the " wiU " taken in its strictest sense can onlybe the will of individual persons. A mass, a class,a nation cannot in reality will. It lacks the necessai^"faculties for such. Therefore it cannot sin. A massof people or an organisation can act universally.  Never-
theless, the motives of each person actively ooncemedmay be very different. But it is the motives whichi&vin. the determining factor in the question of appor-tioning culpability.
The motives of the Bolsheviks were certainly of thebest. Right from the beginning of their supremacy theyshowed themselves to be filled with human ideals,which had their origin in the conditions of the pro-letariat as a class. Their first decree was concernedwith the abolition of the death penalty; and yet ifwe would consider the question of their culpability,we should find that this came to hght at the very timewhen this decre« was promulgated, namely, vi^hen theydecided, in order to gain power, to sacrifice the prin-ciples of democracy and of historical materialism, forwhich they during many long years had fought withunswerving determination. Their culpability comes tolight at the time when they, like the Bakunists ofSpain in the year 1873, proclaimed the '"' immediat-eand complete emancipation of the working-classes," inspite of the backward state of Eussia; and with thisend in view, since the democracy had not fulfilled theirexpectations, established their own dictatorship in thename of " The dictatorship of the proletariat." It ishere where the culpability can be looked for. Fromthe moment they etarted on this path they could notavoid terrorism. The idea of a peaceful and yet realdictatorship without violence is an illusion.
The instruments of terrorism were the revolutionarytribunals and the extraordinary commissions, aboutwhich we have already spoken. Both have carried onfearful work, quite apart from the so-called militarypunitive expeditions, the victims of which are incal-culable. The number of victims of the extraordinarycommissions will never be easy to ascertain. In -anycase they number their thousands. The lowest estimateputs the number at 6,000; others give the total aadouble that number, others treble; and ever and above
these are niimberless cases of people who have beenimmured aUve or ill-treated and tortured to death.
r-~iThose who defend Bolshevism do so by pointing outthat their opponents, the "White Guards of the Finns*the Baltic barons, the counter-revolutionary Tsaristgenerals and admirals have not done any better. Butis it a justification of theft to show that others steal?In any case, these others do not go against their own
^principles, if th^y deliberately sacrifice human life iriorder to maintain their power; whereas the Bolsheviksmost certainly do. For they thus become unfaithful tothe principles of the sanctity of human life, which theythemselves openly proclaimed, and by means of whichthey have themselves becom© raised to power andjustified in their actions. Do we not indeed aU equallyoppose these barons and generals just because they heldhumaji life so cheap and regarded it- as a mere meansfor their own ends ? It will b© urged, perhaps, that it isthe object in view that makes the difference; that thehigher object in view should sanctify means, which, inthe case of mere seekers after power, become infamousand wicked because of their evil ends. But the end^Tfwa Tint jnatify every means, but onlv BiioTr-j^nP'"^?- }J'agreement with that means. A. naeans which is inopposiS^=tg"1itfg^^ead canBSt"'Ee~sanctifie3IE^th"at find^.xDne should just as little strive to defend one's principlesby surrendering them, as to defend one's life bysacrificing what gives to that life content and purpose.Good intentions may excuse those who have recourse towrong means; but these means nevertheless remainreprehensible, the more so the greater th© damage thatmay be caused by them.
But not even the aim of the Bolsheviks is free fromobjection. Its immediate endeavour is to preserve th©militarist bureaucratic apparatus of power, which it hascreated; but most certainly this should be done byopposition to the corruption that has made itselfmanifest within that apparatus.
In the Pravda of April Ist, 1919, Prof. Dukelskiinsisted that Bolshevism and the government institu-tions should be cleansed of all the rogues and adven-turers who had thrown in their lot with Communism,and who were simply exploiting it for their owncriminal ends.    Whereupon Lenin replied:
" The writer of this letter demands that we shouldcleanse our Party of the adventurers and rogues—aperfectly justifiable demand which we ourselves havefor some time past been making and have carried out.The rogues and adventurers we shoot down, and weshall continue to shoot them down. Yet, in order tocarry out more expeditiously and more thoroughly thiscleansing process, we need the help of sincere andunbiassed intelligence.''
Shooting—^that is the Alpha and Omega of Com-munist government wisdom. Yet does not Leninhimself call upon the "intelligentsia" to help himin the struggle against the rogues and the adventurers ?Certainly he does; only he withholds from them theone and only means that can help, namely, the free-dom of the Press. The control exercised by the Press,'in every respect free and unimpeded, alone can keepin check those rogues and adventurers who inevitablyfasten on to any Government which is unlimited inits powers and uncontrolled. Indeed, often throughthe very lack of the freedom of the Press these para-sites thrive the more.
Yet the Eussian Press is at the present day entirelyin the hands of those government institutions in whichthe rogues and adventurers have found their place.And what guarantee has Lenin, under the presentcircumstances, that these very rogues and adventurersshall not somehow work ■feheir way into the revolu-tionary tribunals and the extraordinary commissions,and will not cause the sincere and unbiassed " intelli-gentsia" to be shot down with their aid? It is justiho   extraordinary   commissions   instituted   to   fight
corruption which have tLie most absolute and supremepower. They are entirely free from every form ofcontrol, i.e., they work for the most part underconditions that are actually favourable to corruption.
The Eevolutionary Tribunal of 1793, even at thattime, possessed an unheard-of degree of a-rbitrarypower. The guarantees in favour of the rights ofthose who were indicted were at a minimum. Never-theless, the Tribunal at that time did at least functionin. public, so that a certain control of its activity waspossible. But the Extraordinary Commissions of theSoviet Eepublio deliberate in secret, without any sort ofguarantee that the accused shall have their due rights.For it is not absolutely imperative that the accusedhimself should be heard, let alone his witnesses. Amere denunciation, a mere suspicion suffices to removehim.
This evil took on such enormous dimensions thatit had to be abolished. It was therefore determinedthat these Commissions should no longer proceed toexecution without examination and judgment. Butdespotism is so much of the very essence of dictator-ship that it cannot be abolished without abolishingdictatorship as well.' Hence this particular decreebecomes itself annulled, by reason of an exceptionwhich admitg summary execution in the case of"obviously counter-revolutionary conspiracy." Thusnaturally the door is wide open for every kind ofarbitrary execution! If, however, this decision isobserved within the proper bounds, it merely succeedsin protecting the robbers and the rogues; but notthe sincere and unbiassed " intelligentsia," throughwhose appearance the Government institutions are tobe cleansed. For what is such a cleansing processif it is not a counter-revolution? The slightest ex-pression of discontent is threatened with the sameseverity as is any form of roguery. And the threatis   not   rendered   abortive   by   any   counter-measure.
since it relates to matters in which the sincere com-munist as well as the rogues have equal interest.For in their criticism of the Soviet regime they bothwork hand in hand. Hence any modification is outof the question. Thus, quite recently, the " AllEussian Extraordinary Commission for Opposing theCounter-Eevolution'' made the following proclama-tion:—
"A series of revolts, which have broken outrecently, proves that the laurels acquired by Krassnoff,as well as the SociaHst revolutionaries of the LeftWing and the Mensheviks of the Left Wing, have notcaused them to cease their activity. It is their exclu-sive aim to undermine our army (Briansk, Samara, andSmolensk), to destroy our industry (Petrograd andTula), as- well as our means of transport and foodsupply through railway strikes. The ' All EussianExtraordinary Commission' declares herewith that itwill make no difference whatever between the WhitsGuards among Krassnoff's troops and the WhiteGuards belonging to the party of the Mensheviks andof the social revolutionaries of the Left Wing. Thechastising hand of the Extraordinary Commission willwork with equal severity in the one case as well as inthe other. The Left Socialist Eevolutionaries and theMensheviks who have been arrested by us will be heldas hostages, and their fate will depend entirely uponthe attitude of both parties."—^President of the All-Eussian Extraordinary Commission, E. Jershinski-(taken from the Isvestia, of the AU-Eussian CentralExecutive Committee, Number 69, March 1st, 1919).
Hence, because in the army there are signs of dissolu-^tion visible, and because discontent is growing amongthe industrial workers and the railway employees, theleading elements of the non-Bolshevik Socialists areto be arrested, so that they may be summarily shotat the slightest sign of any further proletarian opposi-tion.      The quelHng  of  a discontented proletariat—
that is the sublime object with which it is attemptedto sanctify the fatuous means of wholesale executionsin Eussia. It cannot possibly turn economic failureinto a success. It can only lead to the possibilitythat the fall of Bolshevism will not be accepted bythe masses of Eussia in the same way as the fall,of the Second Paris Commune was received by thewhole of the Socialist proletariat at that time; butrather as the fall of Eobespierre of the 9th Thermidor,1794, was received by the whole of France, namely,as salvation from some heavy load, and by no meansas a defeat felt with' intense pain and sorrow.
The Outlook for the Soviet Ebpubmc.
Lenin's government is threatened by another 9thThermidor, but it may come about in some other way.History does ja.ot repeat itself. A_government thatsets an obigot in view, which under'the-circumstancesis unattainable, may go to piecesJn[^TOJ[ifferent ways.-HjgiLl in the end be overtfirown^jTit^tands by~It3programme~aSd"Iall3 wiihjb^^nt it can only main-
"tsin iLsell if it "Inakes^ s6me3^^EStSag.iting©Is!its "progfSmme7""in3r Anally abandons it, altogether.Whatever happens, one way jiSsFas much as the otiier,will lead to failiure, so far as the thing itself is con-cerned. For those persons implicated, however, itmakes an enormous difference whether they retainthe State power in their own hands, or whether theyare to be delivered up as fallen idols to the rage andfury of their enemy.
Eobespierre fell on the 9th Thermidor, but not allthe Jacobins shared his fate. By means of cleveradaptation to circumstances many of them rose to ahigh position. Napoleon himself originally belongedto   the   Terrorists,    and   indeed   was    a    friend   of
Eobespierre's brother. Their sister says later on," Bonaparte was a Eepublican. I will even go so faras to say that he was on the side of the ' Mountain.'His admiration for my elder brother, his friendshipfor my younger brother, and perhaps also the sympathyh© showed in my misfortune, were responsible foJ?my receiving from the ConsxJate a donation of 3,600frs." (Quoted by J. H. Eose, " Napoleon I.," 1916,volume 1, page 50.)
"Rnt,  not   only   iTiflividna.1a WTioTp.   paH.ip.g   can    an
transform thernsfilvpa «« t,n ftvf.TnV.g^^Q t.lipyYi^^lYas frg"^an untenable.positionr.not only with, a. wTiqIo sTfin,but evenjwith enhanced Tjower and respect. It isnoFTmpossible that the collapse of the communistexperiment in Eussia may not equally transform thdBolsheviks, and save them as a governing party.They are already on the way. As thorough-going,'practical politicians, the Bolsheviks! have developed theart of adaptation to circumstances in the course oftheir rule to a remarkable degree. Originally theywere whole-hearted protagonists of a NationalATsgembly, elected on the Streasfth of a universal-ajid."equar"lStgt"" fiuT they set this__a^de^.^ifi soon—as.Jt^ood in~tE5S way. 'i^hey were thorough-goingopponent3"~5f'tB6'^dea'iib penaltvrveflihey establisheda biog.dsI^^r'"°''^^6n "democracy wasbeing" ab'ajmo^^in the State they "became nery upaolders ot democrajsvwithin the proletariat, but they are repressing this(ip.mnovufj nTmeand_more by means ol "their personal~?^Qi3iinf'^^^yf~'''''T^nc^ i^i^'^ii^SiSlMiA-piflcfi.-work system.ajftd..ac&,JLQaurpinitrftdiiiiffiwg .it. A^.nt,fcift,.ba°3J)JiiTig- ofi^eix regime^ev dec]gjadJ»t»^ft4ae»ithaiiiiobjfict..te«g^^the bureaucr^c^aBE^3iailaiSy.,-Md.iieh .gftpreafintiPd .themeans of pe.wecirtBfcJili&»ay.,^>at6.;~:b,nt.i«h«>y ■hay.eJLaiiccfe.duced Jaijtg place a_neffi..f»nn nf hiir,e.a.niP.ratic-ja>l&>,They came'Tnt<rpowCTl>V diftSftlvinP' tho dipcipliBa.J)f
tiie army, and finally the army itafllt Thfiy. hfv^.
created  a  new   army,   severely   disciplined.       They
strove to reduce all clasaes to the same level, insteadc3"wlutlli Lliuv LaTe-ealtetl"lEtb bemg a new clasgLdis-linotion. 'Ibey have created a class which standson a lower level than the proletariat, which latter theyhave raised to a privileged class; and over and abovethis they have caused still another class to appear,which is in receipt of large incomes and enjoys highprivileges. They hoped in the villages to cripple thepeasants who had property, by meting out politicalrights exclusively to the poorest among the peasantry.Now they have granted these propertied peasants somemeasure of representation. They began with amerciless.expropriation of capital, and at the presentmoment are preparing to hand over to American capi-talists the mineral treasures of half Eussia, in orderto gain their assistance, and in every way to come tosome terms with foreign capital. The French warcorrespondent, Ludovic Naudeau, gave a report recentlyin the Temps of a conversation he had had withLenin, in which the latter, among other remarks, gavelihe following account of his friendly attitude towardscapital:—
" "We are very willing to propose that we shouldacknowledge and pay the interest on our foreignloans; and since we lack other means of payment, thatthis should take the form of the delivery of wheat,petroleum, and all kinds of raw material, of whichwe without doubt 'have superfluous stocks, assoon as work in Eussia can be undertaken to its fullestextent. We have also decided, on the strength ofOur contracts, which, of course, must first receivediplomatic sanction, to grant concessions to subjectsof the Entente Powers for the exploiting of forestsand mines, naturally subject to the condition that theessential basis of government of the Russian SovietEepublic be acknowledged. "We know that English,'Japanese, and American capitalists are keenly strivingfor such concessions."
Interviews are not documents upon which one canswear, but the views of the Soviet Eepublic, aboutwhich we are here speaking, are proved by otherresponsible reporters on Eussia. They give evidence ofa strong sense of the actual realities of life; but show-that they have already renounced their Communistprogramme, since its realisation will be delayed forsome long time to come, if they are prepared to farmout to foreign capitalists a part of Russia for eightyyears. Communism, as a means towards theimmediate emancipation of the Eussian proletariat,has now collapsed. It is now only a question whetherLenin's government will announce in a veiled mannerthe bankruptcy of Bolshevik methods, and seekthereby to maintain its position; or whether acounter-revolutionary power will overthrow this govern-ment and proclaim its bankruptcy in a very brutalway. We should ourselves prefer the first way,namely, that Bolshevism should once more consciouslyestablish itself on the basis of Marxist evolution, whichholds that natural phases of development cannot beprecipitated. It would be the least painful, and itwould also be the most beneficial way for the Inter-national proletariat. But, unfortxmately, the course ofworld-history does not always run according to ourwishes. The hereditary sin of Bolshevism has beenits suppression of democracy through a form of govern-ment, namely, the dictatorship, which has no meaningunless it represents the unlimited and despotic power,either of one single person, or of a small organisationintimately boTind. together. With a dictatorship it isas with war. This should be borne in mind by thosein Germany who are under the influence of theEussian method, and who are now coquettmg with theidea of a dictatorship, without thinking it out to itslogical conclusion. It is easy to begin a dictatorshipas it is to begin war, if one has the State power undercontrol.     But when once such steps have been taken,
it is as difficult at will to stop the one as the other.One has to choose between two alternatives, either totriumph or to end in catastrophe. Eussia has animperative need of foreign capital. But this help willnot b© forthcoming to the Soviet Eepublic, unless, itupholds the National Assembly and the freedom of thePress. This is not to imply that the capitalists wereever democratic idealists. Without hesitation theygave millions in support of Tsarism; but they have nostrong confidence in regard to the business capacityof the present revolutionary government. They arein doubt as to its constitution, when it suffers nocriticism to appear in the Press, and obviously has notthe majority of the popizlation behind it. WiU theSoviet Government find a way to preserve the freedomof the Press and to convoke a Constituent Assembly?A certain number of Bolsheviks have declared thatthey fear the one just as little as the other. Butwhy, then, do they not uphold them? Why do theydespise a means which, if they use it well, must helptowards an enormous increase of their moral strength,and of other people's confidence in them? In theaforementioned preface to Bucharin's " Programmeof the Communists" there is written:—-, " The conditions which Kautsky and companywould impose upon a revolution appear to be thatthe revolution certainly has the right to dictate itswill to the bourgeoisie, but that at the same time itis pledged to grant the bourgeoisie every facility,whether through fi-eedom of the Press or through theConstituent Assembly, to air its complaints. Thismasterly suggestion of a learned expert, who does notseem to bother whether he has right on his side, butonly whether he can lodge his accusation on the par-ticular man for whom he is looking, might quite wellbe put into practice, abstractly regarded, without itsdoing any harm to the Revolution. But theRevolution consists in being a civil war, and those
classes who have to fight with cannons and machine-guns readily forego such Homeric form of controversy.The Eevolution never discussed with its enemies. Itdestroys them, and the counter-revolution does thesame thing, and both are quite capable of shoulderingthe reproof that they have disregarded the orders,ofthe German Reichstag."
This justification of slaughter, also in regard to thecounter-revolution, is all the more sublime, when it iscompared with what the author says a few pages beforeconcerning the revolution: —
" The Socialist Eevolution is a long process, whichbegins with the dethronement of the capitalist class;but it can only end with the transformation of thecapitalist system into one for the community of Labour.This process ivill take a geiieration, at least, ijj. eachcountry. This period is exactly the period of theproletarian dictatorship; the period, that is to say, inwhich the proletariat, with one hand, must continueto crush the capitalist class, while the other handalone is free to aid in other Socialistic reconstruction "(page 18).
That is to say, the revolution is synonymous withcivil war, with a war in which no pardon is given, inwhich the one side attempts to crush the other with-out any lasting eifect, since this pleasant processmust continue " for a generation at least." Thisdevastating civil war, carried on by means of machine-gims and gas-bombs, which must work more diredestruction on land than ever happened before in theThirty Years' War; which decimates the population,increases their brutality until it becomes the voidestbarbarism, and which completely stops all soiu-cesof production—^this, indeed, is to be the way to theworking out of the higher form of life for whichSocialism stands! This masterly conception of theSocialist Eevolution is certainly not that of a " learnedexpert," but of a professional revolutionary for whom
insiureotion is synonymous with revolution, and whoreally loses his health and life if such revolution assumesthe form of democracy, and not that of » civil war.But one thing is certainly correct. There are onlytwo possibilities—either democracy or civil war. Who-ever abolishes the one must be prepared for the other.He can only escape from a dictatorship where he hasto deal with an absolutely hopeless and apatheticpopulation, which by its very nature represents the lackof human material on which to build the structure ofa Socialist society.
__^&_we have only the t-»" altrf^iTia-t.i-gAg—rlp.Tnrv.rap.yor civil war—^I myself draw the conclufjifyp thatwberever Hopig-ligm Hfy^s not appear to be possibleon a democratic basis, and where the majority of thepopulation rejects it. its time has not yet fully come.
'Bolshevism, on the other hand, argues that SooialSncan only be ifltrpduc^d by btiilig forcea on a majorityby~aminority. and such can h~ppp.n onlythfmi'iJ'hdictatorship and civil war. T^ fact alone that Bolshev-ism fepila itspilf to ^ in a niinonty among the peoplemakes it clear why it so obstinately rejects democracy,
In spite of its assurance that democrs^ cannot" harm the revolution." If it thought it had themajority behind it, it would not need to rejectdemocracy, even if it did regard fighting with cannonsand machine-guns as the one and only possible formof revolutionary struggle. Moreover, this strugglewould be made easier for Bolshevism, as it was forthe revolutionary Parisians in 1793, if a revolutionaryConvention was behind it all. But such a Conventionwould not stand behind it. When the Bolsheviks cameinto power they found themselves at the height of theirinfluence over the workmen, the soldiers, and a largesection of the peasants; and yet they themselves atthat time did not dare to appeal for a universal elec-tion. Instead of dissolving the Constituent Assemblyand introducing a new election, they simply smashed
it. Ever since, the opposition against the Bolshevikshas been increasing from day to day. The growingnervousness betrayed by its disciples over everykind of Press which is not official, as well as theexclusion of Socialist critics from the Soviets, showsthe transition to the Regiment of Terror. In such asituation, to demolish the dictatorship in ordergradually to return to democracy is scarcely possible.All such attempts hitherto have quickly come to anend. The Bolsheviks are prepared, in order to main-tain their position, to make all sorts of possible con-cessions to bureaucracy, to militarism, and to capital-ism, whereas any concession to democracy seems tothem to be sheer suicide. And yet that alone ofiersany possibility of bringing the civil war to an end,and of leading Eussia again along paths ofeconomic progress and prosperous developmenttowards some higher form of existence. "Withoutdemocracy Eussia will go to pieces: but through"democracY the proletariat must gn tr> .pipcpq .'I'hafinal result is qmtp pTOdip.^^aKlp. Tt, nped not be a 9thIj"iermicfor. but I fear it will not be far removed fromCEat^ '' '
The Outlook for the World Eevolution.
The Bolsheviks themselves seem to have no greatconfidence in their ultimate victory. Yet they haveanchored all their hopes on one thing. For if Eussiaceases to be a chosen people of the revolution thenthe World-Revolution must be the Messiah thatshall redeem the Eussian people. But what is thisworld-revolution? It may be regarded in two quitedifferent ways. One may regard it as representingsuch a growth of the Socialist idea in the world,alongside   of   the   strengthening  of   the   proletariat,
accompanied by an increased bitterness of the class-struggle, that Socialism will become a great powfer,capable of stirring the whole world, and affecting thelife of more and more States as it develops. On theother hand, one might understand under this head arevolutionising of the world in the Bolshevik sense,i.e., the conquest of political power by the proletariatin all the great States; otherwise, the Soviet Eepubliccan no longer save the Eevolution. It would mean,further, the establishment everywhere of SovietEepublics, and the depriving of all non-communistelements of their rights. It would mean the dictator-ship of the Communist Party, and, as a consequence,the letting loose of a civil war throughout the wholeworld for at least a generation to come.
A strenuous propaganda is dt work to bring aboutthis result. To produce a world-revolution, in theBolshevik sense is beyond their power. But theymight certainly be able, should they succeed, inexerting a very considerable influence on West Europe,and so endanger the world-revolution in the othersense of the word. For the chief task of the preachersof the world-revolution, in the Eussian sense, is theletting loose of a fratricidal war among the proletarianmasses of the world.
Being from its very beginning a child of partydissension, and having come to power as the result ofits struggle with other Socialist parties of its owncountry, Bolshevism endeavours to establish itself inEussia by means of a civil war, which makes it intoa war between brother and brother; and, as a finalmeans towards its supremacy, it adds the attempt tosplit up all other Socialist parties which have stillremained in unity—so long as they do not prove tohave a Bolshevist majority. Such is the meaning ofthe Third International. By this means they hopeto introduce the world-revolution. Yet this is notthe   consequence   of   a   mere    whim   or   of   sheer
malice, but proceeds from the very essence ofBolshevism itself, which is incompatible with thehigher form of existence, for which pioneer work hasah-eady been done in Western Europe.
In Western Europe, democracy is not a thing ofyesterday, as is the ease with Eussia. It has wonits way through a series of revolutions, and is theresult of a struggle extending over hundreds of years.It has been absorbed by the masses in their very fleshand blood. As a consequence, it is absolutelyimpossible to deprive all society of aU political rights.In France the peasants represent a power which onedare not flout, and which very jealously watches overits own private property. Moreover, the bourgeoisiein Prance, and still more in England, is a classaccustomed to struggle. The proletariat in Eussia iscertainly weaker than that in West Europe; butinfinitely weaker in the Eussian Empire is the bour-geoisie itself. There, as everywhere in those countrieswhere a strong military autocracy has been in power,the bourgeoisie is just as much in cowardly fear ofthe State power, as it is inspired with blind confidencein its protection. Hence the miserable state ofpresent-day Liberalism. The collapse of State power, thefailure of the military " wall of protection," the trans-ference of all powers of a State into the hands of theproletariat, so frightened the bourgeoisie, which hasnever accustomed itself to undertake any energeticpolitical fight, that it absolutely collapsed, and left theground uncontested in the hands of its opponents.
In West Europe the lower classes, as the result oftheir class-struggle extending over hundreds of years,have educated not only themselves, but also the upperclasses. These latter have gained respect for theproletariat; but they have become, moreover, mastersof the art of meeting any attack at the right momentby making concessions, thus avoiding catastrophes.In     the     Anglo-Saxon     countries,     however,     the
bourgeoisie has had, for a long time since, to fend foritself without any strong standing army. It has learnt,both in relation with the State-power as also with theproletariat, to depend on its own strength alone; henceit does not easily turn tail when any danger isthreatened. And it is these countries that have beenvictorious in the war.
The war has not crushed and dissolved the armiesof these countries as it has those of the Central Powersand Eussia. In East Europe, at the time of thedissolution of the army, it was the soldiers, from what-ever class of the population they may have been drawn,who always represented an element of revolt. Butthis enormous power, which hastens a revolution, mayalso have the effect of bringing weak revolutionaryfactors to power prematurely, thus causing themto be faced with problems which they are not com-petent to solve. It is this power which is lacking inthe victorious countries. For there Socialism -willonly acquire for itself State power, when it is strongenough, within the framework of democracy, to gainthe balance over the other parties. In such countriesit has not the sUghtest cause to abjure democracy;for it is just in such countries that the highest andbest strata of the proletariat could never be foundready to accept the substitution of democracy by adictatorship, which after all simply means the dictator-ship of a single person. It is certain that at thepresent day in France Bolshevik sympathisers amongthe Socialists are very strong; but they arose solely inconsequence of the very justifiable opposition' to allattempts of their own capitalist government to crushSocialist governments abroad.
There are also many who think that Bolshevikmethods are suitable for Eussia; but they have no inten-tion of recommending the same methods to be appliedin France. Nevertheless, even there the Blanquistetraditions of revolt, and the Proudhonist traditions of
anti-parliamentarianism have not quite died out. Thesetwo hostile elements have gained fi"esh life by somestrange fusion in syndicalism. They might offer somebasisfor Bolshevism. But it is quite out.of the questionthat they should ever gain hold of the proletariatof Francei or indeed of England and America. Itsgrowth there would only end in its splitting up, justat the time- when it would have great 'arid decisivestruggles to-fight—struggles in which it could onlypossibly- become victorious by showing the utmostcohesion and co-operation. The Bolshevik propagandafor a world-revolution, as we have already said, cannottherefore further the world-revolution, which is alreadyin preparation. The utmost it can do is to endangerit.
Communism, as a result of its diversiv© tendencies,has already endangered the revolution in Germany.German Social democracy before th© war was a strongSocialist party in the country. United on the basis ofa common and single aspect of society shared by allits members, it was -on the point of embracing themajority of the population, as soon as it hadsucceeded in winning over the Catholic workers, whofollowed the: banner of the Centrum. If it hadpossessed the majority, the struggle for democracy,that is: to say the struggle for the voting reform inPrussia, would have become a struggle for politicalpower. 'If this had- been gained the party would atonce have reaped the finest fruits of its iactivity', con-sidering the wealth which German capitalism haddeveloped and amassed, and which made it possible toameliorate rapidly the general condition of the masses.The world-war has made a complete end to this wealth.Peace hasi now found Germany in the most desperateBituati6n. It precludes any attempt at creating/betterconditions for the masses, whatever the means of pro-duction may be. But this world-war, as a result of thecollapse and the dissolution of the army, has also caused
social democracy, not through its own strength butthrough the bankruptcy of its opponents, to come to thef pre, at a time when itself has become weakened throughthe cleavage which the war has brought about. If socialdemocracy wishes to become the dominating party, itsimmediate reunion has become an imperativenecessity. One would have thought that the demandsof the present moment would have been carried outall the more expeditiously, since the cause of thecleavage within the Socialist party, namely, theattitude towards the war, has now disappeared.
But, unfortunately, since the rise of the SovietEepublic, a new, wedge has been driven through theSocialist ranks of Germany by Bolshevik propa-ganda, which has demanded that our Party shouldrelinquish the essential claims of democracy, and setup the dictatorship of the workmen's council as aform of State. In order to be under no falseimpression, the Bolsheviks ceased to call themselvessocial democrats. They therefore called, themselvesCommunists, apparently in order to ally themselveswith the true form of Marxism laid down in the Com-munist Manifesto. They fca-got, however, that Marxand Engels, towards the end of 1847, published theCommunist Manifesto, and a few months later issuedthe Neue Bheinische Zeitung as the organ ofdemocracy, so little in their eyes was the antagonismbetween democracy and communism. The oppositionbetween dictatorship and democracy has created inGermany, alongside of the two Socialist parties whichexisted before the revolution, yet another, namely,that of the Communists. It has given rise to uncer-tainty and division in the politics of each of these twoparties, and among the Independents has producedstrong Bolshevik tendencies. Further, it has resultedin a reaction among a section of the Socialists of theEight against these very tendencies, which, however,overshot the mark, and caused leanings towards the
!&curg€(©is party, with which the Socialists of the Eight,alreaiiy as the result of the war policy, had a- gooddeal in common.
The revolution of November 9th broke this coalitionwith the hiourgeoisie^ and brought about an under-ateiiding with the Ipdependents. Uirfortunately thiswas oidy temporary. Jn GemMQy it is just aalittle possible as in Wdst Eiurope to inlbroduee a real,permanent, and active form of dictatorship, whichshould embrace the whole Empire. The populationhapS progressed far too much for this^ JiQ. attemptsof separate and proletarian seoti<His to assume thedictatorship can hJa.ve only temporary success. Theyare bound to lead to one result, namely, the increaseof the political and economic dissolution of the Empire,and to prepare the way for a counterrevolutionarynjjiitary dictatorship. But this latter also can neverbecome a permanent and tmiversal power. It isimpossible in {Germany to continue to govern againstthe interests of the workers.
The excesses of the Noske Guards in Berlin, theterrible fury in Mimich, are no proof of the dictatorialpower of the government. They show rather thehelplessness of tiie government in its attitude towardsthose spirits, which it has oonjmred up, which arecertainly capable of committing with impunity horribledeeds of revenge, but which are nevertheless incapablethemselves of guiding the State.
This striving for dictatorship, whether from the Leftor the Eight, cannot lead to a real dictatorship, butonly to anareiiy and complete ruin, which will lead us,hot to any higher forms of life but to cannibalism, whenall production will be at an end, and all food commoditieswill have been consumed. And even before it can getso far, it may happen that all attempts to introduce adictatorship will only lead, as the one result of itsactivity, to an increase of the cruelty and brutality withwiiieh' poKtioal   and   economic   struggles   are   being
fought out, as well as to an increase in the niunberof victims. This will render any positive constructionquite impossible. This is just as true of Noske'sregiment as of the Soviet dictatorship.
At the present moment propag^anda is being madefor a certain form of dictatorship, which is to be onlytemporary, and which, in any case, is not to haverecourse to violence. This is the worst of all possibleillusions. In a country in which all classes havealready awakened t6 the importance of pcditlcal life,no party can exercise a dictatorship without somerecourse to despotism. However peaceful their viewsmay be, however great their determination to usethe dictatorship merely as a means of acquiring thestrength necessary for positive work, it will soonhappen, after they have once started their regime, thatnothing will remain over of their dictatorial methodsbut despotism itself.
Democracy alone offers the one means of avoidingdespotism, and of coming to some calm and positiveconstruction. But at the present moment democracyhas been overpowered theoretically by the Left, andpractically by the Eight Wing of the Socialist Party.The National Assembly itself is far from being ademocracy; for no democracy is possible without therepresentation of the people by means of a imiversaland equal vote. The one and only institution at thepresent moment that might to some extent keep theEmpire together can come, not through Workmen'sCouncils, nor through a dictatorial government, butonly through a National Assembly, consisting of repre-sentatives from all parts of the Empire. Certainlythe present constitution is highly unsatisfactory> butwho has elected the majority in it? It is the activepopulation, the very people who are to elect theWorkmen's Councils, so soon as these latter have beenerected into a system. The votes of the IndependentSocial Democrats in the constitution form not one*
tenth of the National Assembly. The working-classesrepresent nine-tenths of the whole nation.
The Workmen's Councils present a very differentpicture from the National Assembly, only so long asthey embrace the wage-earners of the great industries.As such, they can become important for progressivepolicy, and they are indispensable for all attempts atfiocialisation. But, as such alone, they are incapableof being an adequate substitution for the NationalAssembly. For the more this system of councils isextended over the whole province of large industry,and the more it embraces the whole of the workingpopulation, so much the more must the central councilin its constitution approximate to the NationalAssembly, without investing its majority with thatauthority which the majority of the National Assemblypossesses, as the result of its openly claiming to bethe majority of the nation.
Nothing can be more erroneous than the assertion,which has also figured lately in the discussions of therecent Congress of the Third International in Moscow,that parliamentarianism and democracy in their veryessentials are bourgeois institutions. They are formswhich may be utterly different in content, accordingto the kind of people they represent. If in anyparliament the bourgeois elements are to be in themajority, then parliamentarianism will be bourgeoisin character; and if these parties prove to be of nouse their parliamentarianism is also useless. But aasoon as a Socialist majority appears in Parliament, thewhole situation is radically changed. Now it hasbeen said that such a Socialist majority is out of thequestion, even with the most liberal and completesecret ballot, because the capitalists dominate the Pressand buy off the workers. But if the capitalists arereally in a position to buy off the workers in thismanner, especially after a revolution like the present,they should be juet ft3 papabl$ of influencing those
who have the right of voting for these Workmen'sCouncils. The further assertion that, for theSocialists, even by the complete secret ballot, andeven witii a majority of wage-earners in the popula-tion, it is impossible to gain a majority in anyparliament, on account of the financial power whichthe capitalists exercise over the proletariat, isequivalent to calling the proletariat nothing but afeeble and cowardly band of illiterates, and simplyannounces the bankruptcy of the proletarian cause.For if the proletariat were of siloh poor and wretchedconstitution, then no institution, in the world can helpit, however elaborately it might be decked out toensure victory in spite of its moral and intellectualimpotence.
If the Grerman National Assembly of the present dayhas a specifically bourgeois character, it is theBolshevik propaganda which has contributed not alittle to that. It has caused among the working-classes,and also among the independents, a certain mistrustof the National Assembly, and has further impaired thelatter's interests in the eleotions^ And the other working-class elements, namely, the Catholics, who were onthe point of disassociating themselves from the bour-geois cliques, were likewise weaikened, and given overto bourgeois guidance
It is quite certain that Germany cannot recover herhealth under the present National Assembly. Theprocess of convalescence will not be furthered, buton the otiier band hindered, if the struggle against theexisting Assembly is transformed into a fight againstdemocraey, against universal suffrage, and against theconstitution of the National Assembly as such. Forin this way a hindrance will be caused, which willprevent the struggle from concentrating on the onepoint where reform can proceed, namely, the elecffcionof a National Assembly, in which thte reprssentoMvesof the prole1»ri{|'t shall form the majority,  and be
prepared to set about as energetically as they oaii thesocialising of the country, in so far as it iS possible.They must also be determined unhesitatingly to carryon- the democratisation of Germany, which has only,just begun. This, and not a dictatorship, must bethe programme of any purely Socialist G-ovemmentthat may com© into power. In this way it wouldalso gain the allegiance of the Catholic workers, andindeed of all bourgeois circles, if they could see insuch a programme the means to help rescue theRepublic from the civil war, which has arisen as aresult of the dictat<Mrial tendencies among those partiesstruggling for pre-eminence. If the Communistsassert that democracy is none other than the methodof bourgeois domina«tion, the answer to that would be,that the alternative to democracy, namely, thedictatorship itself, could lead to nothing elsei but arevolution, and to methods of violence characteristicof by^gone days. Democracy, with its universaleq-uaJl suffrage, does not represent the dominationof the bourgeoisie; for the boulrgeoisie in its periodof revolution did not introduce equal suffrage, butonly suffrage according to census, which was intro-duced into France, England, Belgium and elsewhere.It was only after long and bitter struggle that theproletariat succeeded in acquiring universal and equalsuffrttge-^a perfectly well-known fact, which, however,all Communists abd their friends seem to have com-pletely forgotten. Democracy, with its universal equalsuffirage, is the method to transform the class-struggleout of a hand-to-hand fight into a battle of iuteelli-gence, in which one particular class can triumph onlyif it is intellectually and morally on a level with itsopponent. Democracy is the one and only methodtlirough which the higher form of life can be realised,and which Socialism declares is the right Ol civilisedmen. Dirtatorship leads only to tha* form ofSooialismi which, has been called Asiatic.;- but uiiiustly,
232 TEREGEISM AND COMMUNISM
for Asia baa given birth to a Confucius and a Buddha.It would be more exact to call it Tartar Socialism.
Quite apart from the terrible oonsequences of theworld-war, which naturally bear the greater responsi-bility, it is due in a great measure to the subversiveand destructive activity of the Commimists, to theirdissipation of the strength of the proletariat by fruit-less adventures, that the working-classes of Germanyhave gained little from their own victory, and havenot understood how to make democracy an adequateinstrument for their own emancipation.
Democracy offers far better prospects for Socialismin West Europe and America. These regions, especiallythe Anglo-Saxon countries, have issued from theworld-war less weakened economically than the others.Every form of progress, and every gain of power oq thepart of the proletariat, must immediately bring withit an improvement in the conditions of life.
But at the same time the struggle of the proletariatagainst the bourgeois world must assume more intensiveforms than ever it did before the war.
The period of patriotic exuberance, which warand, after it, victory, had given rise to, is rapidlypassing. The change has already begun, and will pro-ceed at an increasing rate, when once peace has beensigned. For, however great the burdens placed by thePeace Treaty on the conquered, the sacrifices entailedby the victorious peoples will be felt none the less,since everywhere now the chief interest will be turnedfrom external problems to problems of home policy.pThe opposition of the proletariat will, in such case,ilwaya assume more and more energetic forms,according as its seH-conscioueness increases. TheGerman, and still m'Ore the Eussian, Revolution hasin this respect acted as an incentive. Whatever onemay think of the Bolshevik methods, the fact that aproletarian government in a great State has nqt only,come into power,  but been able to maintain itself
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for nearly two years under the most difficult condi-tions conceivable, naturally increases the feeling ofpower among the proletariat of all countries. For theworld-revolution therefore, in this respect, the Bol-sheviks have rendered an enormous service, far morethan they have through their emissaries and propagan-dists, who have been responsible for more harm to theproletarian cause than for any revolutionary achieve-ment, .«^
The proletariat of the whole world has now been setin motion, and its international pressure will be strongenough to cause all economic progress of the future totdevelop on Socialist, and no longer on capitalist UnesJ
In this respect, therefore, the world-war has madethis epoch significant; for it hpa maiant. t.Via onA ofpApifaliat. and t.ba hfifrinning of Socialist devolop-ment; Clearly, we shall not be able to leap at onebound out of a ca;pitalist into a Socialist world.Socialism is not a piece of mechanism, which one canput together on a pre-conoeived plan, and which, onceit has been set in motion, can go on working in aregular manner. On the contrary, it is in reality aprocess of social co-operation, which has its own speciallaws just liko any other form of social activity; whichhowever, within these laws can assume the mostvaried forms, and is also capable of fuller development,the outcome of which it is impossible for us at thepresent moment to see.
We of the present day have no " ready-made Utopiasto introduce by popular decision." What is nowhappening is the liberating of those elementajhatmark the beginning of Socialist development, (if wecare to call that the world-revolution, because this ishappening throughout the world, then we are certainlyconfronted with a world-revolution. It will not pro-ceed on the lines of a dictatorship, nor by means ofcannons and guns, nor through the destruction of one'spolitical   and   social   adversaries,   but   only   through
id4 *fERilOElSM AHD COMMUNMM
democraey aod hurnani-fcy. In this way alone can wehope to amve at those higher forms erf hfe, the workingout of which belongs to the future task of thepi<ol€tariat.
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