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Framfor dig har du nu Rosa Luxemburgs klassiska text “Organisationsfragan i den ryska
socialdemokratin”. Forsta gangen publicerad 1904, alltsa ett ar innan det revolutionara for-
spelet i Ryssland 1905. Den version vi nu publicerar & samma som publicerades av
Arbetarpress 1983.

Séagas om Rosa Luxemburg kan, att hon rédknas som en av de mer utméarkande karaktér-
erna inom arbetarrorelsen, vid sidan av sjélvaste Marx och Engels. Nu var det dock inte
denna text som gjorde henne s& ryktbar. Daremot hennes storsta teoretiska verk
“Kapitalets ackumulation” som kom 1912. Trots att detta verk réknas som ett av dom som
forde marxismen framat, s& har det aldrig funnits Gversatt till svenska! Vad det i sin tur
beror pa, later vi vara osagt. Men Rosa Luxemburgs teorier kom ganska tidigt pa kant med
Lenin - nagot som delvis marks i féljande text - och den svenska vanstern har ju under hela
dess historia dominerats av grupper, partier och tidningar som goér ansprak pa att vara
leninister.

Vi har &ven valt att publicera en text av Paul Mattick, “Rosa Luxemburg in retrospect”.
Denna &r tyvarr pa engelska, men vi hoppas att det inte hindrar er fran att ta del av hans
tankar. Texten publicerades i Root & Branch #6, 1978

Som kuriosa kan sagas att i varas (1999) var det 80 ar sedan Luxemburg och hundratals
andra revolutionarer mérdades pa uppdrag av det socialdemokratiska partiet och den
tyska borgarklassen.

Publicerandet av dessa texter far ses som en del i ateruprattandet av Rosa Luxemburgs
person och verk.

FOLKMAKT, GBG hésten 1999



FORORD.

| borjan av detta arhundrade var Ryssland ett
efterblivet land. Den 6vervéagande delen av
befolkningen fick sin utkomst fran jordbruket.
Industrin som fanns var starkt koncentrerad.
Den var till storsta delen statsdgd eller kon-
trollerad av utlandskt kapital, och hade inte som
i vasteuropa vuxit upp som en fortldpande ste-
gring av en kapitalistisk produktion. | Ryssland
hade istéllet storindustrin grundlagts med hjép
av “frammande’ véasteuropeiskt kapital. P&
grund av detta fanns inte nagon stark borgark-
lass att rékna med. Ryssland styrdes av en abso-
lutistisk regim och staten och dess byrakrati
spelade en central roll med stéd av adeln och
storbonder. | marxistiska termer skulle Ryssland
kunna beskrivas som en blandning av asiatiskt,
feodalt och imperialistiskt dominerat kapitalis-
tiskt produktionssétt.

Den ryska intelligensian hade en 1&ng tradition
av kamp mot den absolutistiska regimen, i t ex
narodnikerrorelsen. | arbetarklassen - fétalig i
forhdllande till den 6vriga befolkningen, men
starkt koncentrerad - sig intelligensian en allier-
ad.

“Som kamp mot absolutismen, storgodségande
och présterskap var kampen i Rysdand lik den
som bourgeoisin och intelligensian var tvungen
att fora i vast- och centraleuropa under 1800-
talet. Déarfor upptréder hos Lenin samma
tankegangar och grundaskadningar som tidi-
gare under namn av borgerlig materialism s
djupt upprorde de “ bildade” Kklickarna i vast.
Han kéanner sig besléktad med dess fore-
sprakare. Meni Ryssland var det arbetarklassen
som maste féra denna kamp. Darfor maste
organet for denna kamp vara ett socialistiskt
parti som bekénde sig till marxismen och dver-
tog sA mycket fran den - laran om den nod-
vandiga u-vecklingen fran feodalismen Gver
kapitalismen till kommunismen, laran om
klasskampen som drivande kraft - som var néd-
vandig for en rysk revolution. Dérfor kallade
Lenin sin materialism fér marxism och trodde
att hans materialism var marxism.” Ur Anton
Pannekoek “Lenin som filosof”

Lenin, ledare for bolgevikpartiet och dérmed
for ryska revolutionen och den unga sovjetstat-
en, “anpassade” marxismen till det ryska
samhéllet, men lyckades samtidigt med att
forvrénga teorin. Denna férvrangning tog sig
flerauttryck: i synen pafilosofin, synen paarbe-
tarklassen, synen pa den revolutionéra organisa-
tionen, pa fackfoéreningarna och parlamentet,
forhallandet till nationalismen.

Rosa Luxemburg, fostrad i den mer avancerade
europeiska arbetarrorelsen, reagerade pa nagra
delar av denna forvréngning, och kritiserade i
sin artikel “Organisationsfragan i den ryska
socialdemokratin” Lenins partiuppfattning.
Hennes artikel &r ett direkt bemétande av Lenins
skrift “Ett steg framat tva ga steg tillbaka”. F.6.
kan man konstatera att Lenin fick stod av
véldigt fa teoretiker inom den revolutiondra
delen av den europeiska arbetarrérelsen. Desto
fler utvecklade, i likhet med Rosa Luxemburg
en annan syn pa marxismen an den Lenin stod
for; t ex Anton Pannekoek, Karl Korsch, Georg
Lukacs och Paul Mattick.

Lenins verk tog upp bolsievikernas syn pa han-
delserna under Ryska Socialdemokratiska
Arbetarpartiets 2:a kongress & 1903 och
manaderna darefter, da partiet splittrades pa bol-
sieviker och mensjeviker. “Ett steg framdt, tva
steg tillbaka” behandlar speciellt hur kongress-
minoriteten, mensjevikerna, efter kongressen
vagrat rétta sig. efter dess beslut och pa olika
vagar fétt in egna kanditater i partiets ledande
organ, sa att dessa kom att bli mensjevikdomin-
erade. Lenin for hérvid fram synen att partiled-
ningen ska ha kontroll dver de lagre instanserna
i partiet, t ex Over lokalavdelningarna.

Rosa Luxemburg skriver sin kritik bl a utifran
sitt medlemskap i Polska och Litauiska
Socialdemokratiska Partiet (Polen och Litauen
lydde d& under Tsar- ryssiand). Det var menin-
gen att det Polsk-Litauiska partiet skulle ga
samman med det Ryska. Sa blev nu inte fallet,
och det berodde inte bara pd motséttningarna
kring partidemokratin. Rosa Luxemburg hade
ocksd en annan syn an Lenins pa frdgan: om



“den nationella gélvstandigheten”, dér hon var
avvisande till parollen om “nationellt
gdlvbestdmmande” (bl afér Polen).

Den artikel av Rosa Luxemburg som vi pub-
licerar nu, kritiserar bara en del av den leninis-
tiska revol utionsteorin, namligen frégan om par-
tiets organisering. Darfor & den titel som bl a
anarkister och syndikalister har gett artikeln nér
de publicerat den, “Marxism kontra Leninism”,
bade oegentlig och felaktig.

Rosa Luxemburgs artikel har snart 80 & pa
nacken, men sa lange leninisterna dominerar
Over andra stromningar som ocksa kallar sig
revolutiondra och marxistiska, ar den aktuell.

ORGANISATIONSFRAGAN

En uppgift utan motstycke i den socialistiska
rorelsens historia har fallit pd den ryska
socialdemokratins lott. Det & uppgiften att
bestémma vilken som &r den bésta socialistiska
taktiken i ett land dér det fortfarande rader abso-
lut monarki. Det &r ett misstag att dra en strikt
paralell mellan den nuvarande situationen i
Ryssland och de férhallanden som radde i
Tyskland under &en 1878-90, da Bismarcks
antisociaistiska lagar géllde. | 6vrigt & de pa
intet sétt jamforbara.

De hinder som den socialistiska rorelsen moter
genom att det inte finna ndgra demokratiska fri-
heter & av en ganska sekundér betydelse (sic!).
Aven i Rysdand har den folkliga rorelsen lyck-
ats med att komma 6ver de barriérer, som staten
satt upp. Folket har funnit en egen “konstitu-
tion” (men en ganska osaker sddan) i gatans par-
lament. Om det ryska folket hdller denna kurs,
kommer det s smaningom att vinna fullstandig
seger Over sélvhéarskardomet.

Den framsta svarigheten som den socialistiska
verksamheten i Ryssland stélls infér, kommer
sig av att borgarklassens herravélde i detta land
doljs av en absolutistisk makt. Detta ger den
socialistiska propagandan en abstrakt karaktér,

medan déremot den Kkortsiktiga politiska agite-
tionen antar en demokratisk-revolutionar fork-
ladnad.

Bismarcks antisocialistiska lagar stallde vér
rérelse utanfor den konstutionella ramen i ett
hogt utvecklat borgerligt samhélle, dér klass-
motséttningarna redan slagit ut i full blom i de
parlamentariska striderna (hari 1&g for 6vrigt det
absurda i Bismarcks plan). Situationen & helt
annorlunda i .Ryssland. Problemet dér & hur
man skall kunna skapa en socialdemokratisk
rorelse vid en tidpunkt, d& staten annu inte ar i
handerna pa borgarklassen.

Denna omstandighet har betydelse for agitatio-
nen och for séttet att omplantera den socialis-
tiska laran i rysk jord. Den leder ocksa direkt
och pa ett speciellt sétt till fragan om partior-
ganisationen.

Under normala forhallanden - dvs nar borgark-
lassens politiska herravélde har foregétt social-
istrorelsen - far arbetarklassen den forsta borjan
till politisk solidaritet till skanks av bourgeoisin.
Pa detta stadium & enligt Kommunistiska
Manifestet arbetarnas enande inte resultatet av
deras egna strédvanden efter enhet utan en foljd
av borgarklassens handlande “som for att na
sina egna politiska mal tvingas att sétta prole-
tariatet i rorelse...”

Men i Ryssland maste socialdemokratin genom
egna anstrangningar skapa en hel historisk peri-
od. Den méste leda de ryska proletérerna fran
deras nuvarande fullstandiga splittring, som for-
langer envéldet, till en klassorganisering som
kommer att hjélpa dem att bli medvetnaom sina
historiskamal och forbereda dem for kampen att
na dessa mal.

De ryska socialisterna tvingas att genomfora en
sadan organisering utan att kunna dra nytta av
de formella garantier, som man ofta har under
en borgerligt demokratisk regim, De forfogar
inte 6ver det politiska rématerial, som i andra
lander bestds av det borgerliga samhallet sjalvt.
Liksom Gud Fader méste de sa att saga l&ta sin



organisation véxa fram ur intet.

Hur skall man astadkomma en Gvergang fran
den organisationstyp som & kénnetecknande for
det forberedande stadiet inom socialistrorelsen -
vanligen praglat av fristdende lokala grupper
och klubbar med propaganda som huvudsaklig
verksamhet - till enheten hos en stor nationell
sammanslutning som l&mpar sig for gemensam
politisk verksamhet over hela det vidstréckta
landomréde, som beharskas av den ryska staten?
Det & de speciella problem som den ryska
socialdemokratin har grubblat dver en tid tillba
ka

Autonomi och isolering & de mest utmérkande
dragen hos den gamla organisationstypen. Det
ar darfor 14t att forstaatt “ centralism!” har bliv-
it slagordet for dem som vill ha en omfattande
nationell organisation.

Centralism blev temat i den kampanj som har
bedrivits av Iskra-gruppen de senaste tre aren.
Det var den kampanjen som gav upphov till
kongressen i augusti 1903, en kongress som har
kallats ryska socialdemokratiska partiets andra
kongress, men i sjdva verket var dess kon-
stituerande forsamling.

Vid partikongressen blev det klart, att termen
“centralism” inte helt tacker organisationsfragan
inom det ryska socialdemokratiska partiet. Ater
igen har vi fétt 1&ra oss, att ingen strikt formel
kan erbjuda |6sningen pa ngot problem inom
den socialistiska rorelsen.

“Ett steg framdt - tva steg tillbaka”, forfattad av
Lenin, en framstdende mediem av Iskra-grup-
pen, & en metodisk framstélning av de idéer
som framforts av ultracentralisternai den ryska
rorelsen. Den sténdpunkt som i denna bok férs
fram med ojdmforlig styrka och logik, & den
skoningsl6sa centralismen. .Den forsta princip
som slas fast & att det & nodvandigt att valja ut
alla aktiva revolutiondrer och av dem bilda en
sarskild kér. Detta for att skilja dem fran den
revolutiondra men oorganiserade massan som
omger denna €lit.

Lenins tes & att partiets centralkommitté maste
fa privilegiet att utndmna alla lokala partikom-
mittéer. Den ska ha rétt att férordna verkstal-
lande organ i allalokalavdelningar, fran Genéve
till Liége, fran Tomsk till Irkutsk. Den skaocksa
ha rétt att patvinga alla dessa sina egna fardiga
regler och stadgar. Den ska ha rétt att doma i
sadana frégor som upplosning och bildande av
lokala organisationer utan att ndgon kan dverk-
laga besluten. P4 detta sitt skulle centralkom-
mittén efter eget behag kunna bestdmma sam-
mansattningen av bade partiets centrala organ
och partikongressen. Centralkommittén skulle
bli den endatédnkande delen i partiet. Allaandra
grupperingar skulle bli dess lydiga lemmar.

Lenin menar, att foreningen av den socialistiska
massrorelsen och en sidan strangt centraliserad
organisationstyp & en specifik princip i den
:revolutionéra marxismen. For att stodja denna
tes l&gger han fram en hel rad argument som vi
nu ska se litet ndrmare pa.

Allmént talat kan man inte forneka, att den
socialdemokratiska rorelsen har en stark
inneboende tendens till centralisering. Denna
tendens kommer fran kapitalismens ekonomiska
struktur, som huvudsakligen & en cen-
traliserande faktor. Den socialdemokratiska
rérelsen verkar inom den stora borgerliga staten.
Dess uppgift & att inom national statens grénser
representera prol etariatets klassintressen och att
stédlla gemensamma intressen mot ala lokala
intressen och gruppintressena.

Darfor & socialdemokratin i regel motsténdare
till ala yttringar av lokalism och federalism.
Den strévar efter att forena alaarbetare och alla
arbetarorganisationer till ett enda parti oavsett
nationella, religidsa och yrkesmassiga skillnad-
er. Socialdemokratin dverger denna princip till
forman for federalismen endast i undantagsfall,
som t.ex. i kejsardomet Osterrike-Ungern.

Det &r klart att den ryska socialdemokratin inte
bor organiseras som en federativ klump,
bestéende av en massa nationella grupper. Det



bor snarare bli ett enhetligt parti for hela tsar-
riket. Men det &r inte det, som vi ifrégasitter har.
Vad vi diskuterar, & hur stark centralisering som
ar nddvandig inom ett enat ryskt parti i perspek-
tivet av de speciella forhdlanden, som partiet
har att verka under.

Socialdemokratiska partiet har ju vissa
uppgifter som organ fér klasskampen. Och ser
man problemet ur denna synvinkel, si verkar
det forst som om partiets makt och styrka &r
direkt beroende av, att man kan centralisera det.
Men dessa formella uppgifter finna inom alla
aktiva partier. Nér det géller socialdemokratin,
betyder de mindre &n de historiska forutsat-
tningarna.

Den socialdemokratiska rérelsen &r den forstai
klassamhallets historia, som i alla sina utveck-
lingsskeden hela tiden réknar med massornas
organisering och direkta, salvstédndiga hand-
lande.

Hérigenom skapar socialdemokratin en typ av
organisation som helt och hallet skiljer sig fran
den som fanns hos tidigare revolutiondra
rorelser, som t ex. jakobinernas och Blanqui-
anhadngarnas rorel ser.

Lenin tycks nonchalera detta faktum, nér han i
sin bok (sid. 140) pastér att,. den revolutionare
socialdemokraten inte & nagonting annat &n “en
jakobin som & oupplodigt forenad med det
organiserade proletariatet, ett. proletariat som
har blivit medvetet om sina klassintressen”.

For Lenin & skillnaden mellan socialdemokrati
och blanquism inte sérskilt stor. Han menar, att
vi istéllet for en handfull konspiratorer har fatt
ett klassmedvetet proletariat. D& glommer han
att hans uppfattning av denna skillnad kréver en
fullstandig omvéardering av véra organisation-
sidéer och &ven en helt annan innebord i begrep-
pet centralism och i forhdllandet mellan partiet
och sjélva kampen.

Blanquismen réknade inte med att arbetark-
lassen skulle deltamed direkt handlande. Darfor

behdvde man inte heller organisera folket for
revolutionen. Folket skulle spela sin roll bara i
gédva revolutionsdgonblicket. Forberedelserna
skulle skétas av en liten grupp revolutionérer
som hade rustat sig for kuppen, ,Ja, det var till
och med s, att for att den revolutionéra kon-
spirationen, skulle. lyckas si ansags det vara
bést att hdlla massan pa avstand fran konspir-
atérerna. Orsaken till att blanquisterna kunde
hitta pa nagot sadant var, att det. inte fanns
ndgon narmare kontakt mellan organisationens
konspirationer och folkmassornas dagliga
kamp.

Blanquistrevolutionérernas taktik och konkreta
uppgifter hade inte mycket med den grundl&g-
gande klasskampen att géra. De improviserade
fritt. Och dérfor kunde de bestdmma i forvég.
Deblev ti1l en férdigarbetad plan. Som en féljd
av detta blev organisationens ordinarie medlem-
mar reducerade till verkstdllande organ, som
utforde pa forhand givna order, bestamda av
nédgon utanfor deras verksamhetsomrade. De
blev centralkommitténs redskap. Har ser vi en
annan egendomlighet hos konspirationscentral -
ismen - partisektionernas absoluta och blinda
underkastel se under styrelsens vilja, och utbred-
ningen av styrelsens auktoritet till ala delar av
organisationen.

Socialdemokratin, daremot, arbetar pa ett
radikalt annorlunda sétt. Den véaxer fram som en
historisk nddvandighet ur den grundldggande
klasskampen. Och den sprider sig och utvecklas
i enlighet med foljande dial ektiska motsigel se:
den proletdra armén rekryteras och blir med-
veten om sina ma under sjdva striden.
Partiorganisationens verksamhet, proletérernas
vaxande medvetande om kampens mal, kampen
gV - dessa tre ting kan inte skiljas & tidsmas-
sigt och mekaniskt De &r bara olika aspekter pa
samma process. Socialdemokratin har bara
alméanna principer for kampen och inte nagon
férdig strategi som en centralkommitté kan l&ra
medlemmarnai partiet pa samma sétt som man
utbildar militéra férband. Dessutom varierar det
socialistiska partiets inflytelsesfér sténdigt med
kampens framgangar och motgangar, under. det



att organisationen skapas, och véxer.

Darfor kan inte en socialdemokratisk centralism
grundas pa partimedlemmarnas blinda lydnad
och  mekaniska  underkastelse  under
partistyrelsen. Déarfoér kan inte den
socialdemokratiska rorel sen till 8ta, att man byg-
ger en |ufttdt skiljemur mellan & ena sidan pro-
|etariatets klassmedvetna kérna som redan finns
inom partiet och & andra sidan de delar av pro-
letariatet som finns utanfor partiet, ute bland
folket.

Lenin bygger sin centrdism pa fdljande tva
principer:

1. Alla partiorgan skal in i minsta detalj blint
underkasta sig partistyrel sen, som ensam har att
ténka, leda och beduta.

2. Kérnan av organiserade revolutiondrer skall
omsorgsfullt skiljas fran sin sociala och revolu-
tionéra miljo.

En s&dan typ av centralism & enbart ett Gverfly-
ttande av blanquismens organisationsprinciper
till den socialistiska arbetarklassens mass-
rorelse.

| enlighet med denna uppfattning definierar
Lenin sin “revolutiondra socialdemokrat” som
en jakobin som &r férenad med det organiserade
proletariatet, ett proletariat som har blivit med-
vetet om sina klassintressen”.

| séva verket & inte socialdemokratin férenad
med det organiserade proletariatet. Det &r prole-
tariatet sjélvt. Och darfor & socialdemokratisk
centralism helt och hallet olik blanquistisk cen-
tralism. Den kan bara vara vissa gruppers och
individers samlade vilja, ndmligen de grupper
och individer som &r representativa for arbetark-
lassens mest klassmedvetna, militanta och
avancerade delar. Den &r, s att siga det
avancerade proletariatets “sjélv-centralism”.
Det & majoritetens styre inom partiet.

De nddvéandiga villkoren for ett forverkligande

av socialdemokratisk centralism ar: 1.
Existensen av en stor skara arbetare som utbil-
dats for den politiska kampen. 2. Mgjlighet for
arbetarna att utveckla sin egen politiska verk-
samhet genom inflytande pa det offentliga livet,
partipressen, offentliga kongresser, etc.

Dessa villkor & &nnu inte helt uppfyllda i
Ryssland. Né&r det géller det forstavillkoret, kan
man nu bara se embryot till en proletér fortrupp
medveten om sina klassintressen och med for-
maga till galvstyrelse i den politiska verk-
samheten. All socialistisk agitation och organi-
sation borde syfta till att paskynda bildandet av
en sadan fortrupp. Det andra villkoret kan bara
uppfyllas under en regim som till&ter fri politisk
verksamhet.

Lenin forkastar helt och hallet dessa slutsatser.
Han & dvertygad om att det i Ryssland redan
finns alla nodvéndiga forutsdttningar for ett
méktigt och centraliserat parti. Han forklarar, att
“det & inte langre &r proletdrerna utan istéllet
vissa intellektuella i vart parti som behGver
undervisas i organisations- och disciplinfragor”
(sid. 145). Han forhérligar fabrikens uppfos-
trande betydelse. Fabriken, séger han, véanjer
proletariatet vid “disciplin och organisation”
(sid. 147).

N&r Lenin siger detta, visar han &ter, att hans
uppfattning om socialistisk organisation & helt
mekanisk. Den disciplin som Lenin talar om
inhamras i arbetarklassen inte bara av fabriken
utan ocksd av den militdra apparaten och den
statliga byrékratin - av hela den auktoritéra
borgerliga staten.

Vi gor oss skyldigatill sélvbedrégeri och miss-
bruk av ord, om vi anvénder en och sammaterm
- disciplin - for att beskriva sa olika foreteelser
som: 1. avsaknaden av tanke och vilja hos en
tusenlemmad robot, som rér sig automatiskt,
och 2. den spontana samordningen av medvetna
politiska handlingar hos en grupp ménniskor.
Vad finns det gemensamt mellan den lydiga
undergivenheten hos en fortryckt klass och den
organiska gélvdisciplinen hos en klass som



k&mpar for sin frigtrelse?

Sjévdisciplin inom socialdemokratin betyder
inte, att man ersétter de borgerliga hérskarnas
herravélde med den socialistiska centralkom-
mitténs herravalde. Arbetarklassen kommer att
f& en annan sorts disciplin, den socialistiska,
frivilligt pdtagna sjalvdisciplinen. Och den har
ingenting att géra med den disciplin som kapi-
taliststaten tvingat pa arbetarna. Nej, den kom-
mer ndr man utrotar det gamla samhdlets lyd-
nad och servilitet.

Centralism & i socialistisk mening inte ndgot
absolut, som kan tillampasi vilken fas som helst
i arbetarrdrelsens utveckling. Den & en tendens,
som forverkligas i samma takt som den utveck-
ling och politiska tréning som arbetarmassorna
uppnar under sin kamp.

Det finns inte de nédvandiga forutséttningarna
for att denna typ av centralism helt och héllet
skall kunna forverkligas i den ryska rorelsen.
Och utan tvivel & detta ett svart hinder for
rorelsen.

Absolut makt & centralkommittén (som pa
négot mystiskt sétt skulle representera de andras
vilja) istéllet for det majoritetsvalde bland parti-
ets medvetna arbetare som &n sa lange inte gar
att forverkliga - detta skulle innebéra, att arbe-
tarmassorna inte kunde fa ngon Gppen kontroll
Over partiorganen. Istdllet skulle det bli s att
centralkommittén kontrollerade det revolu-
tionéra proletariatet. Det &r ett misstag att tro, att
detta skulle kunna bli endast ett “provisorium”.

Den ryska arbetarrdrelsens historia visar det
tvivelaktiga véardet av en sddan centralism.
Lenin vill ha en allsméktig centralmakt med
obegrénsad rétt att kontrollera och intervenera
Givetvis kommer dennamakt inte att inskrénkas
till rent tekniska frégar som forvatning av
fonder, fordelningen av uppgifter inom propa-
ganda och agitation och distributionen av tryck-
saker. Det politiska syftet med ett organ med sa
stor makt & forstdeligt endast om det galler
utarbetandet av en enhetlig aktionsplan, i det

fall centralorganet tar initiativet till en omfat-
tande revolutiondr verksamhet.

Men vad har man hittills gjort for erfarenheter
inom den ryska socialistiska rérelsen’ ? De mest
lyckade och fruktbérande foréndringarna i den
taktiska politiken under de senaste tio aren har
inte varit ndgra pafund som kommit fran vissa
ledare och @&nu mindre frdn ndgra centrala
organ. De har alltid varit spontana produkter av
en jasande rorelse. S& var det under den ryska
arbetarrérelsens forsta stadium, som bérjade
med den spontana generalstrejken i S:t
Petersburg i mars 1901, Generalstrejken i
Rostov Don 1903, som utgjorde nasta taktiska
vandpunkt i det ryska proletariatets rorelse, var
ocksa en spontan handling. “Helt av sig galv’’
utvidgades strejken till att omfatta &ven poli-
tiska demonstrationer gatuagitation och stora
utomhusmoéten. Inte ens den mest optimistiske
revolutiondr hade kunnat drémma om ndgot
sadant nagra & tidigare.

Var sak gynnades mycket av dessa handelser.
Men nér det géllde initiativ och ledning spelade
inte de socialdemokratiska organisationerna
négon storre roll for utvecklingen. Visserligen
var det sd att dessa organisationer inte var
sarskilt forberedda for sddana handelser men
detta faktum kan inte forklara revol utionérernas
obetydligaroll. Inte heller kan det forklaras ‘av
att det inte fanns ndgon sadan allsmaktig central
partiapparat som Lenin vill ha. Om en sidan
dirigerande ingtitution funnits, skulle férmodli-
gen lokalkommittéernas oordning okat ytterli-
gare genom att skillnaden mellan massans héfti-
ga angrepp och den officiella socialdemokratins
forsiktiga hallning betonats. Samma fenomen -
att de centrala partiorganen spelar en mycket
obetydlig roll nér det géller att utarbeta kamp-
formerna - kan man sei Tyskland och andralén-
der idag. Socialdemokratins kampformer &r
overhuvudtaget inte ndgonting som man kan
“hitta p&”. De & resultatet av en rad skapande
handlingar i den ofta helt spontana klasskamp-
en, medan man provar sig fram.

Det medvetna kommer efter det omedvetna.
Den subjektiva logiken hos de. méanskliga
varelser som deltar i det historiska skeendet



kommer efter det historiska skeendets logik.
Ledarinstitutionerna i socialistpartiet utgor
alltid en konservativ kraft. Erfarenheten visar att
varenda gang som arbetarrorel sen vinner terrang
SA utnyttjas detta till det yttersta av dessa insti-
tutioner. Och samtidigt forvandlar de framgan-
garna till det slags fastning, som understdjer
vidare framsteg.

Det tyska socialdemokratiska partiets
nuvarande taktiska politik har vunnit almén
uppskattning, eftersom den & bade smidig och
fast pa en gang. Detta &r ett tecken pa partiets
fina anpassning in i minsta detalj i vardagens
arbete. Partiet har metodiskt studerat alla
tankbara mgjligheter under dessa forhallanden.
De vet hur man ska utnyttja dem utan att beho-
va &ndra pa sina principer.

Men just fullandningen av denna anpassning
forhindrar nu vidare utblick. Det finns en ten-
dens inom partiet att betrakta den parlamen-
tariska taktiken som den socialistiska verk-
samhetens enda och oférénderliga taktik. Folk
végrar t.ex. att dvervéga den mgjligheten (som
foresprakats av Parvus) att vi maste andra tak-
tik, om den allménna rostrétten skulle avskaffas
i Tyskland. Och det trots att den tyska
socialdemokratins ledare anser att en sddan
foréndring &r tankbar.

En s&dan troghet beror till stor del pa att det &
mycket besvérligt att i de abstrakta hypotesernas
tomrum gora sig en forestélining om politiska
situationer som &nnu inte existerar. Det stér
klart, att det viktiga for socialdemokratin inte &r
att gbrai ordning en uppséattning direktiv, som &
klara att anvandas i alla kommande situationer.
| stéllet géller det, att for det forsta uppmuntra
till en riktig historisk vérdering av de kamp-
former som svarar till de givna situationerna,
och for det andra att skapa en forstaelse for dels
forénderligheten i det nuvarande skedet och dels
den oundvikliga 6kningen av den revolutiondra
spanningen nér klasskampens slutliga mal nar-
mar sig.

Om vi, i enlighet med Lenins 6nskemd, till&ter

att partiets centrala organ far en sidan absolut
makt av negativ karaktér, sa starker vi den kon-
servatism som alltid finns hos sadana organ, och
det kommer att bli farligt. Men om vi vill att det
sociadistiska partiets taktik skall utformas inte
av en centralkommitté utan av hela partiet, eller
annu béttre av hela arbetarrérelsen, da & det
klart att partiets sektioner och federationer
behéver handlingsfrihet. Och en sddan frihet &r
det enda som kan fa dem att utveckla sin revo-
lutiondrainitiativkraft och att utnyttjaallaen sit-
uations madjligheter. Lenins auktoritéra ultracen-
tralism &r full av dodas ben. Den &r inte ndgon
positiv eller skapande idé. Lenin forsoker inte
gora partiets verksamhet mera fruktbérande. |
stallet & hans mal att §éalv kunna kontrollera
partiet. Han vill krympa rorelsen, inte utveckla
den. Han vill darorelsen i bojor, inte ena den.

For nérvarande skulle ett sddant experiment bli
dubbelt farligt for den ryska socialdemokratin.
Den stér infor en rad avgorande slag mot tsaris-
men. Den skall just gain, eller har just gétt in, i
ett skede av skapande verksamhet i 6kande takt.
Och under denna period kommer den att. (som
vanligt under en revolutiondr period) utdka sitt
omréde, och den kommer att spontant ga framéat
med stora steg. Att i detta dgonblick forsdka
binda partiets initiativkraft, att omge det med
taggtradsstangsel, det &r att gora det of ormoget
att genomfdéra dagens stora uppgifter.

De almannaidéer som vi har har lagt fram om
den socialistiska centralismen réacker inte som
bas for ett fordag till stadgar som kan passa det
ryska partiet. Slutgiltigt kan sddana stadgar
bestdmmas bara av de férhdllanden under vilka
en organisation verkar under en viss epok.
Problemet for rorelsen i Ryssland & hur man
skall sétta en stor proletér organisation i rorelse.
Inga stadgar kan vara ofelbara. De maste ga
igenom eldprovet.

Men utifran var allménna uppfattning om
social demokratins organisationsprinciper tycker
vi det & viktigt att sdga, att den socialistiska
andan kraver - sarskilt nér masspartiet nyss har
borjat bildas - att det blir samordning och
enighet inom rorelsen och inte en stel underkas-



telse under en rad forordningar. Om partiet har
formaga till politisk rorlighet kombinerad med
en orubblig lojalitet till vara principer och en
strévan efter enighet, da kan vi lita pa att dla
brister i partiets stadgar kommer att bli avhjép-
ta. Det som bestdmmer vérdet av den eller den
organisationsformen & for oss inte bokstaven
utan den levande ande som tillfors organisatio-
nen genom medlemmarna.

Sa langt har vi behandlat problemet centralism
med utgangspunkt frén socialdemokratins
allmanna principer, och i viss utstréckning éven
i perspektivet av de speciella ryska forhadllande-
na. Men den militéra ultracentralism Lenin och
hans vénner talar for & inte en foljd av tillféllig
meningskiljaktligheter. Det sags, att den har att
gbra med en kampanj mot opportunismen som
Lenin har fort paallanivéer.

“Det & viktigt”, séger Lenin (sid. 52) “att smida
ett mer eller mindre effektivt vapen mot oppor-
tunismen”. Han tror, att opportunismen
harstammar fran de intellektuellas karaktéris-
tiska bojelse for decentralisering , fran deras
motvilja mot stréng disciplin och “byrakrati”,
trots att detta & nddvandigt for att partiet skall
kunna fungera.

Lenin séger, att de intellektuella forblir individ-
ualister och strévar efter nihilism &ven efter det
att deandutit sig till det socialdemokratiska par-
tiet. Enligt honom &r det bara bland de intellek-
tuella som man kan se ett avstandstagande fran
centralkommitténs absoluta makt. Lenin menar,
att den verklige proletéren genom att félja sin
klassinstinkt finner ett slags vallustig njutning i
att dverlamna sig i det fasta ledarskapets och
den skoningsldsa disciplinens jarngrepp. “Att
motsdtta sig byrdkrati och strava efter
demokrati”, skriver Lenin, “&r att forkasta den
revolutiondra socialdemokratins organisation-
sprincip och godta opportunismens organisa-
tionsmetoder”. (sid. 151)

Han s3ger, att en sadan konflikt mellan central-

styre och gélvstyre finns i ala lander dér
reformism och revolutiondr socialdemokrati
moéts ansikte mot ansikte. Han pekar sarskilt pa
den senaste striden inom den tyska
socialdemokratin, som gélde fragan om hur
mycket handlingsfrihet som partiet kan ge till
socialistiska ledaméter av lagstiftande férsam-
lingar.

L& oss se lite ndrmare pa de hér paralellerna
som Lenin dragit upp.

Forst och framst maste vi betona, att forharli-
gandet av proletdrernas formodade medfédda
genialitet i frdga om socialistisk organisation
intei och for sig maste vara tecken pa ett “revo-
lutiondrt marxistiskt” sinnelag, Inte heller
behdver den allménna misstron mot intellek-
tuella vara det. Det & mycket &t att visa att
s&dana argument gélva &r ett uttryck for oppor-
tunism.

Motséttningen mellan de rent proletdra ele-
menten och de icke-proletéra intellektuella i
arbetarrérelsen framstélls som en ideologisk
stridsfrdga av foljande riktningar: De franska
syndikalisternas halvanarkism. som har
“Varning for politikern!” som lésenord. De
engelska fackfoéreningarna som &r fulla av mis-
stro mot de “socialistiska visiondrerna’. Och,
om vi & korrekt informerade, den “rena
ekonomismen”, for en tid sedan representerad
inom den ryska socialdemokratin av Rabotjaja
Mysl, som trycktes i hemlighet i St Petersburg.

| de flesta vésteuropeiska socialistiska partier
finns det utan tvekan ett samband mellan oppor-
tunism och de “intellektuella’, lika sant som det
finna ett samband mellan opportunism och
decentralistiska tendenser inom arbetarrorel sen.

Men ingenting & merafrdmmande for det marx-
istiska ténkesattets historiskt-dialektiska metod
an att skilja sociala foreteelser fran sitt his-
toriska sasmmanhang, och att légga fram dessa
foreteelser som abstrakta formler, som kan
tillampas pa ala téankbara forhallanden.



Om vi resonerar i abstrakta termer, kan vi séga,
att den intellektuelle” &r ett socialt element som
kommer fran borgarklassen och darmed &r fram-
mande for proletariatet. Han gar med i den
socialistiska rorelsen inte pd grund av sina
naturliga klassintressen utan trots dessa. Och av
denna anledning har han l&ttare att géra oppor-
tunistiska avvikelser én proletdren. Av den sist-
ndmnde kan vi vanta, att han finner en siker
revolutionar stodjepunkt i sinaklassintressen, sa
ldnge han inte [&mnar sin ursprungliga miljo,
den arbetande massan. Men den konkreta form
som denna den intellektuellas bojelse & oppor-
tunismen far, och framforallt pd vilket sitt
denna tendens kommer till uttryck i organ-
isatoriska fragor, beror altid p& hans sarskilda
sociala miljo.

Borgerlig parlamentarism utgdr den sociala
grunden for de foreteelser som Lenin observer-
at i de tyska, franska och italienska socialistiska
rorelserna. Denna parlamentarism & grogrun-
den for alla opportunistiska tendenser som nu
finns inom den vasteuropeiska
socialdemokratin.

Det slaga parlamentarism som vi nu har i
Frankrike, Italien och Tyskland skapar en grund
for sddanavillfarel ser hos den nuvarande oppor-
tunismen som dvervérdering av socialareformer
klass- och partisamarbete, hopp om fredlig
utveckling mot socialismen etc. Och detta &r
majligt genom att intellektuellai sin verksamhet
som parlamentariker placeras ovanfdr huvudena
pa proletariatet och genom att intellektuella och
proletarer skiljs &t inom det socialistiska partiet.
Allt efter som arbetarrorelsen véxer, blir parla-
mentarismen en sprangbrada for politiska kar-
risrister. Det & darfér s& manga av borgark-
lassens ambitiosa men misslyckade politiker
samlas under de socialistiska partiernas fanor.
En annan kéllatill opportunismen av idag & de
stora socialdemokratiska organisationernas
védiga inflytande och materiellatillgangar.

Partiet & ett balverk som skyddar klassrorelsen
mot avvikelser i riktning mot mera borgerlig
parlamentarism. For att kunna segramaste dessa

tendenser forstora balverket. De maste uppldsa
proletariatets aktiva, klassmedvetna del till den
forml6sa massa, som “véljarkaren” utgor.

Det &r saidéer om “géavstyre’ och decentralis-
ering uppstdr i véra socialdemokratiska partier.
Vi marker, att dessa idéer tjanar bestamda poli-
tiska syften. Man kan inte, som Lenin, forklara
dem genom att hénvisa till den intellektuelles
psykologi och hans formodade brist pa sta
bilitet. Man kan endast forklara dem genom att
betrakta den borgerliga parlamentariske politik-
erns behov, det vill sdga genom opportunistisk
politik.

Laget & helt annorlunda i det tsaristiska
Ryssland. Opportunismen i den ryska arbetar-
rérelsen & almant sett inte en biprodukt till
socialdemokratins styrka eller borgarklassens
sonderfall. Den & en foljd av det ryska samhdl-
lets efterblivenhet i politiskt avseende.

| Ryssland rekryteras deintellektuellatill social-
ismen fran en enklare och betydligt mindre
borgerlig milj6 &n i Vésteuropa. | férening med
den ryska proletéara rorelsen omognad 8stad-
kommer denna omsténdighet ett teoretiskt
kringflackande, som stracker sig fran ett full-
standigt fornekande av den politiska aspekten pa
arbetarrorelsen till den enfaldiga tron pa effek-
tiviteten av enstaka terroristdad, eller till och
med fullstandig politisk likgiltighet drankt i lib-
eralismens och Kant-idealismens trésk.

Men den intellektuelle inom den ryska
socialdemokratiska rérelsen kan endast med
svérighet lockas till oordning och upplésning.
Det strider ndmligen mot det allménna synséttet
i den intellektuelles miljd i Ryssland. Det finns
inget borgerligt parlament i Ryssland som kan
stodja en sadan tendens.

Den Vésteuropeiska intellektuelle som for nér-
varande bekéanner sig till “kulten av jaget” och
som férgar &ven sin léngtan efter socialism med
en aristokratisk moral, han &r inte representativ
for den borgerliga intelligensian “i alméanhet”.
Han representerar bara en viss fasi den sociala



utvecklingen. Han &r resultatet av det borgerliga
forfallet.

| Rysdand déremot, brukar den intellektuelle
som gétt med i socialistrorelsen lata sina
utopiska eller opportunistiska dromma livnéra
sig pa teoretiska formler i vilka jaget inte
upphdjs utan trycks ner, i vilka
galvfornekel sens och forsoningsoffrets moral ar
den ledande principen.

Narodniki (“populisterna’) av 1875 uppmanade
den ryska intelligensian att forsvinna i bonde-
massan. De dverciviliserade efterféljarna till
Tolstoj talar idag om att fly bort till “det enkla
folkets” liv. PA samma st vill “den rena
ekonomismens” forkdmpar i den ryska
socialdemokratin, att vi ska bdja oss for arbetets
“vakiga hand”.

Om vi i gtélet for att pd Ryssland mekaniskt
tillampa formler som utarbetats i Vésteuropa
nérmar oss organisationsproblemen utifran de
sarskilda ryska forutséttningarna, si kommer vi
till slutsatser som &r diametralt motsatta Lenins.

Att padyvla opportunismen en oféranderlig kar-
lek till en viss organisationsform, dvs. decen-
tralism, det & att tappa gélva kérnan i oppor-
tunismen.

Nar det galler organisationsfragan, eller vilken
annan fréga som helst, sd kanner opportunismen
bara till en princip: frdnvaron av principer.
Opportunismen vaéljer sitt sétt att handla med
syftet att det skall passa med de férutsdttningar
som finns for tillfallet, forutsatt att dessa ser ut
att ledatill malet i fréga

Om vi i likhet med Lenin definierar opportunis-
men som den tendens som forlamar arbetark-
|assens oberoende revol utiondra rorel se och for-
vandlar den till en grupp ambititsa borgerliga
intellektuella, da maste vi ocksd erkanna, att i en
arbetarrorel ses forsta stadium sker detta mycket
|&ttare genom strédng centraisering (sic!) an
genom decentralisering. Det & genom extrem
centralisering som en ung outbildad proletar

rérelse mest fullsténdigt kan komma i handerna
pa de intellektuella ledare som sitter i en cen-
tralkommitté.

Aven i Tyskland moéttes forkampar for de tva
motsatta organisationstyperna i diskussioner.
Det var i den socia demokratiska rorel sens beg-
ynnelse innan det uppstatt en fast karna av med-
vetna proletdrer och innan man fatt en taktisk
politik grundad pa erfarenhet. “ Allménna tyska
arbetarféreningen”, grundad av Lassalle stod for
extremt centralstyre. /Allgemeine Deutsche
Arbeitervereing bildad 1863 - 06,a/
Sjavstyrelsens princip stéddes av det parti som
bildades vid kongressen i Eisenach under med-
verkan av W. Liebknecht och A. Bebel.
/Deutsche Sozialdemokratische Arbeiter Partei.
bildad 1869 - 6.a/

“Eisenach-mannens’ taktik var helt forvirrad:
Men anda bidrog de betydligt mer till vackande
av klassmedvetande hos de tyska massorna &n
vad Lassalle-anhéngarna gjorde. Mycket tidigt
spelade arbetarna en framtrédande roll i detta
parti (vilket visades genom de manga arbe-
tarpublikationerna i provinserna), och rérelsen
utbredde sig snabbt. Samtidigt ledde Lassalle-
anhangarna sinatrogna fran det ena misslyckan-
det till det andra - trots alla sinaexperiment med
diktatorer.

Allmant talat foredrar de opportunistiska
intellektuella en stréng, despotisk centralism vid
en tidpunkt da de revol utionara elementen bland
arbetarna annu saknar sammanhallning och da
rérelsen trevar sig fram, som i Ryssland idag. |
ett senare utvecklingsskede under ett parlamen-
tariskt styre och da det finns ett starkt arbe-
tarparti da framtrader de opportunistiska ten-
densernahos deintellektuella som en bojel se for
“decentralisering”.

Om vi antar den standpunkt som Lenin pastar ar
hans egen, och & rédda for de -intellektuellas
inflytande i den proletéra rérelsen sd kan vi inte
ténka oss ndgon storre fara for det ryska partiet
an Lenins organisationsplan. Ingenting kommer
mera sikert att forslava en ung arbetarrérelse



under en makthungrig intellektuell elit &n denna
byr&kratiska tvangstrdja. som kommer att forla-
ma rorelsen och forvandla den till en robot som
styrsav en centralkommitté. A andrasidan finns
det ingen sdkrare garanti mot opportunistiska
intriger och personlig maktstrévan &n proletari-
atets fria revolutionéra handlande. Och det ger
ocksd arbetarna politisk ansvarskansla och
savtillit.

Det som idag bara &r ett spoke som jagar Lenin
i hans fantasi, kan bli verklighet i morgon.

Lét ossinte glommabort, att den revolution som
snart kommer att bryta ut i Ryssland blir en
borgerlig och inte en proletér revolution. Detta
foréndrar radikalt villkoren for den socialistiska
kampen. Aven Rysslands intellektuella kommer
snabbt att genomsyras av borgerlig ideologi.
Socialdemokratin & fér nérvarande det ryska
proletariatets enda véagledare. Men med detsam-
ma efter revolutionen kommer vi att f& se, hur
borgarklassen, och framforallt de borgerliga
intellektuella, forsdker utnyttja massorna som
ett trappsteg till makten.

De borgerliga demagogernas gyckelspel under-
|4ttas bara, om det pa nuvarande stadium blir s3
att spontant handlande, initiativkraft och poli-
tiskt medvetande hdllstillbaka och hammasi sin
utveckling genom formynderskap av en auk-
toritéar centralkommitté.

Annu viktigare &r, att den idé som ligger till
grund for den odugliga centralismen & grund-
falsk - idén att vagen till opportunism kan spér-
ras genom paragrafer i partistadgarna.

Paverkade av de senaste handelsernai de social-
istiska partierna i Frankrike, Italien och
Tyskland, tror de ryska socialdemokraterna, att
opportunism & nagot frammande som inforts i
arbetarrorelsen av representanter for den borg-
erliga demokratin. Om det & s3, kan inga
bestraffningar som &r féreskrivnai partistadgar-
na hejda detta intdg. Tillstromningen av icke-
proletéra rekryter till proletariatets parti har
djupliggande sociala orsaker. t.ex. smaborg-

erlighetens ekonomiska sammanbrott, den borg-
erliga liberalismens bankrutt och den borgerliga
demokratins urartning. Det & naivt att tro, att
denna strém kan stoppas av en formel som &r
nedskriven i stadgarna.

En handbok med regler kan leda verksamheten i
en liten sekt eller en privat klubb. Men den his-
toriska strommen forsar utan vidare genom ett
ndtverk av de mest utstuderade paragrafer.
Vidare & det inte sant, att man forsvarar arbe-
tarklassens intressen, om man stéter bort de ele-
ment som slungas mot socialistrorelsen, nér det
borgerliga  samhéllet faller sbnder.
Socialdemokratin har altid havdat, att den rep-
resenterar inte bara proletariatets klassintressen
utan ocksa hela det nuvarande samhéllets fram-
stegsstravanden. Den representerar ala deras
intressen som fortrycks av det borgerliga
samhdllet. Detta far man inte forstd enbart i den
bemérkelsen, att alla dessaintressen &r innesl ut-
na i det socialistiska programmet. Den his-
toriska utvecklingen forvandlar teorin till verk-
lighet. | egenskap av politiskt parti blir
socialdemokratin en fristad for alla missndjda
element i vart samhdlle, dvs. for helafolket. Och
det stér i kontrast mot de kapitalistiska herrarnas
ynkliga minoritet.

Men socialisterna méste altid veta, hur man
skall underordna lidandet, hatet och hoppet hos
denna brokiga blandning under arbetarklassens
hogsta mal. Socialdemokratin maste innesluta
den icke-proletéra oppositionens uppror mot det
nuvarande samhéllet inom grénserna for prole-
tariatets revolutiondra handlande. Den maste i
sig inforliva de element som kommer till
rérelsen.

Detta & mgjligt endast om socialdemokratin har
hunnit faen stark, politiskt skolad proletér karna
som &r tillréckligt klassmedveten for att, som
hittills skett i Tyskland, ta pa slp de klasslosa
och smaborgerliga element som gar med i parti-
et. | detta fall kan stréngare centralisering och
hérdare disciplin formulerad i partistadgarna, bli
en effektiv vakt mot den opportunistiska faran.
Det var sa den revolutiondra socialistiska



rorelsen i Frankrike férsvarade sig mot jauréis-
ternas kaos. En forandring av den tyska
socialdemokratins stadgar i denna riktning
skulle vara en mycket 1amplig atgérd.

Men &ven har & det fel att tanka pa partis
tadgarna som ett vapen som & sélvtillréckligt.
De kan bli ett kraftfullt medel som forstarker
den proletdra majoritetens vilja inom partiet.
Men om det inte finns en sddan magjoritet, SA &
allahot pa papperet, dven de mest fruktansvarda
straff, av noll och intet vérde. Men tillstromnin-
gen av borgerliga element till partiet & langt
ifrdn den enda orsaken till de opportunistiska
tendenser gom nu borjar synas inom
socialdemokratin. En annan orsak & sjélva
naturen av den socidlistiska verksamheten och
de motségelser som finns i den.

Proletariatets internationella rérelse mot sin
fullstandiga befrielse & nagot unikt. For forsta
gangen i civilisationens historia uttrycker nam-
ligen folket sin vilja medvetet och i opposition
mot alla styrande klasser. Men denna vilja kan
inte tillfredstéllas inom det nuvarande systemet.

Men nu kan massan uppnd och stérka denna
vilja enbart under den dagliga kampen mot den
radande sociala ordningen - dvs. inom grénser-
na for det kapitalistiska samhdllet.

Delshar vi massan - och dels massans historiska
mal som ligger utanfor det r&dande samhéllet.
Déls har vi den dagliga kampen - och dels den
sociala revolutionen. Det & under sadana
dialektiska motséttningar som socialistrorelsen
arbetar.

Det visar sig, att denna rorelse avancerar bést
genom att halla en kurs mitt emellan de béda
faror som standigt hotdr den. Den ena faran &r
masskaraktérens forsvinnande - den andra att
den overger sitt mal. Den ena att den gar tillba
ka och blir en sekt - den andra faran att den blir
en borgerlig sociareformistisk rorel se.

Det & darfér meningslost att i motséttning till
den historiska erfarenheten en gang for dla
forsoka faststélla den revolutiondra socialistiska

kampens inriktning med formella metoder, som
man tror ska skydda arbetarrérelsen mot ala
mojligheter till opportunistiska avvikelser. Den
marxistiskateorin &r ett palitligt hjalpmedel som
ger oss mgjlighet att kdnna igen och sl& ner
typisks yttringar av opportunism. Men den
socidistiska rorelsen & en massrorelse. Farorna
inom fen kommer inte fran |6mska stamplingar
av individer och grupper. De uppstér ur ound-
vikligasocidaférhdlanden. Vi kan intei forvag
forsakra oss mot alla mojligheter av opportunis-
tiska avvikelser. S&dana faror kan bara dvervin-
nas av rorelsen sjalv - och d med hjalp av den
marxistiskateorin, men forst efter att dessafaror
blivit patagliga.

Fran denna utgangspunkt tycks opportunismen
vara resultatet av och en oundviklig fas i arbe-
tarrorel sens historiska utveckling.

Den ryska socialdemokratin uppstod for en kort
tid sedan. De politiska forhdllanden under vilka
den proletéra rorelsen utvecklas i Ryssland &
helt egenartade. | detta land & opportunismen
till stor del en biprodukt till en trevande och
experimenterande socialistisk verksamhet, som
soker sig fram p& mark som inte liknar ndgon
annan i Europa

| belysning hérav & vi mycket forvanade Gver
att hora pastaendet att det skulle varamajligt att
undvika varje mgjlighet till opportunism i den
ryska rérelsen genom att skriva ner vissa ord -
istéllet for andra - i partistadgarna. Ett sadant
forsok att driva ut opportunismen med besvar-
jelser pa en bit papper kan visa sig bli mycket
farligt - inte for opportunismen utan fér den
socialistiska rérelsen.

Om man stér den naturliga rytmen hos en
levande varelse, sa forsvagar man den, och man
minskar dess motstandskraft och striddust - i
detta fall inte bara mot opportunismen utan
ocksa (och det & sakert mycket viktigt) mot den
rédande sociala ordningen. De metoder som
foreslagits vander sig mot det som de skulle
forsvara.

| Lenins éngsliga strévan att upprétta den allve-



tande och allsméktige centralkommitténs
formyndarskap 6ver en lovande och livskraftig
arbetarrorelse for att skydda den mot varje fel-
steg, kénner vi igen symptom pa samma subjek-
tivism som mer &n en gang lagt hinder i vagen
for det socialistiska tdnkandet i Ryssland.

Det & roande att tanka pa de egendomliga
kullerbyttor som det aktningsvdrda méanskliga
“jaget” har fatt gorai den moderna, ryska histo-
rien. Slagen till marken och néstan sdndersmu-
lad av den ryska absolutismen tar “jaget” hamnd
genom att &gnasig &t revolutiondr verksamhet. |
skepnaden av en grupp konspiratérer och under
namnet av den icke existerande Folkviljan sétter
den sig pa en tron och forklarar sig vara
allsmaktig. /Forf. syftar pa perioden 1879-1883
med terroristddd och mordet pa Alexander 1. -
6.a/ Men motstandaren visar sig vara starkare.
Knutpiskan triumferar, och den tsaristiska mak-
ten tycks varadet “legitima’ uttrycket for histo-
rien.

S& smaningom upptrader pa scenen ett dnnu
legitimare barn till historien - den ryska arbetar-

rorelsen. For forsta gangen laggs grunden till en
verklig “folkvilja’ parysk mark.

Men hdr kommer “jaget” hos den ryske revolu-
tiondren fram igen! Det st pd huvudet och
forklarar sig aer vara historiens allsmaktige
ledare - denna gang med titeln Hans Excellence
det Ryska Socialdemokratiska Partiets
Centralkommitté.

Den vige akrobaten tycks inte fatta, att den ende
som idag fortjanar att vara ledare & arbetark-
lassens kollektiva “Jag”. Arbetarklassen kréver
rétten att fA gorasinaegnamisstag och galv lara
sig av historiens dialektik.

L&t oss tala rent ut. De misstag som en verkligt
revolutiondr arbetarrorelse begadr &r historiskt
sett ométligt mycket fruktbarare och vérde-
fullare @n ofelbarheten hos den dugligaste cen-
tralkommitté.

ROSA LUXEMBURG IN RETROSPECT

It will soon be sixty years since the mercenaries
of the German socia-democratic leadership
murdered Karl Liebknecht and Rosa
Luxemburg. Although they are mentioned in the
same breath, as they both symbolized theradical
element within the German political revolution
of 1918, Rosa Luxemburg's name carries
greater weight because her theoretical work was
of greater semina power. In fact, it can be said
that: she was the outstanding personality in the
international |abor movement after Marx and
Engels; and that her work has not lost its politi-
cal relevance despite the changes the capitalist
system and the labor movement have undergone
since her death.

Just the same, like everyone else, Rosa
Luxemburg was a child of her time and can only
be understood in the context of the phase of the
social-democratic movement of which shewasa

part. Whereas Marx’ s critique of bourgeois soci-
ety evolved in a period of rapid capitaistic
development, Rosa Luxemburg was active in a
time of increasing instability for capitalism,
wherein the abstractly formulated contradic-
tions of capital production showed themselves
in the concrete forms of imperialistic competi-
tion and in intensified class struggles. While the
actual proletarian critique of political economy,
according to Marx, consisted at first in the
workers' fight for better working conditions and
higher living standards, which would prepare
the future struggles for the abolition of capital-
ism, in Rosa Luxemburg's view this ‘fina’
struggle could no longer be relegated to a distant
future but was aready present in the extending
class struggles. The daily fight for social
reforms was inseparably connected with the his-
torical necessity of the proletarian revolution.



Without entering into Rosa Luxemburg’s biog-
raphy, (1) it should be said, that she came from
a middle-class background and that she entered
the socialist movement at an early age. Like oth-
ers, she was forced to leave Russian Poland and
went to Switzerland to study. Her main interest,
as behooved a socialist influenced by Marxism,
was political economy. Her early work in this
field is now only of historical interest. There
was her inaugural-dissertation, The Industrial
Development of Poland (1898), which did for
Poland, though in aless extensive manner, what
Lenin's The Development of Capitalism in
Russia, did for Czarist Russia a year later. And
there were her popular lectures at the Social-
Democratic Party School, posthumously pub-
lished by Paul Levi (1925) under the title
Introduction of National Economy. In the latter
work, it should be noted, Rosa Luxemburg
declared that the validity of political economy is
specific to capitalism, and will cease to exist
with the demise of this system. In her disserta-
tion, she came to the conclusion that the devel-
opment of the Polish economy would proceed in
conjunction with that of Russia, would end in
complete integration, and therewith would end
the nationalist aspirations of the Polish bour-
geoisie. But this development would also unify
the Russian and Polish proletariat and lead to
the eventual destruction of Polish-Russian capi-
talism. The main contradiction of capitalist pro-
duction was seen by her as one between the
capacity to produce and the limited capacity to
consume within the capitalist relations of pro-
duction. This contradiction leads to recurrent
economic crises and theincreasing misery of the
working class and therewith, in the long run, to
social revolution.

It was only with her work on The Accumulation
of Capital (1912) that Rosa Luxemburg's eco-
nomic theories became controversial. Although
she claimed that this book grow out of compli-
cations arising in the course of her popular lec-
tures on National Economy, namely, her inabili-
ty. to relate the total capitalist reproduction
process to the postul ated objective limits of cap-
ital production, it in clear from the work itself

that it was also areaction to the emasculation of
Marxian theory initiated by the “Revisionism’
that swept the socialist movement around the
turn of the century. Revisionism operated on
two levels: the primitive empirical level person-
ified by Eduard Bernstein, (2) who merely com-
pared the actual capitalist development with that
deducible from Marxian theory, and the more
sophisticated theoretical turnabout of academic
marxism, culminating in Tugan-Baranowsky’'s
(3) Marx-interpretation and those of his various
disciples.

Only the first volume of Capital was published
during Marxs' lifetime, and the second and third
were prepared by Friedrich Engels from unre-
vised papers left to his care, although they had
been written prior to the publication of the first
volume. Whereas thefirst volume deals with the
capitalist process of production, the second con-
cerns itself with the circulation process. The
third volume, finally, deals with the capitalist
system as a whole in its phenomena form, as
determined by its underlying value relations.
Because the reproduction process necessarily
controls the production process, Marx thought it
useful to display this fact by means of some
abstract reproduction diagrams in the second
volume of Capital. The diagrams divide total
socia production into two sections: one produc-
ing means of production, the other means of
consumption. The transactions between these
two departments are imagined to be such as to
enable the reproduction of the total social capi-
tal to proceed either on the same or on an
enlarged scale. But what is a presupposition for
the reproduction diagrams, namely, an alloca-
tion of the social labor asrequired for the repro-
duction process, must in reality first be brought
about blindly, through the uncoordinated activi-
ties of the many individual capitalsin their com-
petitive pursuit of surplus-value.

The reproduction diagrams do not distinguish
between values and prices; that is, they treat val-
ues as if they were prices. For the purpose they
were intended to serve, namely, to draw atten-
tion to the need for a certain proportionality



between the different spheres of production, the
diagrams fulfill their pedagogical function.
They do not depict the real world, but areinstru-
mental in aiding in its under- standing.
Restricted in this sense, it does not matter
whether the interrelations of production and
exchange are dressed in value or price terms.
because the price form of value, taken up in the
third volume of Capital, refersto the actual cap-
italist production and exchange process, the
imaginary equilibrium conditions of Marx’s
reproduction diagrams do not refer to the real
capitalist world. Still, Marx found it quite nec-
essary to view the process of reproduction in its
fundamental simplicity, in order to get rid of all
obscuring interferences and dispose of the false
subterfuges, which assume the semblance of
scientific analysis, but which cannot be
removed so long as the process of social repro-
duction is immediately analyzed in its concrete
and complicated form.(4)

Actually, according to Marx, the reproduction
process under capitalistic conditions pre cludes
any kind of equilibrium and implies, instead,
“the possibility of crises, since abaanceis acci-
dental under the conditions of this production...
(5)Tugan-Baranowsky, however, read the repro-
duction diagrams differently because of their
superficial resemblance to bourgeois equilibri-
um theory, the main tool of bourgeois price the-
ory. He came to the conclusion that as long as
the system develops proportionately with
respect to its reproduction requirements, it does
not have objective limits. Crises are caused by
disproportionalities arising between the differ-
ent spheres of production but can always be
overcome through the restoration of that propor-
tionality which assures the accumulation of cap-
ital. This was a disturbing idea, as far as Rosa
Luxemburg was concerned, and this the more so
as she could not deny the equilibrating implica-
tions of Marx’s reproduction diagrams. If
Tugan-Baranowsky interpreted them correctly,
then Marx was wrong, because this interpreta-
tion denied the inevitable end of capitalism.

The discussion around Marx’s abstract repro-

duction diagrams was particularly vehement in
Russia because of earlier differences between
the Marxists and the Populists with regard to
Russia's future in face of her backwardness and
her peculiar socio-economic institutions.
Whereas the Populists asserted that for Russia it
was aready too late to enter into world compe-
tition with the established capitalist powers, and
that, furthermore, it was quite possible to con-
struct a socialist society on the basis of the not
yet dissolved collectivity of peasant production,
the Marxists maintained that development on
the Western pattern was inescapable and that
this development itself would produce the mar-
ketsit required within Russiaand in theworld at
large. The Marxists emphasized that it is the
production of capital, not the satisfaction of
consumption, that determines capitalist produc-
tion. There is, therefore, no reason to assume
that a restriction of consumption would retard
the accumulation of capital; on the contrary, the
less there is consumed, the faster capital would
grow.

This “production for the sake of production”
made no sense to Rosa Luxemburg—not
because she was unaware of the profit motive of
capitalist production, which constantly strivesto
reduce the workers' share of social production,
but because she could not see how the extracted
surplus-value could be realized in money form
in amarket composed only of labor and capital,
such as is depicted in the reproduction dia
grams. Production has to go through the circula-
tion process. It starts with money, invested in
means of production and labor-power, and it
ends with a greater amount of money in the
hands of the capitdists, to be re-invested in
another production cycle. Where would this
additional money come from? In Rosa
Luxemburg's view, it could not possibly come
from the capitalists; for if it did, they would not
be recipients of surplus-value but would pay
with their own money for its commodity equiv-
alent. Neither could it come from the purchases
of the workers, who only receive the value of
their labor power, leaving the surplus-value in
its commodity form to the capitalists. To make



the system workable, there must be a“ third mar-
ket,” apart from the exchange relations of labor
and capital, in which the produced surplus-value
could be transformed into additional money.

This aspect of the matter Rosa Luxemburg
found missing in Marx. She intended to close
the gap and therewith substantiate Marx’s con-
viction of capitalism's necessary collapse.
Although The Accumulation of Capital
approaches the realization problem historical-
ly—starting with classical economy and ending
with Tugan-Baranowsky and his many imita-
tors—so asto show that this problem has always
been the Achilles heel of political economy, her
own solution of the problem comprises, in
essence, no more than amisunderstanding of the
relation between money and capital and a mis-
reading of the Marxian text. As she presents
meatters, however, everything seemingly fallsin
its proper place: the diaectical nature of the
capital-expansion process, as one merging out
of the destruction of pre-capitalist economies;
the necessary extension of this process to the
world at large, as illustrated by the creation of
the world market and rampant imperialism in
search of markets for the realization of surplus-
value; the resulting transformation of the world
economy into a system resembling Marx’s
closed system of the reproduction diagram; and
therewith, finally, the inevitable collapse of cap-
italism for lack of opportunities to realize its
surplus-value.

Rosa Luxemburg was carried away by the logic
of her own construction to the point of revising
Marx more thoroughly than had been done by
the Revisionists in their concept of a theoreti-
cally possible harmonious capital development,
which, for them, turned socialism into a purely
ethical problem and into one of social reform by
political means. On the other hand, the Marxian
reproduction diagrams, if read as a version of
Say’sLaw of the identity of supply and demand,
had to be rejected. Like her adversaries, Rosa
Luxemburg failed to see that these diagrams
have no connection at all with the question of
the viability of the capitalist system, but are
merely a methodologically determined, interme-

diary step in the analysis of the laws of motion
of the capitalist system as a whole, which
derives its dynamic from the production of sur-
plus-value. Although capitalism is indeed
afflicted with difficulties in the sphere of circu-
lation and therewith in the realization of sur-
plus-value, it isnot here that Marx looked for, or
found, the key to the understanding of capital-
ism’s susceptibility to crisesand to itsinevitable
end. Even on the assumption that there exists no
problem at all with regard to the realization of
surplus-value, capitalism finds its objective lim-
itsin those of the production of surplus-value.

According to Marx, capitalism’s basic contra-
diction, from which spring all its other difficul-
ties, is to be found in the value and surplus-
value relations of cepital production. It is the
production of exchange-value in its monetary
form, derived from the use-value form of labor-
power, which produces, besides its own
exchange-value equivalent, a surplus-value for
the capitalists. The drive for exchange-value
turns into the accumulation of capital, which
manifests itself in a growth of capital invented
in means of production relatively faster than that
invested in labor-power. While this process
expands the capitalist system, through the
increasing productivity of labor associated with
it, it also tends to reduce the rate of profit on
capital, as that part of capital invested in labor-
power—which is the only source of surplus-
value—diminishes relative to the total social
capital. This long and complicated process can-
not be dealt with satisfactorily in this short arti-
cle, but must at least be mentioned in order to
differentiate Marx’s theory of accumulation
from that Rosa Luxemburg. In Marx’s abstract
model of capital development, capitalist crises,
as well as the inevitable end of the system, find
their source in the temporary or, finaly, tota
breakdown in the accumulation process due to a
lack of surplus-value or profit.

For Marx, then, the objective limits of capital-
ism are given by the socia production relations
as value relations, while for Rosa Luxemburg
capitalism cannot exist at all, except through the



absorption of its surplus-value by pro-capitalist
economies. Thisimplies the absurdity that these
backward nations have a surplus in monetary
form large enough to accommodeate the surplus-
value of the capitalistically advanced countries.
But as already mentioned, this wrong idea was
the wunreflected consequence of Rosa
Luxemburg's false notion that the whole of the
surplus-value, earmarked for accumulation,
must yield an equivalent in money form, in
order to be realized as capital. Actualy, of
course, capital takes on the form of money at
times and at other times that of commodities of
all descriptions - al being expressed in money
terms without simultaneously assuming the
money form. Only a small and decreasing part
of the capitalist wealth hasto bein money form;
the larger part,, although expressed in terms of
money, remains in its commodity form and as
such alows for the redlization of surplus-value
an additional capital.

Rosa Luxemburg's theory was quite generally
regarded as an aberration and an unjustified crit-
icism of Marx. Yet her critics were just as far
removed from Marx's position as was Rosa
Luxemburg herself. Most of theme critics
adhered either to a crude underconsumption the-
ory, atheory of disproportionality, or a combi-
nation of them. Lenin, for example—not to
speak of the Revisionists—saw the cause for
crisesin the disproportionalities due to the anar-
chic character of capitalist production, and
merely added to Tagan-Baranowsky's argu-
ments that of the underconsumption of the
workers. But in any case he did not believe that
capitalism was bound to collapse because of its
immanent contradictions. It was only with the
first world war and the revolutionary upheavals
inits wake that Rosa Luxemburg’s theory found
a wider response in the radical section of the
socialist movement. Not so much, however,
because of her particular analysis of capital
accumulation, as because of her insistence upon
the objective limits of capitalism. The imperial-
istic war gave her theory some plausibility and
the end of capitalism seemed indeed actually at
hand. The collapse of capitalism became the

revolutionary ideology of the time and support-
ed the abortive attempts to turn the political
upheavals into social revolutions.

Of course, Rosa Luxemburg's theory was no
less abstract than that of Marx. Marx’s hypothe-
sisof atendency of therate of profit tofall could
not reveal at what particular point in time it
would no longer be possible to compensate for
this fall by an increasing exploitation of the rel-
atively diminishing number of workers, which
would increase the mass of surplus-value suffi-
ciently to maintain a rate of profit assuring the
further expansion of capital. Similarly, Rosa
Luxemburg could not say at what time the com-
pletion of the capitalization of the world would
exclude the realization of its surplus-value. The
outward extension of capital was also only a
tendency, implying a progressively more devas-
tating imperialist competition for the diminish-
ing territories in which surplus-value could be
realized. The fact of imperialism showed the
precariousness of the system, which could lead
to revolutionary situations long before its objec-
tive limits were reached. For al practica pur-
poses, then, both theories assumed the possibil-
ity of revolutionary actions, not because of the
logical outcome of their abstract models of
development, but because these theories pointed
unmistakably to theincreasing difficulties of the
capitalist system, which could in any severe cri-
sis transform the class struggle into a fight for
the abolition of capitalism.

Although undoubtedly erroneous, Rosa
Luxemburg's theory retained a revolutionary
character because, like that of Mar, it led to the
conclusion of the historical untenability of cap-
italism. Although with dubious arguments, she
nonetheless restored—against Revisionism,
Reformism, and Opportunism—the lost
Marxian proposition that capitalism is doomed
to disappear because of its own unbridgeable
contradiction and that this end, though objec-
tively determined, will be brought about by the
revolutionary actions of the working class.

The overthrow of capitalism would make all
theories of its development redundant. But



while the system lasts, the realism of a theory
may be judged by its own particular history.
Whereas Marx’s theory, despite attempts made
in this direction, cannot be integrated into the
body of bourgeois economic thought, Rosa
Luxemburg's theory has found some recogni-
tion in bourgeois theory, albeit in a very distort-
ed form. With the rejection by bourgeois econo-
my itself of the conception of the market as an
equilibrium mechanism, Rosa Luxemburg’'sthe-
ory found akind of acceptance as a precursor of
Keynesian economics. Her work has been inter-
preted, by Michael Kalecki (6) and Joan
Robinson, (7) for example, as atheory of ‘effec-
tive demand,” the lack of which presumably
explains the recurrent capitalistic difficulties.
Rosa Luxemburg imagined that imperialism,
militarism, and preparation for war aided in the
realization of surplus-value, via the transfer of
purchasing power from the population at large
to the hands of the state; just as modern
Keynesianism attempted to reach full employ-
ment by way of deficit-financing and monetary
manipulations. However, while it in no doubt
possible, for atime, to achieve full employment
in this fashion, it is not possible to maintain this
state of bliss, as the laws of motion of capital
production demand not a different distribution
of the surplus-value but its constant increase.
The lack of effective demand is only another
term for the lack of accumulation, as the
demand required for prosperous conditions is
brought forth by nothing other than the expan-
sion of capital. At any rate, the actual bankrupt-
cy of Keynesianism makesit unnecessary to kill
thistheory theoretically. It sufficesto say that its
absurdity shows itself in the present-day unre-
lieved growth of both unemployment and infla
tion.

While Rosa Luxemburg did not fare well with
her theory of accumulation, she was more suc-
cessful in her consistent Internationalism, which
was, of course, connected with her concept of
accumulation as the global extension of the cap-
italist mode of production. In her view, imperi-
alist competition was rapidly transforming the
world into a capitalist world and thereby devel-

oping the unhampered confrontation of labor
and capital. Whereas the rise of the bourgeoisie
coincided with the formation of the modern
nation-state, creating the ideology of national-
ism, the maturity and decline of capitalism
implied the imperidistic ‘internationalism’ of
the bourgeoisie and therewith also the interna-
tionalism of the working classes, if they were to
make their class struggles effective. The
reformist integration of proletarian aspirations
into the capitalist system led to social-imperial-
ism, as the other side of the nationalistic coin.
Objectively, there was nothing behind the fran-
tically growing nationalism but the imperialist
imperative. To oppose imperialism demanded,
then atotal rejection of al forms of nationalism,
even that of the victims of imperialist aggres-
sion. Nationalism and imperialism were insepa-
rable and had to fought with equal fervor.

In view of the at first covert but soon overt
social-patriotism of the officia labor move-
ment, Rosa Luxemburg's internationalism rep-
resented the leftwing of this movement—but not
completely. In away, it was a generalization of
her specific experiences in the Polish socialist
movement, which had been split on the question
of national self-determination. As we aready
know from her work on the industrial develop-
ment in Poland, Rosa Luxemburg expected a
full integration of the Russian and Polish capi-
talism and a consequent unification of their
respective socialist organizations, both as a
practical and as a principled matter. She could
not conceive of nationally oriented socialist
movements and even less of a nationaly
restricted socialism. What was true for Russia
and Poland also held for the world at large;
national fissions had to be ended in the unity of
international socialism.

The Bolshevik section of the Russian Social-
Democratic Party did not share Rosa
Luxemburg’s strict internationalism. For Lenin,
the subjugation of nationalities by stronger cap-
italist countries brought additional cleavages
into the basic socid frictions, which could, per-
haps, be turned against the dominating powers.



It is quite beside the point, to consider whether
Lenin's advocacy of the self-determination of
nations reflected a subjective conviction, or
democratic attitude, with regard to special
national needs and cultural peculiarities, or was
simply a revulsion against al forms of oppres-
sion. Lenin was, first of all, a practical politi-
cian, even though he could fulfill this role only
at alate hour. As a practical politician, he real-
ized that the different nationalities within the
Russian empire presented a steady threat to the
Czarist regime.

To be sure, Lenin was also an internationalist
and saw the socialist revolution in terms of the
world revolution. But this revolution had to
begin somewhere and he assumed that it would
first break the weakest link in the chain of com-
peting imperialist powers. In the Russian con-
text, supporting the self-determination of
nations, up to the point of secession, suggested
the winning of “dlies’ in any attempt to over-
throw Czarism. This strategy was supported by
the hope that, once free, the different nationali-
ties would elect to remain within the new
Russian commonweslth, either out of self-inter-
est, or through the urgings of their own socialist
organizations.

Until the Russian Revolution, however, this
whole discussion around the national question
remained purely academic. Even after the revo-
Iution, the granting of self-determination to the
various nationalities within Russia was not very
meaningful, for most of the territories involved
were occupied by foreign powers. Still, the
Bolshevik regime continued to press for self-
determination in order to weaken other imperi-
alist nations, particularly England, in an attempt
to foster colonia revolutions against Western
capitalism, which threatened to destroy the
Bolshevik state.

The Russian Revol ution found Rosa L uxemburg
in a German prison, where she remained until
the overthrow of the German monarchy. But she
was able to follow the progress of the Russian
Revolution. Though delighted by the Bolshevik
seizure of power, she could not accept Lenin's

policies towards the peasants and with respect to
the national minorities. In both cases she wor-
ried needlessly. Although her prediction that the
granting of self-determination to the various
nationalities within Russia would merely sur-
round the new state with a cordon of reactionary
counter-revolutionary countries, turned out to
be correct, this was so only for the short run.
Rosa Luxemburg failed to see that it was the
principle of self-determination which dictated
Bolshevik policy with regard to the Russian
nationalities, than the force of circumstances
over which the Bolsheviks had no control. At
the first opportunity they began whittling away
at the self-determination of nations, to end by
incorporating al the new independent nationsin
a restored Russian empire, and, in addition, by
forging for themselves spheres of interest in
extra-Russian territories.

On the strength of her own theory of national-
ism and imperialism, Rosa Luxemburg should
have realized that Lenin’s theory could not be
actualized, in a world of competing imperialist
powers and would, most probably, not need to
be put into practice should capitalist be brought
down by an international revolution. The disin-
tegration of the Russian empire was not due to
or aided by the principle of self-determination,
but was effected through the loss of the war; as
it was the winning of another war, which led to
the recovery of previously lost territory and to a
revival of Russian imperialism. Capitalismis an
expansive system and therefore necessarily
imperialistic. It is the capitalistic way of over-
coming national limitations to capital produc-
tion and its centralization—of gaining, or secur-
ing, privileged or dominating positions within
the world economy. It in thus also a defense
against this general trend; but in al cases, it is
the inescapable result of capital accumulation.

As Rosa Luxemburg pointed out, the contradic-
tory capitalist ‘integration’ of the world econo-
my cannot ater the domination of weaker by
stronger nations through the latter's control of
the world market. This situation makes real
national independence illusory. what political



independence can accomplish, at best, is no
more than the subjugation of the workers under
native instead of international control. Of
course, proletarian internationalism cannot pre-
vent, nor has it reason to prevent, movements
for national self-determination within the colo-
nial and imperialistic context. These movements
are part of capitalist society just an imperialism
is. But to ‘utilize’ these movements for social-
ism can only mean to try to deprive them of
their nationalist character through a consistent
internationalism on the part of the socialist
movement. Although oppressed people have the
sympathy of the socialists, it does not relate to
their emergent nationalism but to their particular
plight as twice-oppressed people, suffering from
both native and foreign exploitation. The social-
ist task in the ending of capitalism, which
includes the support of anti-imperialist forces;
not, however, to create new capitalistic nation-
states, but to make their emergence more diffi-
cult, or impossible, through proletarian revolu-
tions in the advanced capitalist countries.

The Bolshevik regime declared itself socidistic
and by that token was to end al discrimination
of national minorities. Under such conditions,
national self-determination was, in Rosa
Luxemburg's eyes, not only senseless but an
invitation to revive, via the ideology of nation-
alism, the conditions for a capitalist restoration.
In her view, Lenin and Trotsky mistakenly sac-
rificed the principle of internationalism for
momentary tactical advantage. While perhaps
unavoidable, it should not be elevated into a
socialist virtue. Rosa Luxemburg was right, of
course, in not questioning the Bolshevik’s sub-
jective sincerity as regards the establishment of
socialism in Russia and the furthering of the
world revolution. She herself thought it possi-
ble, by way of awestward extension of the rev-
olution, to defy the objective unripeness of
Russia for a socialist transformation. She
blamed the West European socidlists, and in par-
ticular the Germans, for the difficulties the
Bolsheviks encountered, which forced theminto
concessions, compromises, and opportunist
actions. And she assumed that the international -

ization of the revolution would do away with
Lenin’s nationalistic demands and resurrect the
principle of internationalism in the revolution-
ary movement.

As the world revolution did not materialize, the
nation-state remained the field of operation for
economic development as well as for the class
struggle. The “internationalism” of the Third
International, under Russian dominance, served
strictly Russian state interests, covered up by
the idea that the defense of the first socialist
state was a prerequisite for international social-
ism. Like national self-determination, this type
of “internationalism” was designed to weaken
the adversaries of the new Russian state. After
1920, however, the Bolsheviks no longer
expected a resumption of the world-revolution-
ary process, and settled down for the consolida
tion of their own regime. Their ‘international-
ism’ expressed now their own nationalism, just
as the economic internationalism of the bour-
geoisie serves no other end than the enrichment
of nationally-organized capital entities.

The result of the second world war and its after-
math ended the colonialism of the European
powers and led to the formation of numerous
‘independent’ nations; while, a the same time,
two great power blocs emerged, dominated by
the victorious nations Russia and the United
States. Within each bloc there was no real
national independence but rather the subordina-
tion of the nominally self-determined countries
to the imperialistic requirements of the leading
powers. This subordination was enforced by
both economic and political means and by the
general necessity to adapt the economies and
therewith the political life of the satellite nations
to the realities of the capitalist world market.

For the former colonies thisimplied anew form
of subjugation and dependence, which found its
expression in the term neo-coloniaism; for the
reborn, capitalistically more-advanced nationsit
implied the direct control of their political struc-
ture through the proven methods of military
occupation and puppet governments. This situa-



tion led, of course, to new “liberation move-
ments’ not only in the capitalist but also in the
so-called socialist camp, providing the proof
that there is no such thing as national self-deter-
mination, either in the market-controlled or the
state-controlled economies.

That nationalism is really a vehicle upholding
the ruling class was soon made evident in al
liberated nations, as it provided political par-
venus with an instrument for their own emer-
gence as new ruling classes, in collaboration
with the ruling classes of the dominating coun-
tries. Whether these now ruling classes adhere
to the ‘free world’ or to the authoritarian part of
the world, in either case the national form, on
which their rule in based, precludes any stop
towards a socialist society. Wherever possible,
their nationalism implies a fervent, even if
miniature, imperialism, which sets ‘socialist
nations' against other nations, including other
‘socidist nations.” Thus we have the sorry spec-
tacle of a threatening war between the great
‘socialist countries’ Russia and China, and, on a
smaller scale, the open warfare between
‘Marxist’ Ethiopia and “Marxist’ Somalia for
the control of Ogaden.

With some variations, this story can be pro-
longed almost endlessly, characterizing the
present state of world politics, in which small
nations act as proxies for the great imperialist
powers, or fight on their own behalf, only to fall
victim to one or another power bloc. All this
substantiates Rosa L uxemburg' s contention that
al forms of nationalism are detrimental to
socialism and that only a consistent internation-
alism can aid the emancipation of the working
class. This unwavering internationalism is one
of her greatest contributions to revolutionary
theory and practice and sets her far apart from
both the social-imperialism of Socia
Democracy and the Bolshevik opportunist con-
cept of world revolution as advocated by its.
great ‘statesman’ Lenin.

Like Lenin, Rosa Luxemburg looked upon the
October Revolution as a proletarian revolution

which, however, depended fully upon interna
tional events. At the time this view was shared
by all revolutionaries whether Marxist or not.
After dl, as she said, by seizing power the
Bolsheviks had “for the first time proclaimed
the final aim of socialism as the direct program
of practical policies’ (8) They had solved the
“famous problem of winning a majority of the
people, by revolutionary tactics that led to a
majority, instead of waiting for the latter to
evolve a revolutionary tactic.” (9) In her view,
Lenin’s party had grasped the true interests of
the urban masses by demanding all power for
the Soviets in order to secure the revolution.
Still, the agrarian question was the axis of the
revolution and here the Bolsheviks showed
themselves as opportunistic in their policies as
with regard to the national minorities.

In pre-revolutionary Russia the Bolsheviks had
shared with Rosa Luxemburg the Marxist posi-
tion that the land must be nationalized as a pre-
requisite for the organization of large-scale agri-
cultural production in conformity with the
sociaization of industry. In order to gain the
support of the peasants, Lenin abandoned the
Marxist agricultural program in favor of that of
the Social-Revolutionaries—the heirs of the old
Populist movement. Although Rosa Luxemburg
recognized this turnabout as an ‘excellent tac-
tic,’ for her it had nothing to do with the quest
for socialism. Property rights must be turned
over to the nation, or the state, for only thenisit
possible to organize agricultural production on a
socialistic base. The Bolshevik slogan “immedi-
ate seizure and distribution of the land by the
peasants’ was not a socialist measure, but one
which, by creating a new form of private prop-
erty, cut off the way to such measures. “The
Leninist agrarian reform,” shewrote, “ has creat-
ed anow and powerful layer of popular enemies
of socialism in the countryside, enemies whose
resistance will be much more dangerous and
stubborn than that of the noble large landown-
ers.” (10)

This proved to be a fact, hampering both the
restoration of the Russian economy and the



socialization of industry. But, as in the case of
national self-determination, here too the situa
tion was determined not by the Bolsheviks' pol-
icy but by circumstances beyond their control.
The Bolsheviks were prisoners of the peasant
movement; they could not hold power except
with its passive support, and they could not pro-
ceed towards socialism because of the peasants.
Moreover, their dly opportunism did not initiate
the peasants’ seizure of the land, but merely rat-
ified an accomplished fact, independent of their
own attitude. While other parties hesitated to
legalize the expropriation of land, the
Bolsheviks favored it, in order to win the sup-
port of the peasants and thus to consolidate the
power they had won by a coup d'etat in the
urban centers. They hoped to maintain this sup-
port by apolicy of low taxation, while the peas-
ants required a government which would pre-
vent a return of the landlords by way of count-
er-revolution.

As far as the peasants were concerned, the rev-
olution involved the extension of property rights
and was, in this sense, a bourgeois revolution. It
could only lead to a market-economy and the
enhanced capitalization of Russia. For the
industrial workers, asfor Lenin and Luxemburg,
it was a proletarian revolution even at this early
stage of capitalist development. But as the
industrial working class formed only a minus-
cule part of the population, it seemed clear that
sooner or later the bourgeois element within the
revolution would gain the upper hand.
Bolshevik state-power could only be hold by
arbitrating between these contrary interests but
success in this endeavor would negate both the
socialist and the bourgeois aspirations within
the revolution.

Thiswas a situation not foreseen by the Marxist
movement and not predictable in terms of
Marxian theory, which held that the proletarian
revolution presupposes a high capitalistic devel-
opment in which theworking classfindsitself in
the magjority and thus able to determine the
course of events. While Lenin was not interest-
ed in abourgeois revolution, except as a prelim-

inary to a socialist revolution, he was a bour-
geoisin that he was convinced that it was possi-
ble to change society by purely political means,
that is, by the will of a political party. This ide-
alistic reversal of Marxism, with consciousness
determining the material development instead
of being produced by it, implied in practice no
more than a copying of the Czarist regimeitself,
in which the autocracy had ruled over the whole
of society. In fact, Lenin insisted that if the Czar
could govern Russia with the aid of a bureau-
cracy of a few hundred thousand men, the
Bolsheviks should be able to do likewise and
better with a Party exceeding this number. In
any case, once in power the Bolsheviks had no
choice but to try to maintain it in order to defend
their sheer existence. In the course of time there
emerged a state apparatus which took upon
itself the authoritarian control not only of the
population but also of economic development,
by turning private property into state property
without changing the social relations of produc-
tion—that is, by maintaining the capital-labor
relations that alow for the exploitation of the
working class. This new type of capitalism—
properly called state-capitalism—persists to the
present day in the ideological dress of ‘social-
ism.”

In 1918, Rosa Luxemburg could not envision
this development, asit lay outside of all Marxist
assumptions. For her, the Bolsheviks were mak-
ing various mistakes, which might endanger
their socialist goal. And if these mistakes were
unavoidable within the context of the isolated
Russian Revolution, they should not be general-
ized into arevolutionary tactic for timesto come
and for all nations to follow. However helpless-
ly, she opposed the Russian reality with
Marxian principles, so as at least to save the
Marxian theory. Bat it was al in vain, for it
turned out that private-party capitalism is not
necessarily followed by a socialist regime, but
could be transformed into a state-controlled cap-
italism, wherein the old bourgeocisie was
replaced by a new ruling class, whose power is
based on its collective control of the state and
the means of production. She knew as little as



Lenin how to go about building a socialist soci-
ety, but while the latter proceeded pragmatically
from the experiences of wartime state-controls
of capitalist nations and envisioned socialism as
the state-monopoly over all economic activity,
Rosa Luxemburg persisted in proclaiming that
such a state of affairs could not emancipate the
working class. She could not imagine that the
emerging Bolshevik society represented a his-
torically new social formation, but saw in it no
more than a false application of socialist princi-
ples. And thus she feared a possible restoration
of capitalism by way of the agrarian reforms of
Bolshevism.

As it turned out, the agrarian question agitated
the Bolshevik state unceasingly, finally leading
to the compulsory collectivization of the peas-
antry as an in-between sol ution between private-
property relations on the land and the national-
ization of agriculture. This was no real repudia-
tion of Lenin’s peasant policies, which had been
based on necessity, not on conviction. Except on
paper, Lenin smply did not dare to nationalize
the land, and Stalin did not dare more than the
forced collectivizations of the peasants, in order
to increase their production and exploitation,
without depriving them of al private initiative.
Even so, this was a frightful undertaking which
almost destroyed, the Bolshevik regime. If Rosa
Luxemburg was right against Lenin with respect
to the peasant question, her arguments were
nonetheless beside the point, for it was just a
question of time, and of the strength of the state
apparatus before the peasants would lose their
newly-won relative independence and fall once
more under the control of an authoritarian
regime.

It should have been evident from Lenin’s con-
cept of the party and itsrole in the revolutionary
process that, once in power, this party could
only function in a dictatorial way. Quite apart
from the specific Russian conditions, the idea of
the party as the consciousness of the socialist
revolution clearly relegated all decision-making
power into the hands of the Bolshevik state
apparatus. This general assumption found an

even sharper accentuation in the Russian
Revolution, divided, as it was, in its bourgeois
and proletarian aspirations. If the proletariat was
not able, according to Lenin, to develop more
than a trade-union consciousness (that is, to
fight for its interests within the capitaist sys
tem) it would certainly be even more unable to
realize socialism, which presupposes an ideo-
logical break with al its previous experience.
Echoing Karl Kautsky, Lenin was convinced
that socialist consciousness had to be brought to
the proletariat from the outside, through the
knowledge of the educated middle class. The
party was the organization of the socialist intel-
ligentsia, representing revolutionary conscious-
ness for the proletariat, even though it might
also include a sprinkling of intelligent workers
in its ranks. It was necessary that these special-
istsin revolutionary politics become the masters
of the socialist state, if only to prevent the defeat
of the working class through its own ignorance.
And as the party was to lead the proletariat, so
the leadership of the party was to lead its mem-
bers by way of asemi-militaristic centralization.

It was this arrogant attitude of Lenin, pressed
upon HIS party, which made Rosa Luxemburg
quite wary about the possible outcome of the
Bolsheviks' seizure of power. Already in 1904
she had attacked the Bolshevik party concept for
both its artificial separation of a revolutionary
vanguard from the mass of the workers and for
its ultra-centralization in general, as well as in
party affairs in particular. “Nothing will more
surely enslave a young labor movement to an
intellectual elite hungry for power,” she wrote,
than this bureaucratic strait-jacket, which will
immobilize the movement and turn it into an
automaton manipulated Central Committee.
(11) By denying the revolutionary character of
Lenin’s party concept, Rosa Luxemburg prefig-
ured the actual course of Bolshevik rule down to
the present day. To be sure, her indictment of
Lenin's organizational ideas was based on their
confrontation with the organizational structure
of the Social Democratic Party, which, though
highly centralized, aspired to a broad mass basis
for its evolutionary work. This party did not



think in terms of seizing power, but was satis-
fied with its electoral successes and the spread-
ing of the socialist ideology as a basis for its:
growth. In any case, Rosa Luxemburg not
believe that any type of party could bring about
a socialist revolution. The party could only be
an aid to revolution, which remained the privi-
lege and required the activities of the whole
working class. She did not see the socialist party
as an independent organizer of the proletariat,
but as part of it, with no functions or interests
differing from those of the working class.

With this conviction, Rosa L uxemburg was only
true to herself and to Marxism when she raised
her voice against the dictatorial policies of the
Bolshevik party. Although this party reached its
dominating position via the demagogic demand
for the sole rule of the Soviets, it had no inten-
tion of delegating any power to the Soviets,
except, perhaps, where they were composed of
Bolsheviks. It is true that the Bolsheviks in
Petrograd and a few other cities held a mgjority
of the Soviets, but this situation might change
again and return the party to the minority posi-
tion it had held during the first months after the
February Revolution. The Bolsheviks did not
look upon the soviets as organs of an emerging
socialist society, but saw in them no more than a
vehicle for the formation of a Bolshevik gov-
ernment. Already in 1905, which saw-the first
rise of the Soviets, Lenin recognized their revo-
lutionary potential, which, however, gave him
only one more reason to strengthen his own
party and prepareit for the reins of government.
To Lenin, the latent revolutionary power of the
Soviet form of organization did not change its
spontaneous nature, which implied the danger
of the dissipation of this power in fruitless activ-
ities. Although a part of socia reality, sponte-
neous movements could, in Lenin’sview, at best
support but never supplant a goal-directed party.
In October 1917, the question for the
Bolsheviks was not one of choosing between
Soviet- and party-rule, but between the latter
and the Constituent Assembly. As there was no
chance of winning a mgjority in the Assembly
and thus gaining the it was necessary to dis-

pense with realize the party dictatorship in the
proletariat.

Although Rosa Luxemburg held that in one
fashion or another the whole mass of people
must take part in the construction of socialism,
shedid not recognize the soviets astypifying the
organizational form which would make this
possible. Impressed as she was in 1905 by the
great mass-strikes taking place in Russia, she
paid little attention to their soviet form of organ-
ization. In her eyes, the soviets were merely
strike committees in the absence of other more
permanent labor organizations. Even after the
1917 Revolution she felt that “the practical real-
ization of socialism and an economic, social and
juridical system is something which lies com-
pletely hidden in the mists of the future.” (12)
Only the general direction in which to move was
known, not the detailed concrete steps that had
to be taken to consolidate and develop the new
society. Socialism could not be derived from
ready-made plans and realized by governmental
decree. There must be the widest participation
on the part of the workers, that is, areal democ-
racy, and it was precisely this democracy which
alone could be designated as the dictatorship of
the proletariat. A party-dictatorship was for her
no more than “a dictatorship in the bourgeois
sense,, in the sense of the rule of the Jacobins.”
(13

All this is undoubtedly true, on the general
level, but the bourgeois character of Bolshevik
rule reflected—ideologically as well as practi-
cally—the objectively non-socialistic nature of
this particular revolution, which simply could
not proceed from the quasi-feudal conditions of
Czarism to a socialist society. It was a sort of
‘bourgeois revolution’ without the bourgeoisie,
as it was a proletarian revolution without a suf-
ficiently large proletariat: a revolution in which
the historical functions of the bourgeoisie were
taken up by an apparently anti-bourgeois party
by means of its assumption of political power.
Under these conditions, the revolutionary con-
tent of Western marxism was not applicable, not
even in a modified form. This may explain the



vacuity of Rosa Luxemburg’s arguments against
the Bolsheviks, her complaints about their dis-
respect for the Constituent Assembly and their
terroristic acts against al opposition whether
from the right or the left. Her own suggestions
as how to go about with the building of social-
ism, however correct and praiseworthy, would
not fit in with a Constituent Assembly, which is
itself a bourgeois ingtitution. Her tolerance
towards al points of view and their wishes to
express themselves in order to influence the
course of events, cannot be realized under civil-
war conditions. The construction of socialism
cannot be left to a leisurely trial-and-error
method by which the future may be discerned in
the ‘mists’ of the present, but is dictated by cur-
rent necessities that call for definite actions.

Rosa Luxemburg's lack of realism with regard
to Bolshevism and the Russian Revolution may
be traced to ambiguities of her own. On the one
hand she was a social democrat and on the other
a revolutionary, at a time when both positions
had fallen apart. She looked upon Russia with
social-democratic eyes and upon Socia
Democracy with revolutionary eyes, what she
desired was a revolutionary-Social Democracy.
Already in her famous debate with Eduard
Bernstein, (14) she refused to choose between
reform and revolution but endeavored to com-
bine both activities in dialectical fashion in one
and the same policy. In her view, it was possible
to wage the class struggle in both the parliament
and in the streets, not only through the party and
the trade-unions but with the unorganized as
well. The legal foothold gained within bour-
geois democracy was to be secured by the direct
actions of the masses in their everyday wage
struggles. It was the masses' actions, however,
which were most important, as they increased
the masses awareness of their class position
and thereby their revolutionary consciousness.
The direct struggle of the workers against the
capitalists was the real ‘school of socialism.” In
the spreading of mass-strikes, in which the
workers acted as a class, she saw the necessary
precondition for the coming revolution, which
would topple the bourgeoisie and install govern-

ments supported and controlled by the mature
class—conscious proletariat.”

Until the outbreak of the first world war, Rosa
Luxemburg did not fully comprehend the true
nature of Social Democracy. There was a right
wing, a center, and a left wing, Liebknecht and
Luxemburg representing the latter. Therewas an
ideological struggle between these tendencies,
tolerated by the party bureaucracy because it
remained purely ideological. The practice of the
party was reformist and opportunistic,
untouched by the left-wing rhetoric, if not indi-
rectly aided by it. But there was theillusion that
the party could be changed and restored to the
revolutionary character of its origins.
Suggestions to split the party were rejected by
Rosa Luxemburg, who feared to lose contact
with the bulk of the socialist workers. Her con-
fidence in these workers was not affected by her
lack of confidence in their |eaders. She was thus
more than surprised that the social-chauvinism
displayed in 1914 united leaders and |led against
the party’s left. Even so, she was not ready to
leave the party until its splitin 1917 on the issue
of war aims, which led to the formation of the
Independent Socidist Party (USPD), in which
the Spartacus League, composed of a circle of
people around Liebknecht, Luxemburg,
Mehring, and Jogiches, formed a small faction.
In so far as this faction engaged in independent
activities, these were a matter of propaganda
against the war and the class-collaborationist
policies of the old party. Only near the end of
1918 did Rosa Luxemburg recognize the need
for a new revolutionary party and a new
International.

The German Revolution of 1918 was not the
product of any left-wing organization, though
members of al organizations played various
partsin it. It was a strictly political upheaval to
end the war and to remove the monarchy held
responsible for it. It occurred as a consequence
of the German military defeat and was not seri-
ously opposed by the bourgeoisie and the mili-
tary, for it allowed them to place the onus of the
defeat upon the socialist movement. This revo-



lution brought Social Democracy into the gov-
ernment, which then proceeded to aly itself
with the military, in order to crush any attempt
to turn the political into asocia revolution. Still
under the away of tradition and the old reformist
ideology, the majority of the spontaneously-
arising workers' and soldiers’ councils support-
ed the socia-democratic government and
declared their readiness to abdicate in favor of a
National Assembly within the frame of bour-
geois democracy. This revolution, it has been
aptly said, “was a Social Democratic revolution,
suppressed by the Social Democratic leaders: a
process hardly paralleled in the history of the
world.” (16) There was also a revolutionary
minority, to be sure, advocating and fighting for
the formation of a socia system of workers
councils as a permanent ingtitution; but this was
soon systematically subdued by the military
forces arrayed against it. To organize this revo-
lutionary minority for sustained actions, the
Spartacus League, in collaboration with other
revolutionary groups, transformed itself into the
Communist Party of Germany. Its program was
written by Rosa Luxemburg.

Already at its founding congress, it became
clear that the new party was internally split.
Even at this late hour Rosa Luxemburg was not
able to break totally with social-democratic tra-
ditions. Although she declared that the time for
a minimum program short of socialism had
passed, she dtill adhered to the politics of the
double perspective, that in, to the view that the
uncertainty of an early proletarian revolution
demanded the consideration of policies defined
within the given, social institutions and organi-
zations. In practice this meant participation in
the National Assembly and in trade unions.
However, the majority of the congress voted in
favor of anti-parliamentarism and for a struggle
against the trade unions. Although reluctantly,
Rosa Luxemburg bowed to this decision and
wrote and acted in its spirit. As she was mur-
dered only two weeks later, it is not possible to
say whether or not she would have stuck to this
position. In any cage, encouraged by Lenin, via
his eminary Radek, her disciples soon split the

new party and merged its parliamentary section
with a part of the Independent Socidliststo form
a“truly Bolshevik Party;” thistime, however, as
a mass-organization in the social-democratic
sense, competing with the old Socia
Democratic Party for the allegiance of the work-
ers, in order to forge an instrument for the
defense of Bolshevik Russia

But al thisis history. The failed revolutions in
Central Europe, and the state-capitalistic devel-
opment in Russia, overcame the political crisis
of capitalism that followed the first world war.
Its economic difficulties were not so overcome,
and led-to a now world-wide crisis and the sec-
ond world war. Because the ruling classes—old
and now—remembered the revolutionary reper-
cussions in the wake of the first world war, they
defeated their possible recurrence in advance by
the direct means of military occupation. The
enormous destruction of capital and its further
centralization by way of war, an well astherais-
ing of the productivity of labor, alowed for a
great upswing of capital production after the
second war. Thisimplied an almost total eclipse
of revolutionary aspirations, save those of a
strictly nationalist and state-capitalist character.

This effect was strengthened by the develop-
ment of the ‘mixed economy,’” nationally as well
as internationally, wherein governments influ-
enced economic activities. Like al things of the
past, Marxism became an academic discipline—
an indication of its decline as a theory of social
change. Social Democracy ceased to see itself
as aworking class organization, but rather as a
people’s party, ready to fulfill governmental
functions for capitalist society. Communist
organizations took over the classic role of Social
Democracy—and aso its readiness to form, or
to partake in, governments upholding the capi-
talist system. The labor movement-divided into
Bolshevism and Social Democracy, which had
been Rosa Luxemburg's concern—ceased to
exist.

Still, capitalism remains susceptible to crises
and collapse. In view of present methods of



destruction, it may destroy itself in another con-
flagration. But it may also be overcome by way
of class struggles leading to its socialist trans-
formation. The aternative enunciated by Rosa
Luxemburg—socialism or barbarism—retains
its vaidity. The current state of the labor move-
ment, which lacks any revolutionary inclina
tions, makes it clear that a socialist future
depends more on spontaneous actions of the
working class as a whole, than on ideological
anticipations of such a future which may find
expression in newly-arising revolutionary
organizations. In this situation, there is not
much to be learned from previous experiences,
except the negative lesson that neither Social
Democracy nor Bolshevism had any bearing on
the problems of the proletarian revolution. By
opposing both, however, inconsistently, Rosa
Luxemburg opened up another road towards the
socialist revolution. Despite some fal se notions,
with respect to theory and some illusions
regarding socialist practice, her revolutionary
impulse yielded the essential elements required
for a socialist revolution: an unwavering inter-
nationalism and the principle of the self-deter-
mination of the working class within its organi-
zations and within society. By taking seriously
the dictum that the emancipation of the prole-
tariat can only beits, own work, she bridged the
revolutionary past with the revolutionary future.
Her ideas thus remain as alive as the idea of
revolution itself, while al her adversariesin the
old labor movement have become part and par-
cel of the decaying capitalist society.
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