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PREFACE

extension of Socialism to so many countries and of the

paucity of material for many of them in languages I can
read. I cannot hope to have avoided making many mistakes, or
faulty judgments, though I hope I have got most of the essen-
tials broadly right. Where I could, I sought help and advice
from specialists who were known to me, and their kindly
answers have enabled me to correct a number of errors. My .
deepest thanks are due to Mr. H. N. Brailsford, who has again
read through the whole volunde and helped me greatly, and to
Mr. Julius Braunthal, Secretary of the Socialist International,
who has not only read the whole but also loaned me a number
of books and reports which I should have found it very difficult
to consult elsewhere. For loans of books I am also deeply
indebted to Mr. Raymond Postgate, Mr. H. L. Beales, Mr.
C. A. Macartney, Mr. K. J. Scott of New Zealand and Miss
Florence Bradfield. My wife has read some of the chapters
and made valuable comments.

My numerous other debts are for information and help with
particular chapters — especially with data and biographical
particulars. I have to thank Mr. James Joll for help with the
section dealing with the Second International; Mr. J. F.
Horrabin, Mr. Maurice Reckitt, Mrs. A. ]J. Penty, Professor
Michael Qakeshott, and Mr. John Mahon (Great Britain);
M. Maurice Dommanget and M. Michel Crozier (France);
Mr. Julius Braunthal and Frau Gertrude Magaziner (Austria) ;
Mr. Thomas Balogh and Mr. K. Szigeti (Hungary) ; Dr. H. G.
Schenk (Bohemia) ; M. Charles Barbier, Professor Max Weber,
Mr. Hans Handschin, and the Verband Schweiz Konsumvereine
(Switzerland) ; M. René Renard (Belgium), Dr. von Wiessing,
Professor A. C. Riiter and the International Institute for Social
History (Holland) ; Mr. Poul Hansen (Denmark) ; Mr. Gostar
| .angenfelt, Baron Palmstierna, and Dr. J. W. Ames (Sweden) ;
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Mr. B. Hindahl (Norway); Mr. R. H. Oittinen (Finland);
Signor L. Valiani (Italy); Mr. L. Popov (Bulgaria); Mr. V.
Tunguz (Yugoslavia) ; Miss Marjorie Plant, Mr. Isaiah Berlin,
Mrs. Kuskova-Prokopovitch, Dr. Rudolf Schlesinger, and
Mr. Henry Collins (Soviet Union) ; Dr. H. W. Laidler (United
States); Mr. C. A. Fleming, Mr. E. M. Higgins, Mr. N. S.
Lynravn, and Mr. Lloyd Ross (Australia); Professor Iwao
Ayusawa (Japan) ; His Excellency Sefior Francisco A. de Icaza
(Mexico) ; and Mr. Desmond Crowley, Mr. K. J. Scott, and
Miss E. G. Simpson (New Zealand). Mr. Crowley, in par-
ticular, was kind enough to lend me his own unpublished book
on the Labour movement in New Zealand, which I found very
helpful indeed. Mr. Higgins also lent me unpublished material
about Australia.

Finally, I have to thank two secretaries, Mrs. Rosamund
Broadley and Mrs. Audrey Millar, who have successively borne
the burden of my handwriting and helped me in countless

other ways.
G. D. H. CoLe

OXFORD
September 1954
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INTRODUCTION

ment of Socialist thought and action from the middle of the

nineteenth century — that is, from the defeat of the European
Revolutions of 1848 — to about 1890 — by which time Social
Democratic or Labour Parties had been established in most
iuropean and in a number of non-European countries. The
present volume carries on the record from the foundation of
the Second International in 1889 — the centenary year of the
great French Revolution — to the outbreak of European War
in August 1914. During the period covered by Volume II the
struggle between Marxism and Anarchism furnished the central
theme. That struggle had not ended in 1889; but it had
ceased to occupy the centre of the stage, and both combatants
had undergone a considerable transformation. Marxism had
been reshaped throughout Western Europe as Social Democracy
and had become organised in a series of national parties which
were either active in the electoral field and seeking to build up
their parliamentary strength by constitutional means or, where
the franchise was too narrow to give them a chance of electoral
success, were agitating and demonstrating for manhood, or
even for adult, suffrage in order to be able to follow the same
course. Anarchism meanwhile was being deeply affected by
the growth of Trade Unionism, and was being reincarnated in
part as what came to be called first Revolutionary Syndicalism
and later simply Syndicalism, on the basis of an exaltation of
the réle of Direct Action, with the general strike as a weapon,
as against Parliamentary action. The general strike was also
proposed, and used, by Social Democrats as a weapon for the
enforcement of franchise reform ; and in Russia it was the form
in which the Revolution of 1gojs actually began. But the general
strike as used in Austria and Belgium as a means of extorting
franchise reform was something quite different from the ‘social’
general strike of the Anarchists and Syndicalists and of the
Russian revolutionaries : it was meant, not to usher in violent

xi
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revolution, but to win a limited constitutional reform and thus
clear the road for effective parliamentary action, and it was
accordingly to be a disciplined affair, ordered by the Social
Democratic Party, and not a spontaneous mass movement in
which the militants would draw the main body of the workers
into revolutionary action. Even in this limited form, it was
rejected by the German Social Democrats, who possessed by
far the strongest and best-organised Socialist Party and had
behind them the greatest prestige, both as the reputed guardians
of the Marxist tradition and because of the success with which
they had held out against Bismarck’s attempt to destroy them
by means of the Anti-Socialist Laws. These laws were still
in force when the Second International was born; but they
lapsed the following year, and the German Party was set
free to rebuild its organisation legally on German soil and.
to adopt its new Erfurt Programme of 1891, which had a
great influence on the policy of the Socialist Parties of other
countries.

The German Social Democratic Party, fully unified and in
effective command of the German Trade Union movement,
which, though nominally independent of it, obediently followed
its lead, was by far the most powerful single force in the new
International and in the world Socialist movement. Next to
the Germans in influence and power stood the French; but in
1889 the French Socialist and Labour movement was split up
among a number of contending factions. There were in France
not only rival Socialist Parties but also rival Trade Union
movements ; and even when the rival Parties had been unified
under international pressure in 1905, the Trade Union move-
ment was by no means prepared to follow the lead of the
Socialist Party. In the Congresses of the Second International
the French delegations were always sharply divided, whereas
the Germans almost always presented a solid front.

Next in importance to the Germans and the French stood
the Russians, though they had no mass organisation comparable
with that of the countries in which the work of organisation
could be openly and lawfully carried on. Indeed, until 1905 the
Russians played no large part in the International’s affairs ; and
even thereafter they continued to be sharply divided, not only
between Social Democrats and Social Revolutionaries but also

xii
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within the Social Democratic fraction between Bolsheviks and
Mensheviks. The Russians, however, had this in common :
they were all revolutionaries, because there was no other course
open to them in face of the autocratic Czarist régime. After
the defeat of the Revolution of 1905 there was indeed a sort of
Parliament — the Duma; but the conditions of its election
denied the Socialists all chances of winning any substantial
representation in it, and in any case its powers were vVery narrow.
‘There was in Czarist Russia no possibility of building up a
primarily parliamentary Socialist Party on the German, or on
any Western, model; and though the Russian Social Demo-
cratic delegates at International Congresses continued to regard
the German Social Democratic Party as the leading exponent of
the Marxist creed, their own situation was so different from that
of the Western countries which dominated the International’s
proceedings as to make it difficult for them to take much part
in many of the discussions. Their most important intervention
was at Stuttgart in 1907, when Lenin and Rosa Luxemburg
managed to amend the resolution defining the attitude to be
taken by Socialists in the event of international war.

The British Socialists’ part in the International was small
in relation to the world position of Great Britain because they
were both divided and late in developing a powerful political
movement. The British Trades Union Congress, though it
sent delegates to the International, played no large part in its
affairs and hardly treated its participation seriously; nor did
the Labour Party, when it joined the British Section, count for
a great deal. The Social Democratic Federation and Keir
Hardie’s Independent Labour Party carried their quarrels from
the national into the international field, and between them
dominated the British delegation. Keir Hardie’s advocacy of
the general strike against war made him a leading figure after
1905 ; but no other British delegate made any deep impression.
Hyndman’s strong views on the German menace prevented
him, despite his Marxism, from playing a leading réle. The
British were continually taken to task in the International for
their failure to create a powerful unified Socialist Party and for
the backwardness of their Trade Union movement in inter-
national loyalty to the class struggle.

Among the lesser Parties the Austrians and the Belgians

Xin
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played the most active part. Victor Adler and Emile Vander-
velde were outstanding international personalities. The
Austrians in the main followed the German lead, but were much
more conciliatory to the opposition: the Belgians were best
placed for acting as mediators between the Teutons and the
Latins, especially when it was a question of the place of Trade
Unions and Co-operative Societies in relation to the political
parties. The Italians were always divided among themselves,
like the French; and so were the Dutch. The Scandinavians
had not yet risen to the position of importance they occupied
after 1918. The Spaniards were represented only by the small
Marxist Party of Pablo Iglesias, which faithfully followed the
German Social Democratic lead. The Balkan countries had
only small and for the most part heavily persecuted Socialist
Parties — the most important group, the Bulgarians, being
sharply divided into rival sects. The Americans, too, were
divided, between De Leonites and moderate Social Democrats ;
but neither faction commanded a large or influential following.
Other non-European countries made only intermittent appear-
ances and exerted very little influence on the International’s
affairs. Usually the Germans, the French, the Austrians, and
the Belgians dominated the debates, with British, Italians, and
Dutchmen playing a substantial secondary part, and Russians
intervening with occasional effect.

Inevitably, this third volume is made up largely of accounts
of Socialist developments in particular countries; for during
the period between 1889 and 1914 Socialist thought and action
developed chiefly along national lines. Each Socialist Party and
each Trade Union movement, as it strengthened its position
and achieved some measure of success and organisation, found
itself faced with its own peculiar problems, and set out to re-
spond to the needs and interests of its own potential supporters.
This was indeed a necessary condition both of electoral success
and of the consolidation of Trade Unionism as a bargaining
force; and the leaders of the International, albeit sometimes
with reluctance, recognised the need to allow each national
party wide scope to shape its policy and programme in accord-
ance with the conditions under which it was called upon to
work. The Second International was throughout its career
only a loose federation of national groups, with only a very

xiv
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limited power to bind its constituent elements. It could indeed
Iny down mandatory decisions on matters of policy only when
thore was a large measure of agreement; and it always took
vate wo to shape its resolutions, where they called for positive
setion, as to secure the assent of at least the leading delegations.
In particular, it could venture nothing against the solid vote of
the Germans, whose disciplined unity gave them in practice
wn wlimost unlimited veto, though not the power always to get
thelr own view endorsed.

During the earlier years of the International, discussions
ranged over a wide area, with no one question standing out
above the rest.  Then came the sharp dispute provoked by the
affuire Millerand, itself an outcome of the Dreyfus case, con-
verning the legitimacy of Socialist participation in bourgeois
Ministries ; and a split was averted by Kautsky’s dexterous
dvafting of the resolution known by his name. The centre of
Interest then passed to the attempt to promote Socialist unity,
#lwove all in France; and when the French parties had been
induced to join forces in 1905, and the Russian Revolution of
that yenr had been beaten down, the International turned its
i uttention to the growing danger of war between the great
Imporinlist powers. That question continued to occupy it right
up to 1914, when the hollowness of its pretensions to override
the national loyalties of the workers in the key countries was
finully exposed and its structure broken in pieces by the out-
hrenk of the war in Europe.

I'hen came, as an outcome of the war, the Russian Revolu-
tlon of 1917; and with the establishment of Communism in
WRumnls the possibility of recreating a common Socialist Inter-
natlonal disappeared. For Communism, in its new form,
Involved an entire repudiation of the loose federal structure
which had made it practicable for widely divergent groups to
vo-exint within a single international organisation on a basis of
live and let live. The new creed of democratic centralism, not
merely within cach country but internationally, was wholly
Incompatible with the type of parliamentary Socialism which
had heen developed by the national Social Democratic and
Labout Parties of the liberal-democratic countries of the West ;
sl theae partics, emerging from the war for the most part with
preatly increased electoral strength, were not at all minded to

Xv
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abandon their pursuit of parliamentary power for that of world
revolution under Communist leadership. Accordingly, while
the Russians were establishing a Third International as the
instrument of world revolution, the Social Democratic and
Labour Parties set to work to re-establish an International
modelled on that which had broken down in 1914. It was no
accident that the attempts of the Austrians and their associates
in the so-called ‘Two-and-a-half’ Vienna International to bring
the adherents of the Second and the Third into a common
organisation were ineffective. Only a centrally disciplined
International could suit the Communists : only a loosely federal
International could be made compatible with the needs of
Socialist Parties aiming at a constitutional conquest of parlia-
mentary power. For the wooing of a mass electorate involves
giving pride of place to programmes of immediate demands
carrying the widest possible appeal, and these demands are
bound to vary widely from country to country and, where a
wide franchise and responsible parliamentary government both
exist, are most unlikely to assume a revolutionary character.
Parliamentary Socialist Parties find themselves, where these
conditions exist, impelled irresistibly towards the development
of the ‘Welfare State’ rather than towards outright social
revolution. Nor can they afford to be more internationalist
than the main body of the electors whose votes they must win
in order to get power.

All this has become much more evident to-day than it was
forty or fifty years ago, when revolutionists and reformists
were able to act within a common International. Before 1914
the number of countries which possessed both wide electorates
and fully responsible parliamentary government was very small.
It included Great Britain, France, Belgium, Switzerland, the
United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, and not
many more. The Germans and the Austrians had a wide
franchise, but not responsible government. The Russians had
neither. In Italy the franchise had been widened only just
before 1914. In Spain and in a number of other backward
countries, electoral rolls and even votes could be rigged by the
authorities. In these circumstances the line between revolu-
tionists and reformists could not be clearly drawn. In Russia
even moderates had to be revolutionists ; and neither Germans

xvi
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nor Austrians could be simply constitutionalists, because they
had in both cases to face autocratic régimes which could not be
got rid of by purely constitutional means. Reformist though

both the German and the Austrian Party were in practice, each _

continued to proclaim its faith in the Socialist Revolution.
Only with the Bolshevik Revolution and the fall of the Hohen-
rollern and Hapsburg monarchies did the dividing line between
revolutionists and reformists come to be clearly drawn and to
divide the world working-class movement into two irreconcil-
uble ¢lements — thus opening the door to Fascism rather than
to the World Revolution without which the Bolshevik leaders
helieved their own Russian Revolution was doomed to defeat.

| have pondered long about the title to give to this volume.
in the end I decided to call it ‘The Second International’
because I could find no really satisfactory name. ‘Social
Democracy wversus Syndicalism’ seemed too narrow, though I
should have liked to get the theme of Direct Action as against
parliamentary action into the title. ‘Revolution or Reform ?’
would not do because, as 1 have said, up to 1914 the line
between revolutionists and reformists could not be clearly
drawn. The name I have chosen is unsatisfactory because it
puts all the emphasis on the Parties which made up the Inter-
national, to the exclusion of the Trade Unions and the other
clements which go to the making up of the whole working-class
movement. It is, however, the best I can find ; and it does at
any rate accurately delimit the period I have attempted to
cover — though in a few cases I have found it necessary to go
back beyond 1889 or to carry the story of a particular movement
on beyond 1914. My next volume, if I live to write it, will
probably continue the record up to 1939.

VOL. III-B xvil
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CHAPTER 1

THE SECOND INTERNATIONAL:
EARLY YEARS

largely on that of Germany, existed, at least in embryo,

in a number of European countries; and the time
seemed to have come for them to join forces in a new Inter-
national. After the split at the Hague Congress in 1872 what
was left in Europe of the First International had passed into
the hands of the Federalists, who repudiated Marx’s authori-
tarian leadership. But, as we have seen, the Federalist (often
called the ‘Anarchist’) International had gradually petered out
during the ’seventies. It had held its last Congress at Verviers
in Belgium, in 1877, immediately before the Ghent Socialist
Unity Congress of the same year, called with the purpose of re-
establishing an inclusive International. At Ghent, the familiar
battle between Anarchists and advocates of political action had
heen resumed. The out-and-out Anarchists had been out-
voted ; and it had been decided to set up an International
Correspondence and Statistical Office at Verviers open to
organisations of all shades of opinion. But this body never
came into existence. In face of the irreconcilable differences
of attitude manifested during the Congress the majority which
fuvoured political action called a meeting of their own, without
the Anarchists, and set up a Federal Bureau, with instructions
to summon a further Congress. The decision to do this, and
to break with the Anarchist group, was signed, among others,
by César de Paepe, who had been a leading figure in the
I‘ederalist International, as well as by Wilhelm Liebknecht, who
represented the German Party. Qther signatories included
[lerman Greulich, the Ziirich Social Democratic leader, Louis
Bertrand and several other Belgians, T. Zanardelli of Milan,
who had broken away from his fellow-Italians, Leo Frinkel of

1
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Hungary, André Bert of France, and the English delegates,
John Hales and Maltman Barry.

In this development was foreshadowed the coming of the
Second International. But, though the Ghent Bureau did
succeed in holding a further International Congress at Coire,
in Switzerland, in 1881, there the matter ended. Liebknecht
and Louis Bertrand went to Coire as representatives of the
German and Belgian Parties ; and representatives also appeared
from the French Parti Quvrier (Benoit Malon and Jules Joffrin,
both ex~-Communards) and from the American Socialist Labor
Party (P. J. McGuire, Secretary of the Brotherhood of Carpen-
ters). But for the most part the Congress consisted of German-
Swiss delegates, including the faithful veteran, J. P, Becker, of
Geneva. Paul Axelrod, of Russia, came as a fraternal delegate ;
and there were a few Poles, representing groups of exiles.
No one came from Great Britain or Holland, or from Spain or
Italy. The Anarchists, who were not invited, were busy with
their own Congress in London, at which the formation of a
definitely Anarchist International was proposed.

The Coire Congress, though its debates covered a w1de
ground, came to the conclusion that the time was not ripe for
setting up a Socialist International. Nowhere except in
Germany was there as yet a fully constituted Socialist Party,
though Belgium was already well on the way to one. Germany,
with the Anti-Socialist laws in force, could not take the lead in
international action. In France, Jules Guesde’s Parti Quvrier
was only in course of formation. The Ghent Congress, in one
of its few moments of agreement, had decided that a Trade
Union International ought to be formed, and that an Inter-
national Trade Union Congress ought to be summoned for this
purpose ; but no one had undertaken to convene it. Nor was
it what the Germans wanted ; for it would have been impossible
to keep out either the Anarchists or the moderate Trade
Unionists who rejected the idea of independent working-class
political action. Accordingly, the Coire Congress had no
successors, and the idea of a new Socialist International, though
never abandoned, was postponed to an uncertain future.

The attempt to revive the International was, however, soon
renewed, with the French taking thelead. The French working-
class movement was making a rapid recovery in the early

2
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‘eighties, but was divided among many rival groups. By 1882
Guesde’s Parti Quvrier was fully established and was gaining
a considerable ascendancy over the Trade Union movement.
BBut against Guesde and his Marxists were ranged the Possibil-
ists, headed by Paul Brousse, who formed the Parti Ouvrier
Socialiste Révolutionnaire in 1882 and had their own sub-
stantial Trade Union following. In 1883 the Possibilists made
their first attempt to call an International Labour Congress in
Paris. This, like most of the Congresses of French Labour
cilled during the decade, was a mixed affair, open to a variety of
bodies, industrial as well as political, and representing different
tendencies. Its significance lies, not in anything it accomplished,
but simply in the fact that it was called as a response to the
feeling that the developing working-class movements of the
different countries ought to co-ordinate their demands for
the improvement of industrial conditions, and especially for
the shortening of the working week. This objective was much
more clearly formulated at a second International Congress,
summoned under the same auspices, which met in Paris in 1886.
By this time the main question had become that of simultaneous
iiction in as many countries as possible for the achievement of
the eight hours’ day. The agitation for the eight hours had
wlready been in progress for a considerable time in the United
States. In Australia the Melbourne skilled workers, profiting
by the labour scarcity that followed the ‘gold rush’, had won
the eight hours’ day as early as 1856 by threatening a general
strike, and the concession had spread before long to other
Htates, but, in the absence of legislative sanction, had not
hecome universal.! During the late ’seventies there had been
an agitation for its general enforcement ; and in 1885 legislation
making it mandatory for women and children had been passed.
"I'he presence at the Paris Congress of an Australian delegate,
John Norton, made the Congress aware of these achievements ;
und developments in the United States were also being eagerly
followed. There, the Eight Hours’ Leagues organised under
the influence of Ira Steward in the 1860s and early 1870s had
collapsed during the ensuing depression; but in 1883 the
Knights of Labor had made the eight hours’ day a plank in
their immediate programme, and in 1885-6 there had been
I See p. 855 f.
3
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many local strikes for its enforcement. At Paris, the Broussist
Victor Dalle presented a report putting forward the demand for
international labour legislation to implement the demand and
was strongly supported both by his fellow-Possibilist, Simon
Dereure, and by Edouard Anseele and César de Paepe, who
were present as delegates from the Belgian Socialists. These
two proposed the setting up of an international labour organisa-
tion with the eight hours’ day as its first objective and urged
that a further International Congress should be held in 1889,
as part of the celebration of the centenary of the French
Revolution, in order to bring it into being. This proposal was
adopted, and the French Possibilist Party was given a mandate
to act as the organising body. The only opposition to the
proposal came from the British delegates, who did not question
the desirability of shortening the hours of labour, but were
opposed to legislation for that purpose, and abstained from
voting on the main resolution. The French delegates went on
immediately from the International Congress to their own
Labour Congress at Lyons, where the lead for the eight hours
was taken by Raymond Lavigne (1851-1930) and Antoine
Jourde of Bordeaux, aided by the oratory of Jean Dormoy. At
Lyons the agitation for the eight hours’ day came into connec-
tion with the Anarchist advocacy of the general strike. It was
urged that, if Governments or employers refused to concede
the eight hours, the workers should resort to a general strike for
its enforcement. This policy did not receive full endorsement :
the majority preferred to begin with a series of simultaneous
demonstrations which would present the claim to employers
and public authorities, ceasing work for a single day for this
purpose ; whereas the minority insisted that nothing was to be
expected from Governments and that the demonstrations could
be of use only in as far as they served to educate the workers
for more militant action.

Thereafter, as we shall see in a subsequent chapter,! the
French Trade Unions concerned themselves to an increasing
extent with the idea of preparing for a general strike, thought
of by some as the opening move in a workers’ insurrection and
by others as a weapon for extorting economic concessions with-
out resort to the ‘capitalist’ State. By 1888 the movement,

1 See p. 329 ff.
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¢learly linked to the demand for the eight hours’ day, had won
widespread support, and preparations were in full swing for
simultaneous one-day stoppages early the following year.

In the meantime a further International Labour Congress
hid been arranged. It met in London in 1888, and was attended
by representatives of the British Trades Union Congress, as
well as by Socialists, including John Burns, Annie Besant,
I'om Mann, and Keir Hardie. The Trades Union Congress
had been represented at the International Congresses of 1883
and 1886, despite the resistance of the Parliamentary Com-
mittee, which had to bow to the wishes of the main body of
delegates. When requested by the French to undertake the
organisation of the 1888 International Congress, the Parliament-
wry Committee at first insisted on referring the question back
to the full Trades Union Congress, and issued a pamphlet
strongly critical of the instability and unreliability of the
continental Trade Unions. When, despite their objections, the
delegates instructed them to organise the international meeting,
they drafted rules designed to exclude Socialist bodies, so as to
convert it into a purely Trade Union affair. This prevented
the Social Democratic Federation and the Socialist League, as
well as the continental Socialist Parties, from being represented ;
hut it did not avail to exclude Socialists who could procure
mandates from industrial bodies. The Germans were effect-
lvely excluded ; but Belgians, French and Dutch appeared in
force, together with two Danes and a single Italian, Costantino
lzzari of Milan. The sessions were tumultuous ; and in the
absonce of proper reports it is not easy to discover exactly what
occurred. There is, however, no doubt that the main resolu-
tlon, in favour of an international agitation for the enforcement
of the cight hours’ day by legal enactment, was carried, and that
It wan decided to hold a further Congress in Paris the following
your, during the International Exhibition, in order to set up a
dofinite international organisation.

The London Congress of 1888 was out of step with its
rodocensors because of the insistence of the British Trades
nlon Congress leaders on making it, as far as they could,

non-political. This naturally annoyed the continental Social-
{ntn, oupecianlly the Germans and the French Guesdists, and also
the Helgians. The consequence was that the German Social
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Democrats, in conjunction with their allies, set to work to
organise an International Socialist Congress of their own, to
meet in Paris the following year, while in France the Possibilists
sent out their invitations to the International Labour Congress
which had been decided upon in London, but were no longer
limited by the rules the British Trade Union leaders had
imposed. Consequently there was a great deal of confusion.
A meeting, called by the Dutch and Belgians, was held at the
Hague in the hope of uniting the rival Congresses; but the
negotiations broke down in face of sharp quarrelling between
Marxists and anti-authoritarians, and in the event both were
held, and both passed practically identical resolutions on the
question of the legal eight hours’ day. 'This uniformity of
action was due largely to American influence. Two United
States delegates, both printers, took part in the Congress called
by the Possibilists ; and, though no American delegates were
mandated to the Marxist Congress, Hugh MacGregor, later
Secretary of the Seamen’s Union, was present as an observer,
and transmitted a message from the Americans which served as
the basis of the resolution finally adopted.

By this time, in the United States, leadership in the eight
hours’ movement had passed from the Knights of Labor to the
American Federation of Labor, which was being built up into a
powerful body by Samuel Gompers. In 1888 the A.F. of L.
had decided to launch a new campaign for the eight hours;
each year, simultaneous strikes for the eight hours’ day were to
be launched all over the country in a single industry, the strikers
receiving financial aid from the trades which remained at work,
until each industry had had its turn and the concession had
thus been universally secured. The idea of making May Day
the occasion for launching a forward workers’ movement was
not novel ; but it appears to have come on this occasion from
the United States and to have been written into the resolutions
proposed at the two Paris Congresses as a direct result of the
action the A.F. of L. had already decided to take. Actually,
before the Congresses met, the French workers had carried out,
in February 1889, the first of their simultaneous eight hours’
demonstrations, which had been enthusiastically responded to
in most of the industrial centres. At Paris it was decided that,
for the future, May 1st should be Labour Day, and that the
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cight hours’ day should be given pride of place as an immediate
demand. There had been fears, during the abortive unity
discussions at the Hague, that the Germans, fearful of further
repressive measures from Bismarck, would refuse to fall in with
the proposal ; and their spokesman Wilhelm Liebknecht, did
in fact insist that each national movement must be left free to
udapt its action to national conditions, and that there must be
no pledge to undertake strikes in every country. This conceded,
the Germans accepted the resolution.

The two Paris Congresses of 1889 were both numerously
uttended, and at both the French were in an overwhelming
mmjority. The Possibilist gathering in the Rue Lancry was the
more numerous with over 6oo delegates, of whom more than
500 were French. The Marxist Congress in the Salle Pétrelle
mustered 391, of whom 221 were French. It had the larger
international participation, with 81 Germans, 22 British, 14
Belgians, 8 Austrians, 6 Russians, and smaller delegations from
lolland, Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Switzerland, Poland,

- Rumania, Italy, Hungary, Spain, Portugal, Bohemia, and
Wulgaria, plus visitors from the United States, the Argentine,
und Finland. Some of the smaller delegations were doubtless
hurdly more than nominal, consisting of exiles mandated by
tiny groups of expatriates. Nevertheless, the Congress as-
nembled a goodly array of leaders of the emergent Socialist
Parties of Europe. Among the Germans were Wilhelm
lichknecht and August Bebel, already veterans; Eduard
Bornstein, not yet known as a ‘revisionist’ but with great
jowurnalistic services to his credit; Karl Legien, the chief
organiser of the Trade Unions; Georg Heinrich von Vollmar,
the Bavarian leader; Hermann Molkenbuhr, already the
(lormuns’ specialist in labour legislation, and Clara Zetkin.
'I'he French included Jules Guesde, Edouard Vaillant, Charles
{onguet, and Paul Lafargue — both sons-in-law of Marx —
Zéphirin Camélinat, Raymond Lavigne, and Victor Jaclard.
Hébaaticn Faure was also present, as spokesman of the French
Anarchists.

"I'he Belgians were headed by César de Paepe and Edouard
Annecle, the principal founder of the famous Co-operative
Vooruit of Ghent. Victor Adler led the Austrians and Leo
Iyhnkel the Hungarians ; Pablo Iglesias and José Mesa came
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from Spain, and S. Palmgreen from Sweden; Petet Lavrov
and G. V. Plekhanov represented the Narodnik and Marxist
tendencies among the Russians. From Holland came Domela
Nieuwenhuis, soon to go over to Anarchism. Some of the
Italians, however, including Andrea Costa and the Old Gari-
baldian and Communard, Amilcare Cipriani, put in an appear-
ance at both Congresses. So did Emile Vandervelde, the rising
hope of the Belgian Labour Party. The principal absentee was
the British Social Democratic Federation, which found itself
incongruously, but to Engels’s great satisfaction, in the opposing
camp.

The British delegation at the Salle Pétrelle was a strange one.
In the quarrel between the S.D.F. and the Socialist League
Engels had supported the League and had seen to it that the
main part of the British representation came from this source.
Consequently, William Morris, the principal delegate, found
himself at the head of a group for the most part opposed to the
parliamentary methods to which the Marxists were committed.
Among them were Anarchists such as Frank Kitz and Arthur
Tochatti ; Marx’s third son-in-law, Edward Aveling, and his
wife Eleanor Marx Aveling; and, to diversify the views,
R. B. Cunninghame Graham and Keir Hardie from the recently
established Scottish Labour Party.

At the rival Congress in Rue Lancry there were no Germans,
and the French were the predominant group in personalities
as well as numbers. H. M. Hyndman and John Burns were
the outstanding figures in the British delegation. F.S. Merlino,
as well as Costa and Cipriani, represented Italy; among the
French were Paul Brousse, Jean Allemane, J. B. Clément,
Victor Dalle, and Joseph Tortelier, the notable orator of the
Anarchists. The names of a number of the foreign delegates
were not disclosed, for fear of police attentions when they
returned to their own countries. Among those who are known
and played a leading part were Bolestaw Limanowski from
Russian Poland, the Dane Harald Jensen, the Dutchman
Willem Hubert Vliegen, F. V. de Campos from Portugal, and
the Americans, W. S. Wandly and P. F. Crowley.

The Marxist Congress was, then, much the more distin-
guished gathering, and fairly beat its rival out of the field. In
consequence, the earlier International Congresses which helped
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to prepare the way for the Second International have been
lurgely forgotten, and with them the close connection of the
entire movement in its early stages with the struggle for the
cight hours’ day and with the American initiative in this respect.
What in effect happened was that the drive towards a new
International, largely American and French in origin and at
least as much Trade Unionist as Socialist, was taken over by
the German Social Democrats and given an essentially different
character as a move towards international federation of Socialist
Parties which accepted the primacy of political action and set
vut, wherever circumstances allowed, to fight their main battles
on the parliamentary plane. This was able to happen all the
more because the German initiative came on the eve of the
repeal of Bismarck’s Anti-Socialist Laws and of the resounding
successes of the German Social Democratic Party in the Reichs-
tag clections of 18go.

The actual resolution adopted on the final day at the Salle
Pétrelle, dealing with the action to be taken as an outcome of
the Congress, was as follows :

A great manifestation will be organised on a fixed date,
in such a way that, simultaneously in all countries and in all
towns, on the same agreed day, the workers will call upon
the public authorities to reduce the working day by law to
cight hours and to put the other resolutions of the Congress
of Paris into effect.

In view of the fact that a similar manifestation has already
been decided on for May 1st, 1890, by the American Federa-
tion of Labor at its Congress held at St. Louis in December
1888, this date is adopted for the international manifestation.

The workers of the various countries will have to accom-
lish the manifestation under the conditions imposed on them
wy the particular situation in each country.

The final paragraph of this resolution was inserted at the
request of the German delegation, which would not pledge
{twelf to strike action, or indeed to anything likely to provoke a
renewnl of the Anti-Socialist Laws, which were due to expire
in 1890 unless the Reichstag agreed to their renewal.

As we saw, the Congress in the Rue Lancry passed a
resolution in much the same terms, putting the demand for ‘a
muximum day of eight hours, fixed by an international law’, at
the head of its immediate programme. But, curiously enough,
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the official report of the Salle Pétrelle Congress, which was
edited and published in German, though it gives the text of the
resolution and says that it was moved by Raymond Lavigne on
behalf of the French National Federation of Trade Unions,
does not report the debate or assign any particular importance
to the decision. Clearly the Germans regarded the eight hours’
day and the decision to take simultaneous action on May 1st,
1890, as a comparatively minor matter.

Nevertheless, May 1st, 1890, was a remarkably impressive
occasion. Great demonstrations for the eight hours’ day were
held in many countries and in many cities within them, and
there were extensive stoppages of work not only in France but
also in Austria, in Hungary, in parts of Italy and Spain, in
Belgium and Holland, and in the Scandinavian countries, as
well as in the United States. The British Trade Unions,
however, contented themselves with great meetings on the first
Sunday in May, so as to avoid any stoppage of work. In some
places the workers limited themselves to orderly demonstra-
tions and meetings ; but in France, Spain, and Italy, where the
Anarchists were to the fore, there were some serious clashes
with the police and the soldiers. Even before May 1st there
had been many arrests of journalists and militants who were
accused of incitement to violence — especially of Anarchists and
near-Anarchists. In France, particularly, there were strong dis-
agreements. The right wing of the Possibilists and their Trade
Union supporters opposed any stoppage of work, and urged
their followers to rest content with peaceable processions to
present petitions to the public authorities; whereas the left
wing, headed by Jean Allemane, demanded a general cessation
of work. This was one of the causes of the split in the Possibilist
Party and of the formation of Allemane’s new left-wing Revolu-
tionary Socialist Party by the dissident groups.

Only in the United States did the movement of May 1st,
18go, achieve immediate practical successes. Considerable
bodies of workers — especially carpenters — won the eight
hours’ day; and many more were successful during the next
few years, as the American Federation of Labor followed the
policy of throwing a particular type of worker into the fray
each spring. In other cases the nine though not yet the eight
hours’ day was secured.
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Indeed, the international workers’ demonstrations begun in
1Hyo developed into a regular annual affair — by far the most
hupressive manifestation of international working-class soli-
slarity that had ever been made. 'The Conference called by the
tirrman Emperor in 1890 to consider the question of ‘inter-
national labour legislation’ and the Papal Encyclical (Rerum
Nuovarum) of May 1891 are both clearly connected with the
tupidd apread of the demand for social legislation — especially
the eight hours’ day and the prohibition of insanitary or danger-
min conditions of employment. The German Emperor’s
initintive yielded no practical results; for the inter-govern-
mental Conference at Berlin failed to reach any agreement.
It the early 189os were a period during which the ‘social
guention” was brought vividly before public opinion, and the
losmdations of the older, laissez-faire economic liberalism were
nerioualy shaken,

'I'he working-class movement of these years was deeply
atirred by a conflict of ideas which by no means simply divided
the right from the left — or both from a body of central opinion.
Ihere were a number of battles simultaneously in progress,
ahout both strategy and objectives. One battle was over
politieal action, not only between Marxists and Anarchists, but
alwo hetween reformist politicians and those who put their faith
in induntrial conciliation without appeal to the State for legisla-
tive nction ; and another, connected with it but by no means
Ifentical, centred upon the attitude which workers’ movements
onught to take up towards capitalist States and Governments.
I'he Murxists, as we have seen, were determined advocates of
highly disciplined political action through centralised parties
using Trade Unionism as a recruiting agency and an electoral
aunilinry, but taking care to keep the control of policy in the
handn of the party leadership. They wanted to capture control
ol the national legislatures by electoral organisation and propa-
ganda; but they did not as yet, for the most part, regard
slectornl success, even to the extent of winning a parliamentary
imajority, as carrying with it any change in the essential character
of the State.  They still thought of electoral victories as only
prepuring the way for some sort of revolution, as an outcome of
which the existing State would be overthrown and a new
Workers' or People’s State would come into being in its place.

I
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They had indeed their programmes of immediate demands,
including, to an increasing extent, demands for irndustrial
legislation. But they still mostly thought of these refbrms as
needing to be snatched from a hostile State, rather than as
instalments in the process of the State’s transformation into an
instrument of democracy. Over most of Europe, Marxists as
well as other men, when they thought of ‘the State’, instinctively
regarded it rather as an executive than as a legislative authority.
In Germany as much as in Russia, and indeed to a considerable
extent almost everywhere save in Switzerland and perhaps
Denmark, ‘the State’ meant the Government, and the Parlia-
ment, where one existed, was thought of as a limiting factor
upon the State, rather than as its supreme organ of power. This
was largely true even in France, where the Third Republic had
inherited much of the tradition of the Napoleonic Second
Empire and it was not easy to look to the Chamber or the Senate
as a source of social regeneration.

This attitude to the State, as we shall see further in the
chapter in which the orientation of German Social Democracy
after 189o will be considered,! effectively prevented the German
Socialists from formulating their programmes in terms of the
nationalisation of the means of production by parliamentary
means. National control, with the State as it was, would mean,
in the view of Kautsky or Liebknecht, not socialisation, but the
handing over of more economic power to an executive authority
representing the capitalist bourgeoisie in alliance with feudalism
and autocracy. Not until the State had been remade by the
revolution would it become an instrument through which the
workers’ cause could be advanced through democratic ad-
ministration of the people’s estate. It followed that the great
workers’ party must be built up in entire independence of all
other parties, and that it was wrong for Social Democrats to
contemplate, even for the purpose of getting some of their
immediate demands met, any sort of coalition or governmental
collaboration with any bourgeois party. These views were,
indeed, soon to be challenged, within German Social Demo-
cracy, by such heretics as Vollmar and Bernstein ; but in 1889
this challenge had barely been made, and even when it was
made, the whole Marxist tradition was there to meet it.

I See p. 275 1.
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In France the situation was different, because France was
to a substantially greater extent a country under parliamentary
government. The Republic, unlike the German Empire, was a
political structure which many Socialists felt under an obligation
to uphold against any renewal of Caesarism or monarchist
renction. This was to become a vital issue in the critical years
of the affaire Dreyfus and the affaire Millerand, which directly
raised the question of Republican defence, and split the French
Socialist movement into rival factions.” The Germans had no
Republic to defend, and no real parliamentary system. The
I'rench had ; and even those who held the Parliament in low
entcem were not equally deaf to the call of the Republic.
Nevertheless, the French Marxists, at the height of the Dreyfus
danger, refused to be led into collaboration with the republican
haurgeoisie, and were even inclined to say that the squabbles of
the bourgeois politicians were no affair of theirs. The Blanquists
naturally agreed with them : Jaures, Malon, and the Independ-
ents emphatically disagreed ; the Broussists, or Possibilists,
split into two rival factions.

The conflict in the French working-class movement was,
however, a good deal more complicated than these divergences
miggest. In Germany the Anarchists had been practically
#liminated as an influence on mass-opinion, though they could
provide a few would-be assassins during the Anarchist revival
ol the 18gos, and there was always a small anti-parliamentarian
group on the extreme left. The Trade Unions, except the
relutively small groups under Christian or Liberal (Hirsch-
Duncker) auspices, were firmly disciplined under Social
Democratic leadership. But in France Anarchism, in many
forma ranging from ‘propaganda by deed’ to Anarcho-Syndical-
inin, was a lively force ; and the Guesdists’ attempt to bring the
"I'ade Unions to heel behind the party had achieved only a
precarious and partial success. Paul Brousse, the leader of the
Pomnibilists, had begun as an Anarchist, and continued as the
enemy of centralisation ; but he had passed from Anarchism to
the ndvocacy of municipal Socialist action, and his following
had come to include a high proportion of moderates who were
#umlly hostile to Marxism and Blanquism on the one hand and
tn the growing movement of revolutionary Syndicalism on the

I See p. 342 ff.
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other. When Jean Allemane led the left-wingers out of the
Possibilist Party, it turned into a party of the Socialist right,
but retained a number of its Trade Union connections. The
Independent Socialists, with whom it then found itself allied,
differed from it in being primarily a parliamentary group of
leaders rather than a movement with any substantial local
organisation behind them.

During the years before the Dreyfus affair and the threat to
the Republic brought the question of collaboration with the
bourgeois Republicans right to the front, the great issue dividing
the French was that of the relative roles of political and indus-
trial action. The Guesdists and Blanquists could combine
with the other groups in demanding the eight hours’ day and
in wishing the workers to use May Day for demonstrating their
national and international solidarity ; but there was no real
agreement about either the right way of demonstrating or the
immediate objective to be pursued. Broussists, Marxists,
Blanquists, and Syndicalists might all agree to demand industrial
legislation — though the out-and-out Anarchists demurred
even to this. But, whereas the Broussists wanted only peace-
able processions and deputations to the public authorities, and
the Guesdists were chiefly intent on using the occasion to win
support for the Marxist party, the Blanquists, or at any rate
some of them, were still dreaming of turning the demonstrations
into an insurrection, while the Syndicalists looked on each May
Day as primarily a rehearsal for the great strike which would
usher in the transformation of society as soon as the minds of
the workers had been sufficiently prepared. All this, of course,
puts the state of opinion too crudely: there was in fact much
confusion of ideas in all the rival groups. But it remains true
that in France, unlike Germany, there were always powerful
forces which were unready to accept political leadership from
any source — right, or left, or centre — and looked for inspira-
tion to Trade Unionism rather than to any political party.
These groups were hostile to the State, not as the Germans
were, because it was the State of the bourgeoisie, almost due to
be superseded by the centralised State of the proletariat, but
because it was the State, and therefore the enemy of the people
as long as it existed at all. They regarded it, at best, as a body
from which the workers could hope to exact concessions by
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using their organised class-power, but not, even remotely, as
an institution which they could in due course transform to
serve as the expression of their collective will.

What, then, was the purpose of the May Day demonstra-
tions? To petition the public authorities and to assert the
solidarity of the working class? That was one view. To
enforce, by strike action, concessions from both private em-
ployers and public authorities? That was a second view —
and, incidentally, that of the American Federation of Labor,
which had so greatly influenced the immediate course of events
in Lurope. To rally the workers behind the Socialists, until
they were able to win a parliamentary majority and to take the
State into their own hands and refashion it as a workers’ State ?
‘I'hat was a third view, held by the French Marxists under the
influence of their German inspirers. To prepare the workers
for strike action on an ever larger scale, and in the meantime, by
striking, to win concessions from private employers, from
municipal authorities, and even from the State itself without
the need to engage in parliamentary action, or to get lost in the
manceuvrings and compromises of Parliament? That was a
fourth view, held by the growing body of Syndicalists. Or,
linally, to promote clashes with the police and the military, to
trnin the workers not merely to strike but to become out-and-
out revolutionaries, and thus to prepare the way for the in-
surrectionary general strike in which the State would be
destroyed and the free society of the future would be brought
to birth? That was a fifth view — the Anarcho-Syndicalists’.
Or, finally, simply to stir up as much trouble and to generate as
much destructive fury as possible, in order to achieve — what ?
Anarchism in its most unqualified shape, involving an entirely
non-governmental society free even from Trade Union tyranny,
and the utter annihilation of bourgeois morality as well as of
hourgeois rule. This last attitude was, of course, held only by
# few ; but it was held, and it linked, in a few Anarchist strong-
holds, the advocates of May Day demonstrations to the tiny
underground groups which put their hopes in ‘propaganda by
the deed’.

No International Socialist Congress was held in 1890 ; but
the 337 delegates from 15 countries who assembled at Brussels
in August 1891, greatly encouraged by the success of the May
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demonstrations of 18go and 1891, decided to make the celebra-
tion of May Day an annual affair, and to consecrate the celebra-
tions to three objects — the demand for the eight hours’ day,
pressure for the development of international labour legislation
over a wider field, and the affirmation of the will of the workers
of all countries for the maintenance of the peace of nations.
The Congress further resolved that the workers should ab-
stain from work on May Day ‘everywhere except where it is
impracticable’,

This seems to have been the first occasion on which ‘Labour
Day’ was definitely associated with the demand for peace.
This new object was introduced, mainly on German initiative,
as the German Social Democrats wished to give May Day a
political rather than a purely economic character and to use it
for emphasising the internationalism of the workers’ movement
and its antagonism to imperialist war-mongering. The Ger-
mans told their fellow-workers with pride how they had
protested against the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine, and would
continue to protest; how they voted against the imperialist
budget of Germany, and how they wished to make common
cause with the Socialists of France and of other countries.
They were also, no doubt, hopeful that, if May Day could be
diverted to this purpose, they might be able to escape being
committed to strike action for the eight hours, for which they
felt unprepared and which might, they feared, bring back the
legal repression so recently lifted from their country.

The Germans, indeed, were exceedingly reluctant to enter
into any undertakings that might involve them in strike action.
As we saw, they had insisted on the inclusion in the resolution
of 1889 of a clause which left each country free to decide what
form its participation in the international May Day manifesta- -
tions should be given. At Brussels they joined hands with the
British delegates in a proposal to shift the entire celebration
from May 1st to the first Sunday in May. This would have
meant that there need have been no strikes, and would of course
have been a complete abandonment of the plan originally put
forward by the American Federation of Labor, which involved
strike action designed to enforce the concession of the eight
hours — striking, that is, not merely for one day but for as long
as might be needed to achieve success. This American plan,
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liowever, had never been adopted by the European movements.
It was based on choosing each year a particular industry to
which the immediate demand would be confined, and support-
ing the strike by help from the trades that remained at work.
As against this, the European plan, hatched mainly in France,
lud been for a general strike limited to a single day, and used
in the first instance mainly for mass-demonstrations directed at
the public authorities.  This too involved a cessation of work —
indeed, a much more extensive cessation, though only for one
duy ~-and it thus opened the way to dismissals and to legal
reprisals where the right to strike was in any way restricted by
law -as it was in most countries. It was, in the eyes of the
I'rench protagonists, one of the plan’s merits that it called on
the workers to defy the unjust laws to which they were subject.

‘I'he Germans, on the other hand, and also the British Trade
('nion leaders, were far from wishing to incite the workers to
flont the faw, and would have preferred to make May Day a
sitnple, fully lawful and peaceable demonstration of Labour
wolidarity, to be carried through without any disturbance of
inddustry and without any breach of contracts or collective
spreements.  But they were unable to convince either the
I'yench or the Austrians, or indeed most of the other delega-
timm,  In France the demonstrations of 1891 had involved
very serious clashes with the police in a number of places,® and
there had been similar events in other countries — in Austria,
Italy, Spain, and Belgium, for example. Where such conflicts
had oceurred, the workers’ blood was up, and they were mostly
more determined than ever not to give way by abandoning
Muy 1st as the day of manifestation. They made to the
Clermuns and the British the concession that strike action should
I required only where it was not deemed to be ‘impracticable’

decmed, that is, by the leaders in a particular country. But
they mtuck firmly to May 1st, and insisted that, in general, the
semonstrations should include abstention from work on the
vhiomen day.

The Brussels Congress was severely critical of the failure of
e Inter-governmental Conference on Labour Legislation held

+ At lourmies, near Avesnes, soldiers and gendarmes shot at a crowd
ui dwmunatrators in the square and killed ten, wounding many more, includ-
{ng wranen and children.
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the previous year in Berlin. It took the failure as evidence of
the essentially reactionary character of the capitalist States and
as a warning that the working class would have to rely on its
own efforts to improve its position. But, of course, that left
open the question whether the main instrument was to be
industrial action or the winning of parliamentary victories ; and
on this issue opinion remained as divided as ever. The sprink-
ling of Anarchists who were present at the Brussels Congress as
delegates from Trade Union groups were voted down ; but that
was not by any means the last of them. In any case, there were
differences enough without them between the Marxists, who
put their entire faith/in the power of a solidly organised party,
and those who assigned an important creative rdle to the Trade
Unions and were attracted by the possibilities of the general
strike as the highest expression of working-class solidarity.
The Brussels Congress spent a great deal of its time in
controversy between Social Democrats and Anarchists, with a
good number of delegates expressing impatience at the waste of
so many precious hours by participants who had travelled a long
distance to the meeting, at high expense to their organisations,
and wanted to have practical results to report to their constitu- -
ents. The same thing happened at the Ziirich Congress of
1893, and yet again at the London Congress of 1896. All these
early Congresses, as we have seen, were of uncertain composi-
tion. They were commonly described as ‘Socialist Workers’
Congresses’, but sometimes, as in 1896, as ‘Socialist Workers’
and Trade Union Congresses’, and it was not questioned that
Trade Unions, as well as Socialist Parties and societies, had a
right to be represented at them. In Germany the Trade
Union problem gave rise to no difficulty, because the Trade
Unions, under Karl Legien’s leadership, were firmly allied to
the Social Democratic Party, and their representatives formed
in effect part of the Socialist delegation. The Germans’
troubles, such as they were, came from a semi-Anarchist left
wing led by Gustav Landauer, the editor of the Berlin Socialist,
and H. Werner, who got their chance only in the opening
stages, before the delegates’ credentials had been verified.
Under the arrangements of these Congresses the verification of
credentials was primarily a matter for each national delegation,
which presented to a full session a report showing whose claims
18
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it had accepted or disallowed. This report could be challenged
on the floor of Congress, but was usually, though not always,
nccepted. The Germans had a firm way of dealing with in-
convenient minorities, by refusing to allow them to sit. Other
delegations could not carry matters with so high a hand. The
I'rench, for example, were always sharply divided, and on
critical issues the division was apt to be nearly equal, not because
there were only two groups — for there were many — but
hecause in the last resort it was always an issue between re-
formists and revolutionaries. This was not the same as the
division between political and industrial actionists, for the
politicians themselves were sharply divided. Blanquists and
(iucsdists were against Possibilists and the mainly parliamentary
proup of Independents, headed by Jaurés and Millerand, and
the Allemanists were breaking away more and more from the
'ossibilist to the revolutionary camp. Trade Unionists, too,
were divided into ﬁt least three main groups — moderates,
Giuesdists, and Syndlcahsts———and there was a considerable
Anarchist element, some of whose members came with Trade
Union credentials and others as the nominees of various groups
hearing Socialist titles. Among the French the situation was
ulways confused, and the voting close. There was no compact
mujority that could venture to refuse its opponents’ credentials.
At the London Congress of 1896 the French were reduced to
meeting as two separate delegations, each demanding recogni-
tion from the full session ; and there was a tremendous squabble
about the admission of Jaurés, Millerand, and Viviani, who
vame as delegates from the Independent Socialist group in the
Chamber of Deputies, and refused to submit their credentials
to anyone except the full Congress — which in the end admitted
them.

The British were in no less difficulty. The Social Demo-
eritic Federation had indeed found its way into the Congresses
alter the fiasco of 188g; but it was never in a position to take
the lead as the German S.D.P. could do. The Trades Union
C'ungress had been pushed into the lead in organising the
London Congress of 1888, when the eight hours’ day was
wlrendy becoming the principal issue; and, lukewarm though
{tw Parliamentary Committee was, it was clearly by far the most
representative organisation of the British workers, and was
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bound to be offered an important place as long as the Congresses
were concerned mainly with such matters as the eight hours’
day and international labour legislation. Above all, when the
International Congress met in Great Britain, the responsibility
of organising it and of sending out the invitations was bound to
fall largely on the T.U.C. But, of course, at this stage, neither
the Parliamentary Committee nor the T.U.C. itself — any more
than the American Federation of Labor — could be regarded
as Socialist. The delegates who went to the various Inter-
national Congresses as representing the T.U.C. or such of its
affiliated Unions as chose to be represented included a few
Socialists ; but most of them were Trade Unionists of the
‘Liberal-Labour’ persuasion, and found the discussions little
to their taste and often quite outside their comprehension.
When it was a question of being for or against political action’,
they voted for it; but they meant something quite different
from what was meant by the Germans or the Austrians or the
French Marxists and Blanquists, who insisted that ‘political
action’ must take the form of action by an independent working-
class party, entirely free from entanglements with the bourgems
parties. The British Independent Labour Party, of course, also
took this line, as well as the Social Democratic Federation ; but
it was not established until 1893, and before then there were
only a number of local ‘Independent Labour’ bodies, including
the Scottish Labour Party set up in 1888-9g. From 1893
onwards, with the Socialist League gone over to Anarchism
and dying away, there were three main constituents of the
British delegation — the S.D.F., the I.L.P., and the T.U.C,,
with the Fabians and a few minor bodies making up the rest.
In this confusing situation the British delegates usually took
the side of tolerating nearly all claims when it was a question
who should be admitted ; but on the substantive issues most of
them voted with the ‘politicals’ against the exponents of
industrial action, and divided right and left, like the French,
when the issue of reform versus revolution was rajsed.

Of the other large delegations the Austrians, who had
organised their Social Democratic Party nearly on the German
model at their Hainfeld Congress of 1889, usually presented an
almost solid front, though they admitted the Czech Social
Democrats as a distinct group within their delegation. Dr.
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Victor Adler was already their principal spokesman; Karl
Kautsky, who was Austrian by birth, had played a large part in
the drafting of their programme, and his wife, Luise Kautsky,
was an outstanding leader among the Viennese women. Hungary
(with a Croatian contingent) had a separate delegation headed
Iy Leo Frinkel, formerly active in the First International and
the Paris Commune, and firmly Marxist. The Swiss were less
fully unified ; but the Anarchists and near-Anarchists had lost
their former predominance, and the two main organisations —
the Griitli Union and the Gewerkschaftsbund — worked on
pood terms with the developing Social Democratic Party. The
outstanding figures were the veteran, Karl Birkli and the
younger Herman Greulich, both of the Griitli Union and the
latter active in the party as well, and Robert Seidel, of the Social
Democratic Party.  August Merk was the most prominent of
the delegates from the Gewerkschaftsbund ; and old Dr. Pierre
Coullery, the long-standing opponent of the Jura Anarchists,
nlso reappeared as a delegate.

The Belgians, in process of consolidating their Labour
Party, with its close links with the Trade Unions and the
(‘o-operatives, had ceased to lean to the ‘Federalist’ side.
'I'heir newer men — Edouard Van Beveren, Edouard Anseele,
and Emile Vandervelde, with Louis Bertrand as their chief
representative in Parliament — had their own views, and were
by no means faithful satellites of the Germans; but they were
firm believers in political action, even though the narrow
Helgian franchise gave them little chance of parliamentary
victories. They believed in giving Trade Unions and Workers’
(‘o-operatives a position of independent influence within the
purty, and had a much less ‘State Socialist’ outlook than the
orthodox Marxists. There remained Anarchist and semi-
Anarchist groups, especially in the coalfields; but these had
fost much of their influence. In Holland, on the other hand,
Anarchist or near-Anarchist tendencies were still predominant,
with Domela Nieuwenhuis and Christiaan Cornelissen as the
outstanding figures in the Dutch Socialist League. At the
London Congress of 1896, the majority of the Dutch delegates,
headed by these two, finally withdrew when a definite pro-
nouncement had been made excluding Anarchists. They left
behind the five delegates of the Dutch Social Democratic
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Labour Party, which they accused of being a mere satellite
of the Germans. Its leading figures were H. H. van Kol,
P. J. Troelstra, and W. H. Vliegen.

The Swedes were Social Democrats, mainly on the German
model, but with greater influence in the hands of the Trade
Unions. They did not send any delegation to Ziirich in 1893 ;
but in 1896 Hjalmar Branting, already in Parliament, and the
Trade Union leader, Charles Lindley of the Transport Workers,
could speak for a rapidly growing Social Democratic move-
ment. The Norwegians usually contented themselves with a
single delegate, from the Social Democratic Labour Party.
The Danes, on the other hand, were well represented, by a
Social Democratic Party closely allied with the Trade Unions,
with whom they shared their delegation on amicable terms.
J. Jensen, from the Trade Unions, and P. Knudsen from the
Social Democratic Party, were their leading spokesmen.

At the other end of Europe the Italians were still quarrelling
furiously among themselves. They usually sent a large delega-
tion, including many different tendencies. In 1889, as we saw,
they hovered between the rival Congresses. Andrea Costa,
who had broken with the Anarchists and founded a Socialist
Party in the 188os, joined forces in 1892 with a number of other
groups to form an United Socialist Party; and new men,
Filippo Turati of Milan and Professor Enrico Ferri of Rome,
reinforced Costantino Lazzari and the Marxist scholar, Pro-
fessor Antonio Labriola. But against these political Socialists
were ranged still powerful Anarchist bodies, with a following
in the Trade Unions and connections ranging across France to
Barcelona. The principal spokesman of the latter group was
Anmilcare Cipriani, who appeared sometimes as an Italian and
sometimes as a French delegate. He claimed to speak in
the name of a Latin Section of a General League of Peoples,
and protested again and again when the Socialist Congress
tried to rid itself of the Anarchists. The greatest of the Italian
Anarchists, Errico Malatesta, was outside the new International
from the first, though he put in at least one appearance at it.

Spain sent but few delegates. The political leader was
Pablo Iglesias, founder of the Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party
on the Marxist model ; and with him usually came at least one
delegate from the General Union of Spanish Workers, which
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was associated with the party. The Spanish Anarchists mostly
kept away.

Russia, as we saw, had representatives of several tendencies
at the Paris Congress in 1889 — ranging from Peter Lavrov, the
Narodnik theorist, and Jusef Beck, of the People’s Will Group,
to George Plekhanov, the leading exponent of Marxism in
Russia. Plekhanov was sole Russian delegate at Ziirich in 1893 ;
but at London in 1896 there were seven Russians, including, as
well as Plekhanov and his wife, Rosalie, the Social Democrats
Paul Axelrod and Vera Zasulich. There were troubles over
the acceptance of other delegates — T'chaikovsky and Felix
Volkhovsky, for example — who were rejected by the Marxist
groups. Plekhanov was able to report the rapid growth of the
underground Social Democratic movement in Russia, and to
sweep aside the Narodniks as survivors from a past epoch.

Poland always had its delegation. In 1889 it was headed by
{‘clix Daszyniski, Stanistas Mendelssohn, and Marie Joukowska,
with Leo Winiarski from the Polish Section of the Slav League.
At Ziirich Daszyrdski and Mendelssohn were reinforced by
Stanistaw Grabski and a number of others ; and at London, in
1896, there were thirteen in all, including besides Daszyniski
three important newcomers, Jozef Pilsudski and J. Moscicki
of the Polish Socialist Party, and Rosa Luxemburg, re-
presenting the Poles of Posen and Breslau. These Polish
delegations came as representing all parts of Poland — Russian,
Austrian, and German: they were already sharply divided
between those who looked eastward to Russia and those who
looked rather to Germany, and also between Marxism and a
more nationalist brand of Socialism, of which Pilsudski was
1o become a notorious exponent. A number of them were
exiles, sent by Polish groups in America as well as in London
und Paris. They did not play any large part in the early
debates of the International, and for the most part did not
place themselves easily in relation to the quarrels of the leading
delegations.

I'rom the Balkan countries Roumania had always its con-
tingent, mainly from the Social Democratic Party. The
Bulgarians had already their rival factions, represented in 1893
by Christian Rakovsky and N. C. Gabrowsky; but in 1896
w l.ondon Rakovsky headed a single delegation. Serbia, too,
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had a single delegate at Ziirich, but none in London. An
Australian Social Democrat appeared in 1893; but in 1896
Edward Aveling was asked to serve as the Australian delegate.
There were no real representatives of the Trade Unions or
Labour Parties of Australia, and none even purporting to
represent New Zealand.

Finally, we come to the Americans. As we saw, a couple of
American Trade Unionists attended the Possibilist Congress of
1889, and a third was a visitor at the Marxist Congress, at
which there were also delegates from some scattered foreign
groups in the United States; but the American Federation of
Labor, though messages were delivered on its behalf to both
Congresses, was not officially represented at either. At later
Congresses there were always American delegates; but they
did not come from the main body of American Labour. The
outstanding figure from the United States was the Marxist,
Daniel De Leon, of the Socialist Labor Party. With him came
to Zirich Louis Sanial, of the New York Central Labor
Federation, and Abraham Cahan, from the Jewish Trades of
New York. Sanial was present again in 1896, representing this
time the De Leonite T'rades and Labor Alliance ; and with him
were Mathew Maguire of the S.L.P. and five others representing
scattered Trade Union groups, some of whose claims were
disputed. The S.L.P. was by then rent by internal struggles :
the new American Socialist Party had not yet emerged.

At all these early Congresses of the Second International the
Social Democrats, who knew what they wanted and acted closely
together, had the last word. Again and again they voted down
the Anarchists, told them to get out, and asserted that they had
nothing in common with them. But they could not get rid of
them ; and, though a good many of the out-and-out Anarchists
shook the dust of the International from their feet, there were
always others who came back, protesting that they too were
men and brothers and asked only for a ‘Free’ International,
open to all the enemies of capitalism who were attempting to
rally the working class in order to compass its downfall. There
were always in addition, said the Marxists, sentimental idiots
who fell for the Anarchist affirmations of brotherhood and
wanted everyone to be free to speak his mind ; and there were
also persons who were not Anarchists, but had no use for the
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dinciplined party or the electioneering in which the Social
Democrats put their trust. It was difficult to rally a majority for
the expulsion of these middle groups: nor did the Social
Democrats wish to expel them en masse. They hoped to win
wome of them over, and to deal with the rest, nationality by
nitionality, as they gained enough control of each national
delegation and of the movements behind it. Their tactics were
to keep on passing Congress resolutions committing the
International to political action as a necessary weapon, and to
selze every chance that offered of showing any awkward group
ol their opponents the door.

"I'here was, however, the very grave difficulty that, even if
the Anarchists’ credentials could be rejected when they came
from openly Anarchist organisations or from thinly camouflaged
Macialist bodies, there was still nothing to prevent the Anarchists
from coming back again and again when they could get Trade
Union nominations. This difficulty did not arise where there
wan an cffective central Trade Union organisation closely allied
with, or subordinate to, the Social Democratic Party, or to a
lLubour Party of similar outlook. But in most countries no such
orgunisation existed. In France there were rival Trade Union
groups standing for different tendencies, as there were in Italy,
In Hpain, and in the United States. In Great Britain the Trades
Union Congress united the Unions, but was itself a battleground
ol rival tendencies — the Old Unionism and the New: nor
wan there any united Social Democratic Party to bring the
I'de Unions to heel. For the Congresses of the ’eighties
telegutes had been accepted from individual Trade Unions, as
well us from national centres, even where such centres existed ;
wnd hobody knew how to find any internationally applicable
dellnition of a Trade Union that was bona fide enough to have
itw eredentials accepted. In the struggle for the eight hours’ day
it wan plainly indispensable to secure the widest possible Trade
Union support, and to give the Trade Unions an important
plave in the successive Congresses. But this could not be done
without letting in on the one hand British Lib-Labs who
opposed the creation of a Socialist or Labour Party and on the
uther Syndicalists and Anarchists who denounced parliamentary
attion as a fraud and a betrayal.

T'hus, the Social Democrats were in a perpetual dilemma.
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They could not go all out for a purely Marxist, Social Demo-
cratic International without forfeiting a large part of the
Congresses’ Trade Union support; but they could not easily
stomach having them used as platforms for Anarchist or
Syndicalist propaganda. Indeed, they could stomach this the
less, as a fresh wave of Anarchist violence spread over Europe,
and as reactionaries everywhere seized every chance to identify
the Socialists with the dynamiters and assassins. Some
Anarchists could not be prevented from coming ; and, if they
came, the outraged Social Democrats could not be stopped
from consuming the time of Congress in endeavouring to
dissociate themselves from their revolutionary utterances. So
the wrangling went on, exasperatingly, from one Congress to
another.

At Ziirich, in 1893, the outcome of the dispute was the
passing of a resolution which reads as follows in the English text :

All Trade Unions shall be admitted to the Congress :
also those Socialist Parties and Organisations which recognise
the necessity of the organisation of the workers and of political
action. By ‘political action’ is meant that the working-class
organisations seek, in as far as possible, to use or conquer
political rights and the machinery of legislation for the -
furthering of the interests of the proletariat and the conquest
of political power.

There were disputes later about the meaning, and indeed about
the correct text, of this resolution. It was clearly meant to rule
out non-trade union organisations which did not support
political action designed to conquer political power and to
secure parliamentary representation ; but this test could not be
applied to the Trade Unions. If, however, 4/l Trade Unions
were to be admissible, the door was left wide open, not only to
anyone who could get nominated by an existing Trade Union,
however small, but even to nominees of Trade Unions formed
simply for that purpose. It was accordingly argued, both by the
Social Democrats and by the organised national T'rade Union
Centres, that only bora-fide Trade Unions could be meant ; but
what was a bona-fide Trade Union? A number contended that
it must be a Trade Union which was committed to political
action, if only to the extent of advocating labour legislation, on
the ground that no Trade Union which did not go as far as that .
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could have any concern with the International’s affairs. But
even that was not acceptable : the British Trades Union Con-
gress Parliamentary Committee was not prepared to see ex-
cluded those of its members who were opposed to the legal
eight hours’ day. It remained uncertain what ‘@l/ Trade
Unions’ meant ; and a number of suspect delegates were able
to creep in through the gap.

Take, by way of illustration, the composition of the
numerous British delegation at the London Congress of 18g6.
No fewer than 159 out of the 476 came from Trade Unions,
another 26 from local Trades and Labour Councils, 2 from the
Women’s Trade Union League, and 3 from the Women’s
Industrial Council. The Social Democratic Federation sent
121, the Independent Labour Party 1317, and the Fabian
Society 22. Three came from William Morris’s Hammersmith
Socialist Society, 3 from local Socialist Societies in Bristol,
Oxford, and Berkshire, and 3 from John Trevor’s Labour
Church Union. The only disqualification recommended by the
delegates was that of the Berkshire Socialist Society, which had
only 4 members, of whom it had sent 2. The British delegation
ullowed it 1, and rejected the other.

This was, of course, a swollen delegation, because the
Congress was meeting in London. At Ziirich in 1893 the
British delegates had numbered 64, and had been considerably
more miscellaneous in origin. The S.D.F. had sent 8, the
I.1..P., still barely formed, 5, and the Scottish Labour Party 2.
'I'he Fabians had 5 and various local Socialist Societies another
5. One came from the London Communist Club, mainly
forcign in its composition. One came from a Co-operative
I’roducers’ Society of Socialist outlook, and 1 from a Jewish
'I''ade Union and Socialist Society. On the Trade Union side
the Trades Union Congress Committee and the Miners’
I'ederation each sent 4, and the Durham Miners 2 on their own.
'I'ne Gasworkers’ Union had 3, and other Trade Unions 16 in
nll. Local Trades Councils sent 6 and the Women’s Trade
lInion League 2. One or two Anarchists — for example,
('. W. Mowbray — got in as Trade Union delegates.

'I'his was as nothing in comparison with the complexity of
the I'rench and Italian delegations, whose members were apt to
vome each with credentials from several bodies, so that if one
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were rejected another might serve. The Frenchmen came from
rival Socialist Parties and from rival national Trade Union
Federations; from Student groups and local Chambres
Syndicales ; from Socialist journals ; from local Syndicats and
from national Fédérations de Syndicats; from Bourses du
Travail and from propagandist societies; and, in 1896, also
from the parliamentary group of the Independent Socialists.
The delegates simply cannot be classified so as to show what
bodies they predominantly represented, or in whose name they
spoke. A

The Zirich resolution came up as first business at the
London Congress of 1896. Tom Mann and Keir Hardie both
pleaded for wide toleration of differences, with Jaurés and
Hyndman taking the opposite view. Nieuwenhuis of Holland
questioned the validity of the Ziirich resolution and maintained
that Anarchist-Communists, such as Kropotkin, were good
Sacialists, even if some Anarchists were not. James Mawdsley,
of the British Cotton Spinners’ Amalgamation, who was soon
to stand for Parliament as a Conservative candidate, said that
the British Section would uphold the Ziirich decision. Then
came the voting, by nationalities. Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Bohemia, Bulgaria, Denmark, Germany, Hungary, Poland,
Portugal, Rumania, Russia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and
the United States voted solidly for the reaffirmation of the
Ziirich resolution. France voted against, by 57 votes to 56,
and Holland, by g to 5. The Italians, being equally divided,
abstained. The British voted for the resolution, by 223 votes
to 114. This was prior to the verification of credentials, so that
anyone who claimed to be a delegate could vote. The national
delegations then met to verify the standing of those present;
and a few exclusions were made. There was a wrangle, already
mentioned, about the position of the French Independent
Socialists, and another about a rejected Pole. Yet another
occurred over the Italian report. Louise Michel claimed to be
holding an Italian mandate, whereas Malatesta was sitting
among the French delegates. The President of the session,
Hyndman, ruled that it had already been decided to exclude
Anarchists, and several,” after protesting, withdrew. The
Dutch, who had a near-Anarchist majority, finally announced
that they had agreed to accept the parliamentarian minority.
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‘I'he French put forward their claim to divide into two separate
sections, and Millerand was allowed to speak in favour of it.
After it had been made clear that the two French groups would
share equally the French quota of Commission members their
praposal was accepted on a division, the French majority voting
ngrainst. Four sessions had gone by, with no constructive
business done ; but the Commissions on matters of policy into
which the Congress had agreed to divide were not yet ready to
report — so perhaps the waste of time did not much matter.

Most of the Commission Reports, when they were ready,
did not amount to a great deal. There was no time to straighten
out the complications involved in applying proposals to the
varying circumstances of the different countries ; and the result
wins that in most cases only generalities got endorsed, and
wpecific proposals were brought forward as Minority Reports,
und mostly voted down almost without discussion. Thus, the
Agrarian Commission declared thatthe land should be socialised,
but confessed its inability to make any agreed proposal as to
the means. It could only recommend active steps to organise
the agricultural proletariat and leave to each country the duty
of working out its own programme. 'The Political Action
¢ ‘ommission, whose reporter was George Lansbury, then of the
H.1.¥., declared for working-class political action for the con-
yuest of political power, and for the use of legislative and
udministrative means towards working-class emancipation. It
dencribed these means as directed towards the establishment of
“the International Socialist Republic’, demanded ‘independence
of all bourgeois political parties, universal suffrage, including the
cmancipation of women, second ballot, the referendum and the
initiative, full autonomy of all nationalities, and the destruction
ol tolonial exploitation’. It called upon the workers in all
vountries subject to militarism and imperialism ‘to fall into line,
side by side with the class-conscious workers of the world,
to organise for the overthrow of international capitalism and
the establishment of International Social Democracy’.

"I'his brought up the French Anarchist, Tortelier, who held
# 'I'rade Union credential, and then Vaillant and Jaurés on the
other side. Then came the British Lib-Labs, protesting against
the demand for political independence, and Pete Curran of the
1.1..I°, defending it. Bebel followed as the spokesman of the
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German Party, and Ferri for the Italians — both for indepen-
dence. After the British Lib-Lab amendment and some others
had been defeated, the report was accepted nem. con.

At the next session Sidney Webb produced the report of
the Education Commission, summed up in seven resolutions,
which went much more into detail than most of the reports.
They demanded that the ‘public administration’ in each
country should provide ‘a complete system of education under
democratic public control’, ‘extending from the kindergarten
to the university’. School meals were to be provided for all
children ; the minimum school-leaving age was to be sixteen,
with half-time education up to eighteen; scholarships and
maintenance allowances were to be made available ; and there
were to be strict limitations on children’s employment and a
strict international code of factory legislation. All this was
somewhat utopian, even for the more advanced countries ; but
it was not seriously challenged. Keir Hardie scented in it a
concealed intention to favour the clever children at the expense
of the rest; and Clara Zetkin answered that the Commission
certainly did not intend that all children, irrespective of their
capacity, should receive a university education — which Hardie
thereupon denied having meant. There was a wrangle about
alleged discrepancies between the English, German, and French
texts of the report; and an amendment by Hardie to delete a
reference to ‘scholarships’ — which apparently had a bourgeois
connotation in many minds — was carried. Then, on a French
motion, the entire clause dealing with school meals and main-
tenance was deleted, on the plea that it was unnecessary to go
into detail and that the Brussels Congress of 1891 had already
declared it to be the State’s duty to do everything needed to
provide education for all children. Mrs. Pankhurst succeeded
in getting Webb’s word ‘gradually’ struck out, and ‘as quickly
as possible’ substituted ; and then the report was adopted.

Next came the report of the Organisation Commission,
introduced by C. A. Gibson of the S.D.F. This proposed that
the Congress should establish itself as a permanent organisation,
by setting up a permanent International Committee, with a
responsible secretary and a fixed seat. It wanted the Congress
to appoint a Provisional Committee to draw up a full scheme
and report to the ensuing Congress. In addition, it proposed
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the establishment in each country sending out or receiving
omigrants of special bodies to ensure that they were not lost to
the working-class movement, with a particular proposal to
Jistribute informative tracts to them before they left their own
vountries, and to arrange for them on arrival a reception by the
working-class organisations of the receiving countries — especi-
ully across the Atlantic. London was approved as the seat of
the International and the report was accepted ; but the Congress
dispersed in the end without taking any step to set up the
proposed Committee ; and nothing happened. The discussions
were interrupted for the reception of the report of the Com-
mission on War, which led to so prolonged a debate that the
Organisation Commission’s proposals were never properly
debated.

T'he War Commission began by affirming that economic
nd not religious or national antagonisms were the chief cause
ol wir under capitalism. It said that the workers in all countries
must win political power in order to deprive Governments
*which are the instruments of the capitalist class’ of the means
ol war-making. It demanded the ‘simultaneous abolition of
Hiunding Armies and the establishment of a National Citizen
l‘oree’; the establishment of Tribunals of Arbitration to
regulate international disputes ; and that ‘the final decision on
the question of War or Peace should be vested directly in the
people in cases where the Governments refuse to accept the
Wecinion of the Tribunal of Arbitration’.

In the discussion, Dr. R. M. Pankhurst moved to delete the
teference to a ‘Citizen Force’, but was defeated. Belfort Bax
moved to add that the decision of Tribunals of Arbitration
wliould be final ; and this was agreed, though Sanial declared
that urbitration was ‘all middle-class molasses’. Bax then tried
10 lelete the demand for reference to the people ; but Greulich
wl Hwitzerland spoke strongly for its retention, and carried the
lay.  I‘inally the amended report was unanimously adopted.

Next came the report of the Economic and Industrial
¢ mmmission, which covered a very wide ground. It began with
w» nprehensive declaration in favour of the universal ‘ Socialisa-
tion of the means of production, transport, distribution, and
sx hunge, the whole to be controlled by a completely democratic
sehimtion in the interests of the entire community’. This,
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! it was urged, was becoming daily more necessary because of the

J”‘) growth of monopolies, which ‘cannot be effectively countered

‘ J ! by ordinary Trade Unions or isolated political action’. The
\

Figi |

w Commission advocated the establishment of some international
| “1~ agency to keep watch on trusts and combines and their political
I intrigues, and to work for their socialisation ‘by national or
i international enactment’. It then went on to attribute crises
i and unemployment to capitalist obstruction of the full use of
[‘ ploy P

‘ :H mankind’s rapidly increasing productive power, and to record
“‘H\ its view that coal mines, iron and chemical works, railways, and
I . .
/ the larger factories ‘have all reached the stage when their
| nationalisation and socialisation present no difficulty from the
i I\ \! economic point of view’. The workers of the world were there-
| 1l fore called upon ‘to proceed at once to urge definite measures
il of socialisation, nationalisation, and communisation in their
(! I respective countries’.

’if The next section discussed the functions of Trade Unions.
u These, it was said, were indispensable for defending and

P g

\H improving the workers’ conditions ; but by their struggle ‘the
exploitation of labour will be only lessened, not abolished’.
h; Abolition required the conquest of political power, and its use
} for legislative purposes. The Trade Unions should help in

this : ‘the organisation of the working class is incomplete and
| unfinished as long as it is political only’. But the economic
‘ struggle also calls for political action by the labouring class.
‘Whatever the workers gain from their employers in open dis-
\H putes must be confirmed by law in order to be maintained,
N li while conflicts may in other cases be rendered superfluous by
\H legislative measures.’ N o
| ‘\\ From these more general propositions thc: Comm1§s.1on went
i on to more detailed proposals. It called for ‘the abolition of all
i“ tariffs, duties on articles of consumption, and exportation
‘M | premiums’, and for international legislation for the protection
I of labour. In respect of the latter, it recommended limiting
I the immediate ‘palliative agitation’ to three specific demands,
r il headed by the eight hours’ day, and including full rights of
combination and the abolition of sweating. The Commission
\H then recited eight demands for international labour legislation
it I adopted at the Paris Congress of 1889, and, returning to the
“‘ question of Trade Unions, urged the workers ‘to organise in
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mtional Trade Unions in their respective countries, thus
avoijding waste of power by small independent or local organisa-
nons’. It laid down that ‘ difference of political views ought not
10 be considered a reason for separate action in the economic
sruggle : on the other hand, the nature of the class-struggle
makes it the duty of the labour organisations to educate their
lellow-members up to the truths of Social Democracy’. The
‘I'"ale Unions were then called upon to admit women and to
aecure ‘equal wages for the same kind and amount of work’.
Itally, as a basis for international organisation, it was proposed
thit ‘a Central Trade Union Commission should be constituted
i every country’, and that ‘in cases of strikes and lock-outs
wl boycotts, the Trade Unions of all countries should assist
une another according to their means’.

This was the Majority Report of the Economic and Indus-
1nad Commission. Its adoption was moved by Harry Quelch of
the S.D.F. after it had been introduced by the German,
Molkenbuhr. The Minority Report, which was brief, drew
altention to the declarations of a succession of French Labour
Uiongresses — Marseilles (18g2), Paris (1893), Nantes (1894),
andd Limoges (1895) - in favour of the general strike, and called
wpon the workers in all countries ‘to study this important
«uention, which should be decided at the next Congress’. Thus
heynn the great debate about the general strike, which was to
meeupy so much of the time of the Second International in
abnequent years. It should be noted that, in the form in
which it came up in 1896, it had no specific reference to the
prevention of war. It was part of the Economic Commission’s
minority report, and was advanced as ‘a method of emancipa-
tion’,  This Minority Report was rejected at the London
¢ongress almost without discussion, and the Majority Report
wan accepted with only a few minor amendments, of which the
mont important, moved by Dr. Pankhurst, laid down that
“wherever private employment fails, public employment should
fiw provided at reasonable wages’. A further amendment,
moved by Edward Aveling as representing Australia and adopted,
vallid upon workers’ organisations not to ask for restrictive
leginlation against the immigration of aliens ; and yet another,
moved by A. Fauquez of Switzerland, reaffirmed the decision
in continue May Day manifestations, having ‘as their chief
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objects the obtaining of the legal eight hours’ day and protests
against militarism’.

Last came the Report of the Miscellaneous Commission,
presented by J. Bruce Glasier, of the British I.L.P. This
affirmed ‘the fundamental right of liberty of conscience, of
speech, and of the press, and the right of public meeting and
combination, both locally and nationally’. It demanded an
amnesty for political prisoners and protested against the system
of police provocation. Further, it demanded the suppression
of private employment exchanges and the general introduction

" of free exchanges conducted by municipalities or Trade Unions.

Finally, it said that it was not in a position to present a report
on the question of an international language, which had been
referred to it; but it invited the Congress to declare ‘which of
the languages, English, French, or German, it would prefer to
adopt’. This the Congress did not find time to do.

The Congress turned last to the arrangements for the next
Congress. Liebknecht, for the Bureau, moved a resolution in
the following terms :

The Standing Orders Committee of the Congress is
entrusted with the duty of drawing up the invitations for the
next Congress by appealing exclusively to :

1. The representatives of those organisations which seek
to substitute Socialist property and production for capitalist
property and production, and which consider legislative and
parliamentary action as one of the necessary means of attain-
ing that end.

2. Purely trade organisations, which, though taking no
militant part in politics, declare that they recognise the
necessity of legislative and parliamentary action: conse-
quently Anarchists are excluded.

There followed a paragraph proposing the setting up of a
Credentials Commission, to which appeals could be made from
the decisions of a National Commission. The S.D.F. tried to
amend Liebknecht’s draft to make the Congress even more a
gathering of representatives from Social Democratic Parties,
but was voted down. A British Trade Union delegate, W.
Stevenson of the Builders’ Labourers, protested that the Trade
Unions had been brought to the Congress on false pretences,
outvoted in the British delegation, and made to listen to a lot
of ‘disquisitions on an ideal society which is as far off as the
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wdllennium’,  After a few formalities, and the adoption of
I iwhknecht’s report, the Congress ended.

I huve recorded rather fully the proceedings of the London
tongress of 1896 in order to give an idea of what went on in
theae enrly gatherings of the Second International, while it was
»ill only taking shape as essentially a political gathering based
e the emergent Socialist Parties.

It will be seen that almost all the big issues that were to
hivide the International up to 1914 had already been raised
iniug these early Congresses.  Apart from the struggle to
warhinle the Anarchists, which was almost over after 1896 —
thougly the battle between the ‘politicals” and the Syndicalists
vemined very much in being — the questions under debate in
tHyh were still being debated in 1914 — or would have been,
i not the Congress summoned for that year been prevented
tinin mecting by the outbreak of war. The greatest difference
btween the carlier and the later Congresses was that, from
1y omwards, the question of war and peace occupied an ever-
treaning place in the International’s debates and tended to
thiuat rather into the background the question of industrial
teglulntion that had been in the forefront during the early years.
Phiere wan also a difference arising from the fact that in a num-
bt of countrics changes in the franchise after 1goo made pos-
sllde 1he winning of enough seats in the Parliaments to convert
the Hoclalints from small groups into powerful parties to which
the Parllments had in varying degrees to adapt their procedure.
‘I'hete were still in 1914 countries represented in the Interna-
thmal that were unable to establish such parties and had still to
el the greater part of their political activities from outside
Parllmnent,  But in general Socialism had assumed by 1914

# mueh more parliamentary complexion than it had in the
LITITY

With this change went, of course, a decline in the revolu-

“ylomary hitransigence of the Socialist movements of the coun-

ttien allovted by it, and therewith a sharper division between
these countries and those which remained subject to absolute
tule. Up to 1890 Reformism, though it clearly existed as a
tetilenvy, had not been clearly formulated as a body of doctrine
ehmblenging Marxism in such a way as to lead to a sharp con-
fioiiatlon of the rival attitudes on an international basis.
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Fabianism was a British doctrine, Possibilism a French:
German Revisionism had not yet taken shape, though South
German Reformism had. Internationally, Marxism held the
field by virtue of its victory over the Anarchists. The battle
with the Syndicalists was only beginning.




CHAPTER II

THE SECOND INTERNATIONAL:
LATER YEARS

(i) 19oo — PaRIs

HE Paris Socialist Congress of 1goo was chiefly notable,

on the surface, for three things — its handling of the crisis

arising out of the Millerand affair, its decision to set up an
International Socialist Bureau, and its apparent solidarity on
& number of issues that were before long to arouse acute
dissensions. It was held at a time when the Revisionist con-
troversy was already being carried on with great vehemence
#mong the Germans, but had not yet fully presented itself as an
international issue, or rather had not been separated inter-
mittionally from the issue of Socialist participation in non-
Hocialist Governments, which raised some of the same questions
of ideology and practical policy, but did so in such a way as to
produce an artificial majority for the left by ranging the centre
lirmly with the revolutionaries against the participationists.
In the struggle against Reformists of the Millerand type, those
Nocial Democrats who set their hopes on building up parties
which would presently become strong enough to dominate the
Purliaments of their countries, tended naturally to side with
the revolutionary left wing because they saw coalition with the
hourgeois Radicals as an obstacle to the electoral growth of
Hocial Democracy. Coalitions might no doubt be in a position
to secure legislative advances which Socialist Parties could not
hope to win as yet by standing alone ; but if there was a real
prospect of getting, at some not too distant date, a clear Social
emocratic majority it seemed to be folly, as well as even
hetrayal, to throw away that chance by entering into coalitions
wilh the bourgeois left, or even into electoral alliances except in
the form of second ballot arrangements — if even at that stage.
In the view of the majority of the Germans the great task was
to build up the party as a mass electoral force, and all other
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considerations needed to be kept subordinate to that task.
The immense prestige and influence of the German Social
Democratic Party gave its insistence on this point a great deal
of weight ; and among the Germans this was the view not only
of the left and centre, but also of many of the Revisionists who
followed Bernstein, though not of the South German Reform-
ists from Bavaria and Baden. Revisionism and Reformism in
Germany, though they were allies in the fight against Bebel
and Kautsky, were not the same: it was fully possible, and
indeed common, for a Revisionist to be as strongly opposed to
Millerandism as Kautsky was, because participationism might
prevent the party from taking the course that would, in time,
bring it a majority of its own. Just as, in the 1930s, the British
Labour Party would have nothing to do with the attempt to
build up a ‘Popular Front’ against Fascism, because it hoped
to win political power for itself in due course, so most of the
Germans in 19oo were dead against participation. Itis pertinent
to observe that they were not themselves practically faced, in
Reich politics, with any such issue ; for there was no immediate
prospect of anyone asking them to join a Reich Cabinet. The
issue did, however,face them practically in some of the Laender;
and Reformism, as distinct from Revisionism, drew its strength
from the politics of the Laender rather than of the Reich.

In most of the other countries represented at the Inter-
national the Socialist Parties had much less prospect or even
hope than in Germany of winning the support of a majority of
the electorate or, even if they did, of getting a majority of the
seats, even in the popular Chamber. But many of them were
under the spell of the Germans’ success in continuously
increasing their votes and seats and were disposed to accept the
German electoral policy as a model, in the hope that in the long
run it would enable them to achieve what German Social
Democracy seemed to be well on the way to achieving. For
many of them the first task appeared to be the winning of
universal suffrage, which, as far as Reich elections were con-
cerned, the Germans had had handed to them by Bismarck
without any need to struggle for it. They could, indeed, hope
to secure this constitutionally only with the aid of the bourgeois
parties, and they were bound therefore to back up the bourgeois
reformers who were working for it inside Parliament. But in
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most cases they were not tempted by this necessity into favour-
ing coalition with the bourgeois parties because they thought of
the struggle for franchise reform as having two distinct aspects.
Inside the Parliaments the bourgeois parties would be bound to
take the lead because, under the existing franchise, they held
most of the seats. But the prospect of getting electoral reform
depended, in Socialist eyes, mainly on the vigour with which
the campaign for it was carried on outside Parliament, by con-
stant agitation, mass demonstrations, and, where practicable,
demonstration general strikes of short duration. The chances
of getting the franchise widened would not be appreciably
improved, in most countries, by the Socialists joining bourgeois-
dominated Coalition Governments even if they were asked.
'I'hey would do better by voting for the most advanced measures
the bourgeois parties could be induced to put forward under
jiressure from outside — not by joining coalitions in which they
would have to become actual parties to compromises that would
tiuke the edge off their own extra-parliamentary campaigns.

It was thus fully possible to rally a good majority against
participationism.  Nevertheless, because the possibility of
huilding up Socialist parties capable of winning, some day,
¢lear majorities evidently depended on complete, or nearly
vomplete, unity of the Socialist forces, it was undesirable to
press the opposition to participatiénism to an extreme point for
feur of causing right-wing secessions. Accordingly, the object
ol the majority of the International’s leaders was to devise a
revolution which would at one and the same time record
opposition to Millerandism and to almost all possible kinds of
vonlitionism, and yet not actually and finally bang the door.
There was no need to placate Millerand, who had clearly
transgressed the permissible limits by acting without even
connulting his party ; but there was need to placate Jaurés, who
hud supported him, albeit with reserves, if the French Socialist
movement was not to be most dangerously split. It was
lKnutsky’s task to devise a form of words that would satisfy the
centre and disarm the extreme Left without driving the right
wing out of the International, and without making Jaures’s
ponition impossible.

This is how Kautsky did it, in the resolution which was
sloquently moved by Emile Vandervelde at the Paris Congress :
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The winning of political power by the proletariat in a
modern democratic state cannot be the result of a coup de main,
but can come only as the conclusion of long and patient
activity for the political and industrial organisation of the
proletariat, for its physical and moral regeneration, for the
gradual winning of seats on municipal bodies and legislative
authorities.

Where, however, government power is centralised, it
cannot be won in this piecemeal fashion. The entry of a
single Socialist into a bourgeois Ministry cannot be considered
as the normal beginning for winning political power : it can
never be anything but a temporary and exceptional makeshift
in an emergency situation.

Whether, in any given instance, such an emergency
situation exists is a question of tactics and not of principle.
The Congress does not have to decide that. But in any case
this dangerous experiment can only be of advantage if it is
approved by an united party organisation and if the Socialist
Minister is, and remains, the delegate of his party.

Whenever a Socialist becomes a Minister independently
of his party, or whenever he ceases to be the delegate of that
party, then his entry into the Government, instead of being
a means of strengthening the proletariat, weakens it, and,
instead of being a means to furthering the winning of political
power, becomes a means of delaying it.

The Congress declares that a Socialist must resign from
a bourgeois Government if the organised party is of opinion
that the Government in question has shown partisanship in
an industrial dispute between capital and labour.

This resolution was finally carried by 29 votes to g, the
voting being by national delegations and not by individual
delegates, each delegation having two votes. Only two delega-
tions — Belgium and Ireland — voted solidly against it.
France, Italy, Russia, Poland, and the United States were
divided and cast one vote for and one against. The other
delegations voted solidly for the resolution, though, of course,
there were individual dissidents within their ranks. In the
debate the main speakers for the resolution were Vandervelde,
Jaurés, Anseele, and Auer, and against it Ferri, Guesde, and
Vaillant. The Italian Ferri, then on the Left, moved an amend-
ment drafted by Guesde in the following terms :

The Fifth International Congress at Paris declares again
that the winning of political power by the proletariat, whether
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it takes place by peaceful or by violent means, involves the
political expropriation of the capitalist class.

Consequently it allows the proletariat to participate in
bourgeois government only in the form of winning seats by
its own strength and on the basis of the class-struggle, and it
forbids any participation whatsoever by Socialists in bour-
geois Governments, towards which Socialists must take up
an attitude of unbending opposition.

Language apart, the Guesde-Ferri amendment did no more
than lay down the policy which had been almost taken for
granted by most Social Democrats up to the time of the Mille-
rand affair. But, in effect, until that affair occurred, the issue
had hardly arisen in a practical form. When it did arise, it
wplit the French Socialists not mainly on the question of revolu-
tion versus reform, or even of the expediency of bourgeois-
Socialist coalitions in general, but rather on that of defending
the Republic, which was felt to be in danger as a consequence
of the Dreyfus case. Millerand himself no doubt favoured
participation in a Radical Ministry for the sake of the social
reforms he hoped to get by it; but only a few others followed
this line. Jaurés, though he began by defending Millerand,
Ised his defence on the need for Socialists to rally round the
Republic in its hour of peril ; and as the discussion proceeded
he in effect threw Millerand overboard while continuing to
defend participation in the Republican cause. In taking this
line he had a strong case against the Guesdists, who took up
the remarkable attitude that the Dreyfus affair was nothing to
Hucialists, and that it could not really matter what kind of non-
Hocialist régime they had to deal with. It would, however, have
heen possible to rally to the defence of the Republic by support-
ing the Radical Government from outside, without actually
juining it. Indeed, this is in effect what the followers of Jaurés
and Brousse actually did. The Socialist Congress, however,
never came to grips with the question whether this was the
vorrect line to take, It got into an argument which was con-
verned, on the face of the matter, solely with the question of
pmrticipation in a bourgeois Ministry.

On this issue, it could safely condemn Millerand without
lenr of causing a split in its ranks. DBut it could not go so far as
o condemn participation in all its forms. Such a condemnation
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would have made it quite impossible to establish a united
party in France and would probably have caused a good deal of
“Wl trouble elsewhere — for example, in Belgium and in Great
’ Britain. The door had to be left open to possible participation
il U;\\\\\l in a serious emergency, and not only to possible support of a
\HM bourgeois Government from outside. But, in order to carry the

‘M“ central body of opinion, it was necessary to leave the door
“\H\ leading to actual participation as little ajar as possible, by

il
S “\
il JH\ attaching stringent conditions ; and in order not to widen the
| area of dispute it was expedient to say nothing at all about the
il legitimacy of the policy of non-participant support. It can
hardly be supposed that anyone believed that the conditions on
]“\ which a Socialist was to be allowed, in an emergency, to become
! a member of a bourgeois Government could be literally workable;
i for they cut clean across the established methods of Cabinet
H\ government rfmd would have put any Socialist Minister in a
i quite impossible position in relation to his colleagues. Nor
1 ‘1\“&“‘”\ can the delegates have thought that it could be easy to interpret
‘\\ the clause — inserted at Plekhanov’s insistence — requiring any
I Socialist Minister to resign if the Government showed itself less
| ‘N\‘ than impartial in connection with industrial disputes — for who
d was to decide whether it was being impartial or not? These
N conditions were not meant to be workable : they were designed
ilt\\ to go as far against participationism as the International could
\ “\\\““\ go without serious danger of a split. The majority of the
Al H"x German Party, which carried the greatest weight, was definitely
anti-participationist ; but the need for unity took precedence
‘ \\ for it over the unequivocal expression of its view.
\‘\‘ Having disposed of the Millerand affair, the Paris Congress
turned to the question of colonial imperialism. The resolution,
| moved by the Dutchman, van Kol, committed the International
! not only to fight by every possible means against the colonial
expansionist policies of the capitalist powers but also to promote
the formation of Socialist parties in the colonial and semi-
i colonial countries and to collaborate with such parties to the
fullest possible extent. It is interesting to observe that this
unequivocally anti-imperialist resolution was carried unani-
ik mously. British delegates from both the S.D.F. and the I.L.P.
\m\ took the occasion to denounce British imperialism as manifested
in the South African War. A few years later, colonialism was to

| \Hu 42




THE SECOND INTERNATIONAL : LATER YEARS

find defenders in the ranks of the German Social Democrats,!
the Belgians were to be sharply divided on the question of
accepting responsibility for the Congo Free State,? the Dutch
Socialists were to fall out in connection with the East Indies,
and such conflicts of opinion were to be echoed in the debates
of the International. But in 1goo these disagreements had not
been forced to the front by the growing imperialist rivalries
of the leading powers, and it was still possible for Socialists
to join almost unanimously in whole-hearted denunciation of
colonialism.

Next came, at Paris, the great debate concerning anti-
militarism, with Rosa Luxemburg as the mover. The Galician
delegation, headed by Daszyriski, once more challenged Rosa
luxemburg’s mandate to represent Poland ; but the Congress
upheld her claim. Rosa Luxemburg’s speech was notable
chiefly for her emphasis on the probability of the final crisis of
capitalist society being precipitated, not by economic collapse,
but by the imperialist rivalries of the great powers. Speaking
ut a time when, in a purely economic sense, capitalism was mak-
ing very rapid advances, above all in Germany and the United
Btates, she clearly did not expect that it would speedily meet its
death as a consequence of internal collapse or of the ‘increasing
misery’ of the proletariats of the advanced capitalist countries.
Indeed, she said that the rule of capitalism would ‘perhaps
cndure for a long time’, but that sooner or later its hour would
strike, most likely as the result of war between the great ex-
ploiting States, and that it was essential for the workers to
prepare for that decisive moment by continually engaging in
international action. The resolution accordingly urged the
Socialist Parties to undertake a joint struggle against militarism
und colonialism, the methods proposed including, first, the
organisation and education of the youth in all countries for
the carrying on of the class-struggle; secondly, the casting of
the-Socialist vote in the Parliament of every country against all
military or naval estimates and against all forms of expenditure
on colonial ventures ; and, thirdly, the organisation of simul-
tuneous protests and demonstrations against militarism in all
countries, whenever an international crisis threatened to
develop.

I See p. 7o. 2 See p. 635 fT.
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This resolution, too, was carried with unanimity, so little had
the Socialists for the most part realised how soon they were
going to be faced with a sharp conflict between the calls of
national and international solidarity. The delegates at Paris
were still trying to exorcise with fine sentiments a threat which
had not yet become imminent enough to compel them to
discover where their ultimate loyalties lay. They went on to
pass a resolution denouncing the Hague Peace Conference of
1898 as a barefaced swindle, on the ground that it had consisted
of representatives of the very Governments which were openly
pressing imperialist aims, and that it was nonsense for capitalist
and militarist exploiters to talk of disarmament, arbitration,
and the humanisation of the laws of war.

In the closing session, the Paris Congress began upon the
debate concerning the general strike against war that was there-
after to occupy so much attention. The Paris discussion was
brief, for lack of time ; but it gave Briand, then on the extreme
left, his chance to make a flamboyant speech in favour of
the general strike, and Legien his chance to assert strongly the
opposition of the German Trade Unions and to predict the
certain failure of the attempt, if it were ever made. Briand
argued for the general strike on this occasion not merely as a
means of preventing war but chiefly as the beginning of a
revolution that would enable the proletariat everywhere to seize
the means of production and to establish a new society based on
their lasting appropriation. The French, Italian, and Spanish
left wings, and the Russian Social Revolutionaries supported
him; but the great majority preferred to adjourn the whole
question for fuller discussion within the national parties before
reaching a collective decision.

The remaining important resolution of the Paris Congress
was that which led to the establishment the following year of an
International Socialist Bureau with its seat in Brussels and the
Belgian, Victor Serwy, as its first secretary. The Bureau was to
have two main organs — an International Committee consisting
of delegates appointed by the national sections, and also an
Inter-parliamentary Commission to co-ordinate action between
the national parliamentary groups. It was to include a Secre-
tariat, elected by the International Committee, which was to
act between Congresses as the voice of the International and
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was to take any requisite action on resolutions passed at Con-
gress. It was not, however, armed with any power to order
the national parties to undertake any particular action : indeed,
it could not be, when the Congress itself had no coercive author-
ity over them and could only seek to persuade them to comply
with its resolutions. It was, however, a development of con-
siderable importance and, as far as it went, a real attempt to
bring the national sections into closer and more continuous
contact. Thereafter, the International Socialist Bureau played
an important part in influencing Socialist policy at each of the
recurrent crises up to 1914; but closer contact could not
resolve fundamental differences of attitude and policy, and the
fear of doing anything that might provoke a split was always
present to restrict positive action within the limits of agreed
compromise. The Inter-parliamentary Commission was even
less effective ; for the organised party in each country claimed
the last word in settling policy as against the parliamentary
group, and each group tended to be influenced, even more
strongly than the party as a whole, by tactical considerations
which varied widely from country to country.

Thus, apart from the setting up of the International Socialist
Bureau and the compromise concerning ‘participation’, the
Paris Congress was chiefly notable for the passing of a series of
resolutions which made it appear a good deal more militant
than it really was. When the Kautsky resolution had been
uicered through to success, the delegates were allowed to have
their heads about colonial and militarist issues, and were
stopped only when it came to the practical question of authoris-
ing the general strike as a revolutionary weapon. The main
insues raised by the German Revisionists were not yet ripe for
international discussion, being still mainly a domestic affair
among the Germans. They were to come to the front only at
the next Congress, held at Amsterdam in 19o4.

(ii) 1904 — AMSTERDAM

Ity the time the next International Socialist Congress assembled
#t Amsterdam in 19o4, Revisionism had replaced Participation-
mm as the main issue. From the publication of Bernstein’s
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opening articles up to the Dresden Congress of the Social Demo-
cratic Party in 1903 the conflict raged, getting mixed up with
the debates arising out of the affasre Millerand, but transcending
them in importance in German eyes. After the mild censure
passed on Bernstein’s activities at the Hanover Congress of
1899" came the rather less equivocal condemnation of them by
the Liibeck Congress of 1901, embodied in a resolution which
carefully refrained from pronouncing judgment on Bernstein’s
conclusions, though it criticised his methods. Only at Dresden
in 1903 did the German Party finally and explicitly condemn
Revisionism ; and even then it did so in a resolution passed by
an overwhelming majority, which included most of the leading
Revisionists. When it came to a final show-down, such men as
Ignaz Auer, Wolfgang Heine, and Hermann Siidekum, who
had been prominent on the Revisionist side, voted among the
288 who supported the official resolution ; and only a handful
—a mere eleven — voted against it. So powerful was the
appeal to unity — to the acceptance of majority decisions by
minorities, provided that the majority was prepared to stop
short of expelling the minority, or of rendering its continuance
within the party impossible. At Dresden the vote was taken
openly, each delegate giving his name as he voted. This was
done in order to give the resolution the character of a solemn
declaration, which the entire party was called upon by its
leaders to accept.

The Dresden resolution, which was soon to become well
known outside Germany after it had been endorsed by the
French Guesdists and referred by them to the International for
approval as a basic principle of Socialist action, was carefully
drafted in terms which, while they clearly condemned Revision-
ism, left the door just open for the Revisionists to remain
within the party. The attempts of Rosa Luxemburg and the
left wing, begun in 1899 and kept up throughout the controversy,
to get the Revisionists and Reformists expelled, met with no
success. Bebel was quite ready to make fiery and eloquent
speeches against the right wing, and to proclaim that the Ger-
man Social Democratic Party stood fully by its revolutionary
faith. He was ready to quote the more intransigent utterances
of the recently dead leader, Wilhelm Liebknecht, from his

' See p. 273.
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famous pamphlet, No Compromise!, and to declare that any
concession to the Revisionists would be fatal to the prospects of
Socialism. Indeed, he had to make a thoroughly revolutionary
impression on his audience in order to isolate the extreme left
as well as the right, and to prevent Rosa Luxemburg and her
group from splitting the party. His speeches ensured that, if a
split did occur, only a fairly small group on the extreme left
would break away and would be regarded as unreasonable in
doing so by the great majority of the party rank and file. The
right wing, he knew, would not split off ; and he set out to
make it impossible for the left wing to do so either, without
losing most of its influence. In 1903 Bebel reached the height
of his reputation as a Marxist and a revolutionary ; so that he
came to the Amsterdam International Congress the following
year with the laurels of Dresden covering his brow and was
able there to repeat his triumph.

I am not suggesting that in taking this line Bebel was being
dishonest, any more than Kautsky was. They did both quite
uincerely disapprove of Bernstein’s attitude and were quite
nincerely opposed to the Reformist tendencies within the Ger-
man Social Democratic Party. Bebel quite honestly believed
that the correct policy for the party was to reject all compromise
with the established German régime and all coalition with the
hourgeois Radicals, in order to build up in opposition a clear
majority of Social Democratic voters, and, in the Reichstag, a
strong enough position to make the continuance of irresponsible
imperial government impracticable. He did quite honestly hold
that this was the way to make the German Revolution, by
confronting the Kaiser and the ruling classes with a body of
Hocialist opposition plainly too strong to be resisted except by
an appeal to naked force. What would happen when this had
heen done he did not profess to know. If the Kaiser and the
ruling classes decided to fight, the Socialists would have to
tight back ; but I think he clearly entertained the hope that,
when the time came, they would not dare to appeal to force and
would ailow the Revolution to happen by constitutional, or at
any rate by non-violent, means. Whether or no, he saw no
inconsistency at all between calling himself a revolutionary and
concentrating all the party’s energy on the struggle to win a
mmjority by parliamentary means ; and this was the policy he
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invoked in order to defeat both Bernstein and Rosa Luxemburg
and to rally the main body of the party behind him in the name
of Marxism and revolution.

The resolution adopted at the Dresden Congress opened
with an explicit condemnation of the whole Revisionist position.

The Congress most decisively condemns the Revisionist
endeavour to alter our twice-tested and victorious tactics
based on the class-struggle. The Revisionists wish to
substitute for the conquest of political power through the
overcoming of our enemies a policy of meeting the existing
order of things half-way. The consequences of such Revi-
sionist tactics would be to transform our party. At present
it works towards the rapid conversion of the existing bour-
geois order of society into a Socialist order : in other words
it is a truly revolutionary party in the best sense of the word.
If the Revisionist policies were adopted it would become a
party content with merely reforming bourgeois society.

Further, our party Congress condemns any attempt to
gloss over the existing, ever-increasing class-conflicts for the
purpose of turning our party into a satellite of bourgeois
parties.

This seemed plain language — plain enough to make it very
‘ \\ difficult for the Revisionists to vote for their own condemnation.

HH‘\H Hm What made it possible for them to do this was that, though they
‘ “ \ wm‘u‘\ were condemned, they were not excluded or even silenced : so
| w " MH‘ that it remained open to them to try again, if not under the
M \ banner of Revisionism, at any rate by advancing most of its ideas
’ \“ HH \H “ and proposals without using the name — which, indeed, many
| | \H i of the Reformists never had used. Auer and Siidekum and the
\ W | rest who voted for the Dresden resolution could say that they
i i ‘\‘H\ M H had never called themselves ‘Revisionists’ — the label had
i H | been bestowed on them by no act of theirs. Reformism, as
]“ H‘ distinct from Revisionism, had no doubt been implicitly
)\ U condemned ; but it had not been banned explicitly, and it had

0

been made perfectly clear that Bebel did not want to drive its
\’ exponents out of the party if they were prepared to conform in
‘( action to the decision of the majority. The only threat Bebel
w ‘ uttered was when he was insisting that the Party Group in the
| Reichstag must accept the instructions of the Congress and
a renounce any claim to follow a line of its own against the
\ Congress’s declared will. He did tell the right-wing spokesman
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Wolfgang Heine that, unless he was prepared to toe the line in
this respect, he would be expelled. But he was well aware that
the fairly numerous right-wing faction among the Reichstag
deputies would not dare to defy party discipline, as they would
be in no doubt that, if they did so, the party machine would soon
see to it that most of them lost their seats. The only hope for
the ‘Reformists’ after 1go3 was to avoid the use of the word
‘Revisionist’ and to go on working away quietly inside the
party on particular issues as they arose, in the well-founded
expectation that the party would presently come round in detail
to a good part of what it had rejected when it was put forward
in a lump and labelled as doctrinally heterodox. The right
wing, as much as Bebel and Kautsky, saw the need for unity ;
and it also saw, more clearly than either Bebel or Kautsky, that
in the long run unity would mean moderation, and would mean
putting off anything really revolutionary to an indefinite future.

Bebel and Kautsky, then, arrived at the Amsterdam Socialist
Congress of 1904 with the reputation of having gloriously
rescued German Social Democracy from the Revisionist danger,
and of having it behind them as the exponent of a revolu-
tionary policy directed against every sort of participationism
and reformist compromise. They arrived, however, quite as
determined not to split the International as they had been not
to split their own party, and not quite so sure of being able to
induce their international comrades who were of some sort of
Reformist persuasion to vote against themselves in the name of
unity. This, none the less, was what they wanted to get as near
to as they could without risking a split; but they were well
aware that the passions that had been stirred up by the affaire
Millerand would not be easily laid, and that there would be not
n few delegates from France and other countries who would not
be easily satisfied with any compromise that would leave their
opponents free to practise Reformism under the International’s
iegis. Bebel had, indeed, to attempt at Amsterdam to achieve
two almost irreconcilable objects — to get the Socialist Congress
to reaffirm its revolutionary faith, and at the same time to
persuade the contending factions, above all in France, to unite
into unified national parties broad enough to include them all.
le had somehow to reconcile Guesde and Jaurés, as well as to
persuade all the Socialists of the world — or nearly all — to
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take the German Social Democratic Party as their model —
doctrine, policy, and all.

This task was not, in practice, quite so difficult as it ap-
peared. There were, at any rate, two parties of major standing
in the International that could be relied on to set their faces
firmly against a split, and at the same time to be ready to go a
longish way towards endorsing the German attitude. These
were the Austrian and Belgian Parties, led respectively by
Victor Adler and Emile Vandervelde, both already outstanding
figures in the International. Of these two, Vandervelde was
likely to feel most sympathy with the Reformists, not only
because he was temperamentally inclined that way, but also
because the situation of the Belgian Party, especially in 1904,
when it had recently emerged from defeat in a general strike for
electoral reform, induced it to consider seriously the prospects
of electoral collaboration, if not of actual coalition, with the
Liberals. In Austria, this issue did not arise in anything like
the same form ;2 but Adler was by nature a conciliator, and
would be certain to put the claims of unity higher than those of
affirming revolutionary faith at the cost of provoking a split.
Of the other important delegations, the British, as well as the
French, were certain to be divided — they always were. The
Spanish Social Democrats would probably follow the Germans ;
and so probably in this case would Plekhanov and the Russians.
The danger was that some of the smaller parties would be too
intent on affirming their revolutionary faith to know where to
stop, and would be unmoved by the danger of their intransi-
gence causing a split. They would need careful management
and the solace of as much revolutionary phraseology as the
right wing could be induced to put up with.

The German delegates arrived at Amsterdam with more
than the Dresden resolution to offer to the Congress as a sign
of their success. At the Reichstag elections of 1903 they had
increased their vote from 18 to 24 per cent of the total and their
seats from 32 to 55. 'This, to be sure, left them still with a very
long way to go before arriving at the constitutional conquest of
political power ; but it was very encouraging to those who
believed that this was the right way to proceed towards Social-
ism, and other delegations were no doubt impressed. Jaures,

! See p. 634. 2 See Chapter XII.
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however, who was the most important antagonist they had to
face at Amsterdam, refused to bow down and worship. He was
well aware that his own policy stood no chance of being accepted
by the Congress and that the main struggle would be between
those who wished to force through the Dresden resolution and
those who wished merely to soften it down. But he saw no
good reason why he should not speak his mind; and, while
paying tribute to the solidarity of the German Socialists and
to their recent electoral success, he told them bluntly that they
had no real policy and that, far from being, in fact, the most
powerful Socialist Party in the world, as they believed them-
selves to be, they were among the most impotent. He accused
them of impotence because, placing all their hopes in a future
victory, they failed to do anything to improve actual conditions
of living for the German workers or to lessen their oppression
within the capitalist system. He accused them of having, in
the Dresden resolution, masked with revolutionary phrases their
incapacity for present action. He went on to trace their
impotence to the lack of any revolutionary tradition among the
(erman proletariat, reminding the Germans that they had not
cven won universal suffrage, as the French had and as other
people were on the road to winning it, by unremitting struggle,
but had been handed it from above ; and he suggested that what
had been got without struggle could be taken away by the hand
that had given it, as the unresisted abrogation of the popular
franchise in ‘Red’ Saxony had clearly shown. The revolu-
tionism of the Germans, he asserted, was a revolutionism of
phrases, not of deeds, and its unreality was matched by an equal
failure to understand the conditions of successful parliamentary
action, in the sense that obsession with revolutionary phrases
prevented the German Party from extracting any real benefits
from its growing parliamentary strength. The Germans,
Jaurés argued, were attempting with their Dresden resolution
1o put Socialists throughout the world into the strait-jacket of a
self-contradictory policy which was stultifying even their own
action. The conditions governing tactics and policy, he con-
tended, must differ widely as between countries which, to a
substantial degree, already possessed democratic institutions
as a reward for past struggles and countries still subject to
autocratic rule. It was altogether wrong, he said, to treat all
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non-Socialist parties in the former group of countries as con-
stituting a single reactionary mass, when, in fact, some of them
were prepared to support a considerable part of the measures
which constituted the Socialists’ immediate programme. For
France, with its great revolutionary tradition, for Belgium with
its special problems of national and religious divisions, for Great
Britain with its long tradition of parliamentary government, he
held the prescription of the Dresden resolution to be wholly in-
apposite. He did not suggest that what suited these countries
would suit Germany or Russia: he was maintaining the need
to allow each country to work out its strategy and tactics to suit
its own conditions. He was calling on the Germans, not to do
as he wished the French to do, but to show more fighting quality
in their actions as well as in their words, and to recognise that
the mere winning of a Reichstag majority — if they ever did
win one — would not suffice to make them masters of the
German State. The Germans had accused him and those who
agreed with him of abandoning the class-struggle: he threw
the charge back at them, contrasting the substantial real
achievements that had been won in France by rallying to the
defence of the Republic with the Germans’ failure to defend in
Saxony even what they had previously won. In France, he
said, the schools had been set free from church control and
laicité established as the basis of the Republic ; chauvinists and
colonialists had been defeated, and the cause of peace advanced ;
and some real progress had been made in social and industrial
legislation. He strongly attacked the Guesdists who had refused
to lift a finger in the Republic’s defence during the Dreyfus
affair and accused them of clinging to an obsolete Blanquism
instead of upholding the workers’ day-to-day struggles.
Jaures’s speech was a magnificent four de force. It was
answered by Bebel, in a speech by no means its equal in elo-
quence, but more in tune with what the majority of the delegates
wanted to hear. Bebel began by asserting that the German
Government was the worst in Europe — a sentiment which he
presently modified by excepting Turkey and Russia — and
that the German Socialists were, of course, Republicans and
envied the French their Republican institutions. They were,
however, Socialist Republicans; and they did not propose
‘to get their heads broken’ for the bourgeois Republic. He went
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on to refer to the bad record of the Republics — of the United
States as well as of France — in using the powers of the State
to break strikes and to shoot down strikers. The bourgeois
Republic, he said, could always be relied on to defend capitalist
interests. As for immediate benefits, he said that France was
more backward than Germany in social legislation and had a
much more reactionary tax system. He denied that the Ger-
mans had failed to act in co-operation with bourgeois parties
when it was a matter of voting for useful palliative legislation,
and claimed that the sole credit for such legislation as had
benefited the workers belonged to the Socialists and that
reforms had been granted because of the fears aroused by their
growing power. The German Socialists, he contended, did not
object to voting for good laws, whoever proposed them : their
objection was to any alliance with non-Socialist parties that
went beyond such voting. Bebel argued that the Dresden
resolution furnished correct guidance for Socialists in all
countries and in all circumstances, irrespective of local differ-
ences, because it stressed the fundamental antagonism between
the proletariat and the capitalist State. Jaures’s policy, on the
other hand, would corrupt the proletariat and confuse the issue.
Jaurés had maintained that the Dresden resolution was incon-
sistent because it led to a negation of policy and to a frustrating
attempt to combine revolutionary phrases with parliamentary
methods. Bebel denied this: he held that it did just what
was needed by sanctioning palliative activities only in proper
subordination to revolutionary objectives. He did not attempt,
save by implication, to answer Jaurés’s point about the failure
to resist the taking away of the vote in Saxony ; but he in effect
met it by enquiring whether Jaurés meant that the German
Socialists should have resorted to insurrection while they were
still in a minority, and said he could not see what Jaurés thought
they should have done to make their power more effectively felt
" after their recent electoral victories. The Socialists, he said,
could afford to wait until they had conquered electorally ; and
he stressed, for its bearing on their prospect of winning a
majority, the fact that they had not expelled a single person,
even among the extreme Revisionists. All they had done was
to insist on the minority accepting the discipline of the majority.
They wanted unity, not expulsions; but unity must involve
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discipline in action, or the party’s programme would be
effectively stultified.

After Bebel came Victor Adler, as the proposer of a com-
promise amendment agreed upon with Vandervelde, and
supported by the Austrian and Belgian delegations. The
Adler-Vandervelde amendment differed from the Dresden
resolution chiefly on two points : it omitted the explicit rejection
of Revisionism in all its forms and substituted a positive
declaration of the need to maintain unmodified the present
tactics based on the class struggle and opposition to the
bourgeoisie, with the winning of political power as its objective;
and instead of pronouncing a complete ban on participation in
government within ‘bourgeois society’, it limited itself to re-
affirming the warnings against the dangers of such participation
that had been contained in the Kautsky resolution of 1goo.
Adler, in moving the amendment, stressed the dangers of
attempting to impose any international discipline on the parties
in the various countries. The national movements, he said,
had enough on hand in disciplining themselves.

When the vote was taken there were 21 votes for the
Adler-Vandervelde amendment, and 21 against. The amend-
ment, therefore, failed to pass. On the slightly altered Dresden
resolution the voting was 25 for and only 5 against, with 12
abstentions. The voting was of course by countries, each
country having 2 votes. Only Australia cast 2 votes against
the resolution, 1 French, 1 Norwegian, and 1 British delegate
making up the rest of the minority. The abstentions in-
cluded the Belgians, the Swiss, the Swedes, the Danes, and the
Argentinians.

The voting on the amendment (see p. 55) gives a better idea
of the real division of opinion.

Before voting on this controversial matter the Amsterdam
Congress had passed unanimously a resolution declaring it to
be indispensable that in each country there should be only one
Socialist Party, ‘as there is only one proletariat’, and affirming
it to be the fundamental duty of all Socialists to work for this
unity ‘on the basis of the principles laid down by the Congresses
of the International and in the interests of the international
proletariat’. It had thus been made clear, before the contro-
versial votes were taken, that there were to be no exclusions —
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at any rate, unless any group refused to accept the Congress’s
verdict on the Dresden resolution. In fact, the strong phrases
used in the Dresden resolution did not prevent the French
parties from joining forces the following year under the leader-
ship of Jaurés, who had been its principal opponent. For the
time being the question of participation was out of the way.
When John Burns joined the British Liberal Cabinet in 1905
there was no question of disciplining him; for he had put
himself outside the jurisdiction both of the International and of

VOTING ON THE ADLER-VANDERVELDE AMENDMENT

FOR AGAINST
Argentina, 2 France, 1 | Bulgaria, 2 France, 1
Australia, 2 Norway, 1 Germany, 2 Norway, 1
Austria, 2 Poland, 1 Hungary, 2 Poland, 1
Belgium, 2 Ttaly, 2
Denmark, 2 Japan, 2
Great Britain, 2 Russia, 2
Holland, 2 Spain, 2
Sweden, 2 U.SA, 2
Switzerland, 2 | Others, 2 *

* Presumably Serbia and Armenia, each represented by a single delegate.

its British affiliates. The revolutionary phrases of the Dresden-
Amsterdam resolution were on record ; but they were singularly
ineffective in preventing a continued drift in a Reformist
direction, either in Germany or elsewhere.

The Amsterdam Congress had other important issues before
it besides those arising out of the Revisionist-Reformist dispute.
In particular it received from Henriette Roland-Holst, on behalf
of the Dutch delegation, a report on the general strike as a
weapon in the proletariat’s struggle. She presented with her
report a resolution embodying its main points. The resolution
argued that a really complete general strike would be impractic-
able because it would starve the workers as well as everyone
else, and that the necessary conditions for the success of any
widespread strike must be strong organisation and voluntary
discipline among the proletariat. It went on to say that no such
- sudden effort could result in the emancipation of the working
class, but that an extensive strike of the key industries might
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prove to be a supreme method of bringing about very important
social changes or of defence against reactionary attacks on
working-class rights. The resolution then uttered a warning
against Anarchist propaganda for the ‘General Strike’, with its
tendency to distract the workers from the true and unceasing
struggle — that is, from political, Trade Union, and Co-opera-
tive action. It called on the workers to develop their class
organisation and to reinforce their unity, because on these
conditions depended the success of the political strike, should
this be found some day to be necessary and advantageous.

The debate that followed Henriette Roland-Holst’s speech
was mainly a French affair, with two contradictory contributions
from Germans. Dr. Freideberg of Berlin, on behalf of the
seldom articulate German industrialist minority, moved a resolu-
tion deploring the undue stress laid on parliamentary action and
asserting the primacy of direct working-class action in the
industrial field, above all on account of its effect on working-
class psychology. He deplored the Dutch resolution as tending
to widen the breach between Socialists and Anarchists, and
called for the abandonment of parliamentary methods and the
concentration of effort on-*the intellectual and moral elevation
of the proletariat and on the economic struggle’. This resolu-
tion, moved in the name of the ‘Free Federation of German
Trade Unions’, got no support. It was replied to by Robert
Schmidt, also of Berlin, who described it as a ‘soap-bubble’,
and, while affirming that the German Trade Unions had won
many useful concessions, said that they were opposed to being
dragged by the general strike into politics, ‘which is not their
place’. For some time past, he said, only a small group in
Germany had favoured the general strike. Freideberg had no
title to speak for more than this insignificant minority.

Among the French Jean Allemane, Albert Wilson, Adrien
Meslier, and Aristide Briand supported counter-resolutions
favouring the general strike, or at the least calling for fuller
enquiry into its possibilities. Ustinov, for the Russian Social
Revolutionaries, was on the same side, and described the Dutch
report as ‘utopian and illusionist’ in its reprobation of the use
of force. W. H. Vliegen, from Holland, supported the Dutch
resolution, observing that all the speakers for the general strike
appeared to have a contempt for parliamentary action, and that
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its advocates were to be found in the countries in which working-
class organisation was weak, and not where there were strong
Trade Union movements. Briand, in a careful speech, limited
himself to asking for further enquiry, asked what other weapon
than the general strike Socialists proposed to use if reactionary
Governments attempted to deprive them of the vote or to
suppress their movements, and adjured them not to cut them-
selves off from working-class sentiment by renouncing a
weapon for which there was strong psychological support.
Heinrich Beer of Austria emphasised the need to oppose the
Anarchist notion of the general strike, without discarding it as
a political weapon, and the necessity for strong organisation and
careful preparation for its political use, and held that there was
no need for any further study. When the vote came, the main
French resolution was rejected by 34 votes to 8 and the Dutch
resolution carried by 36 to 4, with 3 abstentions.

Of the rest of the proceedings at Amsterdam not much needs
to be said. Molkenbuhr, the German Socialists’ expert on
social services and industrial legislation, presented a report
embodying demands for insurance against unemployment,
sickness, accident, old age, and other contingencies. The
report urged that these services should be paid for out of taxes
levied on large incomes and on inheritance, and that their
management should be entrusted to organisations representing
the insured. James Sexton, of the Liverpool Dock Labourers,
tried in vain to get acceptance for an amendment excluding
workers’ contributions. Vliegen of Holland accused Molken-
buhr of devoting most of his report to praise of the German
system, which outside Germany found favour chiefly among
anti-Socialists. But all proposed amendments were rejected,
and the report was approved, the British, the Americans, the
Spaniards, and one of the French factions voting against it.

There was also a discussion on colonial and imperial
questions. Van Kol, of Holland, moved a comprehensive
resolution committing the Congress to uncompromising opposi-
tion to all imperialist or colonial measures, and to all expenditure
on them. The resolution went on to declare against all con-
cessions or trade monopolies in colonial areas, to denounce the
oppression suffered by subject peoples, and to advocate measures
for improving the condition of such peoples through public
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works, health services, and schools free from missionary
influence. It demanded ‘the greatest amount of liberty and
autonomy compatible with the state of development of the
peoples concerned, with complete emancipation as the end to
be sought’. Finally, it called for parliamentary control over
the exploitation of subject territories. This resolution was
carried unanimously, and on the motion of the Italian, Rossi,
Congress decided to set up a Colonial Bureau in connection
with the International Socialist Bureau at Brussels.

Among those present at Amsterdam was the Indian leader,
Dadhabhai Naroije, a founder and President of the Indian
National Congress, who was invited to speak after S. G.
Hobson, representing the Fabian Society, had moved a resolu-
tion strongly denouncing the British pillage of India as mainly
responsible for the great famines to which that country was
subject, and calling on the British workers to insist on self-
government for the Indian people under British sovereignty.
Dadhabhai Naroije fully endorsed what Hobson had said and
accused Great Britain of breaking its promise to treat the
Indians as fellow-nationals, and of burdening them with a host
of officials and an unbearable toll on their natural resources.
He called on the delegates to express their sympathy with the
Indian people in their struggle for freedom. Hobson’s resolu-
tion was carried with enthusiasm, and the Chairman, van Kol,
emphasised from the chair that British imperialist policy had
been unequivocally condemned by the International.

The only remaining incident of the Congress that is worth
recording had to do with the war that had recently broken out
between Russia and Japan. Sen Katayama, who was present as
Japanese delegate, appeared on the platform with Plekhanov,
and the two solemnly shook hands in order to affirm the soli-
darity of their respective working classes against the autocratic
‘Governments of the two empires.

The Amsterdam Congress has often been described as the
high-water mark of the Second International, on account both
of its repudiation of Revisionism and of its lead towards
Socialist unification within each country. These two much-
acclaimed decisions were, however, in fact quite inconsistent.
The insistence on unity within each country meant, as we saw,
that no substantial body of Socialist opinion could be expelled
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or left outside — though out-and-ouf Anarchists could be
excluded because they did not belong to political parties in any
event. But it was impossible to silence the Revisionists and
Reformists while keeping them within the national parties;
and accordingly the Dresden resolution could be only declara-
tory, and could not be enforced. What Amsterdam did bring
about was more unity, not more discipline. The French
parties came together in 1905, and stayed together with Jaurés
as leader and Guesde, the promoter of the Dresden resolution,
as a grumbling second-in-command. The British formed their
numerous separate bodies into a single British Section of the
International, which managed to work together without too
much friction. The Bulgarians, indeed, firmly resisted unifica-
tion ; and so did the Russians, save to a limited degree during
the actual Revolution of 19o5—6. But, in general, the policy of
Socialist unity made headway, at the expense not of the Reform-
ists but of the self-styled Revolutionaries, who were soon to
split into rival factions of Left and Centre, with the erstwhile
Revolutionaries of the Centre leaning more and more on the
Right for support.

(iii) 1907 — STUTTGART

Three years pussed between the Amsterdam International
Congress and the next Congress, held at Stuttgart in 1907.
Between the two meetings the first Russian Revolution had
broken out and gone down to defeat, and the immense excite-
ment aroused by its occurrence had had time to die down. The
events in Russia had given fresh actuality to the discussions
concerning the general strike ; for mass strikes had played an
outstanding part in the Russian revolutionary movement and
had led, especially in Germany, to urgent demands from the left
that consideration should be given to the use of the general
strike as a political weapon, or even as the opening phase of a
Germaan Revolution. In this campaign Rosa Luxemburg, in
her dual capacity as an active leader of the German Left and
of the Polish Social Democrats who were allies of Russian

-Bolshevism,! had played a very prominent part; and by 1907

I See p. 493 fI.
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the disintegration of the Amsterdam Anti~Reformist majority
was already setting in as a consequence of the increasingly
cautious attitude of the German Trade Unions. In France,
Jaurés had established his position as leader of the Unified
Socialist Party, and the Trade Unions, led by Victor Griffuelhes,
had embarked on their great period of militant industrial action.
In Great Britain the Labour Representation Committee,
previously insignificant, had emerged under its new title of
Labour Party, as a substantial electoral force, with a contingent
of 30 M.P.s: so that for the first time the British counted as a
major working-class party, though not on a definitely Socialist
basis. In 1go7 the Austrians won their great franchise exten~.
sion, which enabled them to send 87 delegates to the Reichsrath.
As against this, the German Social Democrats, instead of follow-
ing up their electoral triumph of 1903 with a further advance
towards their goal of a Reichstag majority, had experienced in
1906 a serious setback in seats, though not in\/l;)tes, as a conse-
quence of the defection of middle-class supporters when
von Biilow had manceuvred them into the position of appearing
as enemies of national expansion in connection with the inter-
national crisis of 1905-6.

Indeed, from the point of the Moroccan crisis which was
patched up by the Algeciras Treaty of 1906 the international
outlook in Europe had become much more threatening, and at
Stuttgart the affairs of the Second International began to be
dominated by the threat of war between the great European
powers, and especially between Great Britain and Germany —
the chief imperialist rivals. Russia was for the time being out
of action as a consequence of the defeat at the hands of Japan
and of the dislocation caused by the Revolution; but France
and, to a less extent, Great Britain had come to the rescue of
Czardom with money for Stolypin’s programme of economic
development, and the confrontation of forces between the Triple
Alliance and the Triple Entente, that was to become actual in
1914, was already foreshadowed. In these circumstances, the
Stuttgart Congress was already less concerned than its pre-
decessors with theoretical differences of doctrine and more
concerned with the practical question of Socialist action to
prevent war, or to face the very difficult situation that would
confront its component parties should war actually break out
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despite its efforts. 'This question could not of course be
dissociated from the dispute about doctrines ; for the issues of
war and peace, of nationalism and internationalism, and of
reformism and revolutionism were all closely intertwined.
But, in face of the war danger, they had all to be approached
from a new angle. It was no longer mainly a matter of debating
the respective merits of Bernstein’s and Kautsky’s theories, or
of industrial and parliamentary action as means of waging the
day-to-day class-struggle, or of winning piecemeal improve-
ments. It had become apparent that international Socialism
might be called on at any time to face a great immediate crisis
and that the discussions about Revisionism and Reformism
had left it without any clear policy to guide its conduct in such
an event.

The agenda for the Stuttgart Congress gave a plain indica-
tion of the change in the situation which the Socialists had to
face. It had been intended that it should deal largely with the
problems of the correct relations between the Socialist Parties
and the Trade Unions; but when the time came this issue,
though it was debated, was relegated to a secondary position
and the main debates turned on the issues of colonialism and
war. The Socialists had to make up their minds whether their
declared hostility to the capitalist States was so deep as to
absolve them from all obligations to defend their national
territories if they were attacked, or whether they recognised an
obligation of national defence as transcending their opposition
to the Governments under whose auspices it would in practice
need to be conducted. They had to make up their minds
whether they were prepared to co-operate with bourgeois
pacifists in attempts to prevent war; whether they should
support bourgeois projects of international arbitration and agreed
reduction of armaments ; and whether they should be prepared
to assign degrees of guilt to the rival imperialist powers in the
event of a threatened or actual conflict. They had to consider
whether to distinguish between wars of offence and of defence,
and whether to treat the outbreak of a great war as the signal
for international proletarian revolution or for a cessation of
internal conflicts within each nation. They had also to decide
whether they really disapproved of ‘colonialism’ in all its forms,
or were prepared to condone, or even to support, the claims of
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the ‘have-not’ powers to a share in the spoils, or advantages, of
colonial expansion.

It was a matter of some significance that the Stuttgart
Congress met on German soil. On all previous occasions
Germany had been regarded as an unsuitable rendezvous for a
Socialist international gathering because of the police powers of
the German State and of the danger of delegates being arrested
and perhaps handed over to their own Governments, and of the
proceedings being suppressed by fiat of the authorities if the
less accommodating delegates were freely to speak their minds.
But by 1907 the Germans were prepared to venture an assembly,
not indeed in Prussia, but in the less illiberal atmosphere of
Wiirttemberg ; and the International Socialist Bureau had
made up its mind to take the risk. In the event one delegate,
Harry Quelch of the British Social Democratic Federation, did
get into trouble with the police and was deported out of Ger-
many despite the protests of the Congress for alleged insulting
references to the German Government; but, apart from that
one incident, the Congress was unmolested. Indeed, the
German authorities may possibly have been not displeased at
its proceedings, which seemed to point to the likelihood of a
good deal more trouble from the French and Russian than from
the German working classes in the event of war.

The main debate at the Stuttgart Congress turned on the
question of militarism and war, and ended with the almost
unanimous adoption of the celebrated resolution defining the
duty of Socialists and of the Socialist movements of the various
countries in face of a threatened and of an actual outbreak of
war. This near-unanimity was the outcome of the labours of a
special sub-commission set up after the Congress had found
itself confronted with no fewer than four rival resolutions and
with a number of proposed amendments. The four main
resolutions emanated respectively from Bebel, on behalf of the
Germans, from Vaillant and Jaurés, on behalf of the majority
of the Unified French Socialist Party, from Guesde on behalf of
the second French group, and from Gustave Hervé on behalf
of the extreme anti-patriotic fraction. Hervé’s resolution was
a short, straightforward incitement to the working classes of all
countries to repudiate all forms of ‘bourgeois and governmental
patriotism, which lyingly asserts the existence of a community
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of interests among all the inhabitants of a country’. It called
on the workers to carry on a united struggle against inter-
national capitalism, and to refuse to fight except for the estab-
lishment of the collectivist or communist system, or for its
defence after it had been established, and it invited every
citizen to respond to any declaration of war, from whatever
source it might come, by the military strike and insurrection.

From a quite different point of view Jules Guesde’s resolu-
tion expressed opposition to any special campaign against
militarism; as calculated to divert the working class from its
essential task — the taking of political power for the expropria-
tion of the capitalists and the social appropriation of the means
of production. It argued that campaigning specially against
militarism would hamper propaganda and recruitment for
Socialism, and that the only form of anti-militarist campaign
that was not either utopian or dangerous was a campaign for
the organisation of the workers of the world for the destruction
of capitalism. It then went on to declare that, in the meantime,
Socialists should work for the shortening of the period of
military service, and should vote against all credits for the
armed forces, and for the arming of the whole people in substitu-
tion for standing armies as means of preventing international
conflicts.

The resolution proposed by Vaillant and Jaurés began by
declaring that militarism and imperialism were in effect the
organised armament of the State for keeping the working class
under the economic and political yoke of the capitalist class.
It then proclaimed that one nation could not threaten the
independence of another without attacking that nation, its
working class, and the international working class; that the
nation attacked and its working class had the imperative duty
of guarding their independence and autonomy against such an
attack, and therewith the right to count on the support of the
working class of all other countries; and that the purely
defensive anti-militarist policy of the Socialist Party required it
to seek. to this end, the military disarmament of the bourgeoisie
and the arming of the working class through the general
arming of the people. The resolution, in its second part, went
on to lay down international solidarity as the first duty of the
proletarians and Socialists of all nations, to remind them that
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they celebrated this solidarity every May Day, and therewith
proclaimed, as its first necessary consequence, the maintenance
of international peace, and to recall the action taken by the
International Socialist Bureau and the Inter-parliamentary
Socialist Conference in face of the Russian Revolution and of
the help given to Czardom by its imperialist neighbours in
quelling it. It then called upon the workers to render these
decisions effective by the national and international Socialist
organisation of a well-prepared, ordered, and combined action
that would in each country, and first of all in the countries
affected, direct the entire energy of the working class and of
the Socialist Party to the prevention and hindering of war by all
means, from parliamentary intervention, public agitation, and
popular manifestations to the general strike and to insurrection.

Finally, Bebel’s resolution began by asserting that wars
between capitalist States were generally the consequence of
rivalries in the world market, each State seeking new markets
and following a policy of enslaving foreign peoples and con-
fiscating their territories. Wars, it said, were favoured by the
prejudices of one people against another, and such prejudices
were deliberately fostered among civilised nations in the interests
of the ruling classes. Wars were of the essence of capitalism,
and would cease only when the capitalist system was brought
to an end or when the magnitude of the sacrifices of men and
money, called for by the development of military techniques,
and the revolt provoked by armaments, drove the peoples to
renounce this system. The working class was the natural
antagonist of wars, both because it bore the brunt of them and
because they were in contradiction to its aim of creating a new
economic order based on Socialist conceptions and destined to
translate the solidarity of the peoples into reality. The resolu-
tion then asserted that it was the duty of all workers, and par-
ticularly of their parliamentary representatives, to fight with all
their strength against land and sea armaments, stressing the
class-character of bourgeois society and the motives which
impelled it to maintain national antagonisms. Theyshould refuse
all financial support to such policies. Next, the resolution
declared in favour of the democratic organisation of the defence
system, including all citizens capable of bearing arms, as a real
assurance, rendering wars of aggression impossible and further-
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ing the disappearance of national antagonisms. The final
paragraph laid down that, should war threaten to break out,
the workers and their parliamentary representatives in the
countries affected were under an obligation to do all they could
to prevent its outbreak by using the means which seemed to
them most effective, and, should it break out despite their
efforts, to bring it rapidly to an end.

These four resolutions are of interest both in their-dis-
agreements and in the points on which they agree. "All except
Hervé’s demanded some sort of citizen army, or armed people,
in place of a standing army, and appeared to regard this as a
safeguard against war, or at any rate against wars of offence.
The British and American delegates objected to this proposal,
because of their hostility to any form of conscription. They
failed to get it deleted from the resolution finally approved, but
received a verbal undertaking that it was not meant to compel
them to support compulsory citizen service in their own
countries.

The Vaillant-Jaurés resolution, as well as Hervé’s, referred
to the general strike (in Hervé’s case the ‘military strike’)
and to insurrection as possible means of combating war, whereas
neither Guesde’s resolution nor Bebel’s made any mention of
either of these weapons — except, in the case of Guesde, to
deny their value. Guesde’s weapon of last resort was ‘social
revolution” — not further defined; but this was not to be
directed specifically against war. Bebel’s resolution simply
spoke of ‘doing everything possible’, without any specific
reference to means, but went out of its way to emphasise twice
the particular role of the parliamentary representatives of
Socialism in opposing war, and thus seemed to imply that the
anti-militarist struggle would take mainly a parliamentary form.

Only the Vaillant-Jaurés resolution affirmed the right and
the duty of national defence against aggression from without,
coupling with it the duty of the workers of other countries to
rally to the support of the nation attacked. Only Hervé’s
resolution explicitly denied these duties. Bebel’s implicitly
recognised national defence as a duty, and drew a distinction
between aggressive and defensive war. Guesde’s drew no such
distinction.

Bebel’s resolution went furthest in asserting the source of
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wars to lie mainly in capitalist economic rivalries. Guesde’s
also stressed the connection between capitalism and war and
declared that wars would continue until capitalism had been
abolished. The Vaillant-Jaurés resolution was silent on this
issue, except that it confirmed the resolutions of previous
Congresses, in which the point had been made. Hervé too said
nothing about the causes of war, and simply called on the
workers to refuse to fight, save in a class-war insurrection.

Next to Hervé’s, the Vaillant-Jaurés resolution was the most
explicit in its proclamation of international working-class
solidarity, though this was implied in Guesde’s resolution.
Bebel’s said nothing about it.

Except Hervé’s, none of the resolutions gave very clear
guidance to action. The Vaillant-Jaurés resolution recom-
mended all means, without laying particular emphasis on any
one. It did not so much recommend the general strike as refuse
to rule it out. Bebel’s resolution had nothing explicit to say
about methods beyond recommending parliamentary opposition.
On the other hand, only Bebel’s resolution dealt explicitly with
the duty of Socialists in the event of war actually occurring
despite their efforts; and his only told them ‘to act so as to
bring it rapidly to an end’ — which was by no means clear
advice. The Vaillant-Jaurés resolution told them to ‘hinder’
the war, but it was not clear whether this referred to the situa-
tion after, or only before, the actual outbreak.

All four resolutions, then, had serious weaknesses. Hervé’s
could, in effect, be ruled out as quite impracticable. At the
Congress practically no one supported it. Guesde’s was of the
‘head in the sand’ type to be expected from its author : it was of
a piece with his refusal to see in the Dreyfus case anything about
which Socialists need get excited, or take any action. It was,
indeed, the usual Guesdist doctrinaire parody of the Marxist
gospel. The Vaillant-Jaurés resolution was notable for its
unequivocal affirmation of the duty of national defence —a
matter about which the Germans were in full agreement, but
preferred to say nothing. Its weakness lay in the fact that, in
recommending all methods, it in effect recommended none;
and it was calculated to antagonise the German delegates by
the conditional endorsement which it gave to the general strike.
Finally, Bebel’s resolution had as its central core the assertion
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that wars arose mainly out of imperialist rivalries, but, having
said this, was exceedingly unhelpful about the means to be used
in preventing them,

After a long debate, begun by Bebel, who was followed by
Hervé, Troclet, Vaillant, Jaurés, Vollmar, Vandervelde, Victor
Adler, Rosa Luxemburg, Russell Smart, Franz Weiss of Italy,
Branting, Scheu, Costa, Jeppesen of Norway, Gudelevsky of
the Argentine, Henriette 