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| ENYRAHCE ON THE GERMAMN SCENE

054 LUXE¥BURG'S very entrance, May 1398,

into the German arens, center of the Second

International, shook up the largest and most

prestigious of werld Marxist organizations — the
Germen Socin! Democratic Party (SPD). From the
star, she became & subject of contention——contention
that would not sbate until her Nfe was snuffed out by
the most vielous counter-revolutionary murder, January,
1819,

No sooner had she arrlved in Germany than she
plunged to meei the greatest challenge ever to the
theary uf Marx, by no less 2 permn than Edvard Bern-
siein, the diterary executor of Marxism, so designated by
Marx's closest cullaboralor, Frederick Engels. This first
rovision of Marxism, enutled Evolutlonary Soclilism,
was answered hy many orthodox leaders, but it was Lux-
emburg’s Reform or Bevolution (1899) that became the
classic apswer to rovisionism, That a young woman of
27, within a vear of her arrival, could rise to such high
stature tells a great deal more than just how dramatie

' was her entrance. it discloses the type of theoretician,,

the type of personality. the type of activist she was.

It i true that, with Leo Jogiches, she already head- -
ed the small underground party ln Poland; at age 22 she .
already” had been . made edltor of its paper, Workers'"

Csuse, But, In Gérman eyes, that would not have vount-
ed for rmlch alongside the achievements of the massive
German Party with its unchallenged International rep-
utation. And, surely, the quick acceptance of her as the-
oretician was not due to the fact that'she had already
shown Marxist-cconumist acuily in her doctoral disserta-
tion on the Polish economy. Though The Industriak De-
velapment of Poland was considered an importunt con-
teibution — “for ‘a Pole" —the. German Social Demo-
cratie Party had many economic theoreticians with repu-
tationz_greater than hers,

Furthemmre. the fact that she related thls econom-

ic"study to het intense opposition, as an international-
ist, to se¢lf-determination for Poland - especially since
it meant turning Marx's own position on Poland upside
down —— would hardly hava won her the bigh praise she
achieved within a single year, On the contrary. Such
avetly “bold seM-confidence would only have led the
Germsn Party hierarchy to keap hot out of the ieader.
ship, as, Indeed, was evident from the fact that they
tried, at first, to Nt her work to what was then called
the "Womln Quemdon.” -While this didn't mesn that
she waz obllvious to the “Woman Question"—though
she herself, a3 well as today's Women's Liberationists
and old male colleagues allke, try to pleturc it that
wap-—she categorically refused to be pigeonholed.

. Not only tkat, Sbo did, indeed, feel herself to be

Y3 land of duoundlesy pcsslbmtles." As !ha wrote to

Jogichas on May 4, 1800:

1 feel, in 2 word, the need, as Helne would
spv, io 'say sornethlng nmat.’ 1t is the form of writ.

ing that Jdispleases me. I feel that within me there

" Is meturing & completely new and origlnal form
which dispenses with the usual formulas and pat-
torns and broaks them down . ., But how, what,

. where? I don't kinow yet, but I tell you that I feel.
with utter certainty that something is there, that
something wili be boen”

On the "Woman Questlon,” too, she had something
to repart in her leiter to Jogiches of Feb, 11, 1802, about
her onrganlzational toue, which dlscleses that she wos
balk theoretically and praclically aware of the question:

" was formally interpolated on the ‘vomen's
Guestlon and on marriage. A splendld young wea-
ver, offman, s zealously sludylng this question.
He has read Behol, LN Braun and Glelchelt, and
Is carrying on blitor arguineat with the older vil-
tuge comeades who keep mnlnlulnlng ‘n woman's
place Is in the home' |, .,

She natunally sided with Hoffman and was pleased
that her advice was accepted as “the voice of anthority.”

It was that theoretic “voice of authority” — not on
the “Woman Question,” but on revisionism — that made
the Parly hierarchy recognize Rosa Luxerburg as cne
who would brock no limits to her range of Interests, No
metter what limitation would be attempted—be it the
“Woman Question,” or antiSemitlsmn {which, though
never admitted, was not too far below the surface)?, or
concentration on any stngle issute—It was the totality of
the revolutionary goa! that charactierized the totality that
was Rosa Luxemburg.

She was uncompromising in her mony-faceted in-
volvements and made clear that they were as far-reach-
ing as the whole new revolutionary continent of thought
Marx had discovered. She had every intention of prac-
ticing it on an Internstional scale, beginning right there,
and right then, at that world focsl point of the Social
Democracy: Germany.

As she was to be throughout her life, Luxemburg
was active enough that first year in- Germany. And,
whether or not it was her activity. that energlzed the
Gorman Party, it was, in her case, intellect become will -
hecome act, For that matter, it was not only the Garman,
Social Democracy that her intellect chellenged. Living in
Germany also meanl experiencing cerfain changes . in
herself insofar as her relationship with Jogiches was -
concerned; All one has to do to see the changes is to
compare the letters she wrote from France in. 1894 and
thosé she wrote from Germany in 1808-59. ¥

. From Paris she wrote of love and. sadness. md mm-
plained that' she could not-share her impressions with
her comrades; since "unforiunately, I don't love them
and so I have no desire to do this, Yon aré the one I
love, and yet , : . but I just szid all that. It's not true
that now time i3 of the essence and work is most ur-
gent. In a certaln type of relationship you always find
something to talk about, and z bit of time to write.”
From Berlln on April 21, 1809, she wroté: “Dxlodriuchna,

.. be a yhilosopher, do nnt get frritated by detafls . . . In
‘" general, more than ance I wanted 1o write, that you are

extending' your methods, which afe applicable only in
our Polish-Russian shop of 7% people, to a party of 2
million.” And she followed that up with'a posteard, April
23, where she wrote: “0Oh, Dzlodtle, when will you stop

bnrlng your teeth and thundering , . .

Sho may nol have bean fully aware of. aii thlt that
signified. Afterall, there was not only deep love between
them and deep comradeship, as well as shared leader-
ship, but'she held him in especially. great esteem when -

-1t eame to organization. Though he was peatly as young

s she when they met in Zurich — four years separated
them — he had already founded the first revolutionary
clrele In Vilna in 1685, had already been arrested twice,
had aiready escaped from jall, and at the very assembly.
point for army conseripts agaln escapod info exile, At
the same time, as Clara Zetkin, who knew them both
intimately, was later to express it, Jogiches “was one of
those very mascullne personafities — an extremely rare
phenomenon these days — who can tolerate a great fe-
male persomalily . . "2 Nevertheless, it was a fact that
Rosa Luxemburg was baginning to take lssue with him
in his very speclfic preserve — organization — where
not only had she previsusly acknowledged hls superior-
Ity, but where she, herself, was qulte indlifterent to-the
whola tople, o

As it hlppened by no malm mldentllly. she had
at once (o plunge inlo the burning debate in Germany .
and in the whole International; In meeting the very first
challenge to Marxism from within Marxism by the orig-
inal revisionist, Eduard Bernsteln, she established her- -
selt az the one who delivered the most telting blow, be-
cause [t was so total, She baitled Burnstein on o1l fronts,
from analysis of Marx’s economlc laws of capiminm
leading to collapse, through the polltical*questlon’of the
for{?uest of:power, to the prolelnrlnt'u need {or the dla-
eclie,

iches, Moy 1, 1899, which makas refetance
ollsh |Inc!- “Hurd up——what to do?/Go to
the Jew./Hard limas are through?/Out thc doat, Jawl* \

See lciter to Leo J
to an onti-Semilic

2 Pgul Feoslich, R 4 stk [Now Yirk:
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Rosa Luxemburg-

As zgalnst  Bernstein's nightmares about the fata]
effect that would resuit from the proletariat's attempt to
gein political power “prematurely,” she maintained, in

- Reform'or Kevolution: . ) :

. "The proletariat {3 not capable of selring power
An any sense other than ‘prematurely.” Once or even
seversl times it must Inevitably take power ‘oo
eoon' In order io captare it permaneatly and £o the
opposition te- such premature sofrures fs nothing
clse then oppesition to tha very notion of gelrure
of power on the payi of the proletaript” .

And »3 sgainst Hernstein's desnand that “the dialec.
ﬁc:aa!t seaffolding” be removed from Marx's theories, she
wrote: : ’ ‘ o

“When he directs his keenest arrows against

* - -our dlalectle system, he is roally attacking the spe-
ciiic moda of thought omployed by the consclous
proletariat in- its rtruggle for libsration, It {5 an

, attempt to break the sword that has' helped tho -

proleturiat to plerce the darkness of Its future, It
iz an attempt to shatter the intellectual arm with
the aid of which.the ‘proletarist, though meterially
under the yoke of the baurgealele, is yet enabled to
triumph over the bourgeolsie, For it is our dialect-
fcal system that , .. s already realizing a revolu-
tlon in the domaln of thought.” -

Those first two years In Germany “Wherg she had
experienced so many changes were alse where she man-
ifested that fiash of genius on Imperialism s the global
shift in polities. Before even that word, imperialism, was
coined by. Hobson (to witom all laler Marxists, from Hil.
ferding te Lenin, expressed thelr indebtedniess) she
posed the world significance of Jupan's attack on China
in 1895 which led to the intruslon of European powers
into Asia and Africa. Indeed, an antire new epach of
capitulist development--the emergenee of imperiatism
--had begun. As she wrote to Jogiches on Jen, 9, 180D,
she hud meant (o Include this analysls in the Reform or
Develetion pamphlet. On March 1, 1819, she wrate on

Hoza Luxemburg, with Japanese soclalist Sen Kataymma
and Ruesfan Georg Plekhanov ai 1904 Amsterdam
Congress of the International, where they demonstrated
internativnal solidacity against the Russo-Sapanese war.

' (Continued from Page 5) i
this global shift in politics for thé Leipriger Volkszelt.

ung. Ste was to call attention to i, ugasin, in the 1800
Congress, It became even more concrete, that is to say,

* directly relsted to the Social Democratic Party silence
" on the “Morocco incldent” and was to become, of course,

an underiying cause for the break with Kautsky in 1010.
And, we must emphasize, once again, that ali happened
long before anyone, ineluding Lenin, had sensed any
reformism In the unchallenged world leader of Marxism,
It became, as well, the ground for her greatest theore-

tieal work, Accumulation of Capltal.3, '

1| THE FLASH OF GEMIUS AND THE
" FRST RUSSIAN REVOLUTION

ERE WHAT IS EXCITING. .is lo see that flash
of geniuz at its very birth, in the letter to
Jogiches on Jan. 9, 1899; K

“Around 1895, a basic change cccurred: the
Japanese war opened the Chinese doors and Euzo- |
pean politics, driven by capitalist and state inter-
ests, intruded into Asia, Constantinople moved into

* the background, Here the conflict between states,

and with it the developmect of politics, had an ex-
teaded ficld before it: the conquest and partition
of all Asia became the goal which Ewropean poli-
tics - pursued. An extremely quick -dismember:
ment of China followed., At present, Persia and
Afghanistan too have been attacked by Russia and

England, From that, the European antagobisms in

Africa have received new impulses; there, too, the

struggle Is breaking out with-new foree (Fashoda, :

Delegoa, Madazascar}, .
it's clear that the ‘dismemberment of Asis and

Africa s the fina] limit beyond which European

politles no longer hag room to unfold. There fol--
lows then another such sgueere as has just_occur-
red In the Eastern question, and the BEuropean
powers will have no choice other than throwing
themselves on one ancther, until the period of the
fina] crisls sels In withlis polities ., . . ete., ste” -

By the beglaning of the 20th century the extenslon
of capltalism into ita imperialist phase opened a totally
new epoch hecause thers also emergad its total opposite
— revolution. Beyond sny doubt this new global dlinen-
sion — tha Rusaslan Revolutien of 1805 that was signal-
ling a new world stage in the Eust 25 well — made the
diatectic of histury very real for Laxemburg. Far from
dizlectic belng either just an abstraction or a journal-
istic euphemism for attacking revielonism, it was now
the very breath of new life, Soon the dialectic of revolu.
tion, as of history, came aliva before her very eyes in
the 1603 Revolutlon in Poland, which way then part of
the Tsarist Empire, : .

She wished to become one with tho prolelariat In
making history, Jogiches, who was already in Poland
making that hisiory, and her German colleagues, were
hardly ercouraging her, howover, to return to Poland
during such tumultuous times. The so-called “Woman
Questlon" was no longer any fort of genoralizatlon, but

3 For my critique of that work, see the Appendin to Stste-Capitals
fvm and Marx's Humenivm ID'ﬂmit; Nl:fl. Letters, 1947}, »
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grlted her in = most personal form as she kept being
told that the risks to her, a3 woman, were greater than
ta the male revoiutionary emigres, who were relurning.
Although she was delayed in leaving for Poland, this
tvpe of argument only assured her golng,

" She resched Poland on Dec, 30, 1905 and, at once,
plunged into & whirlwind of activitles. There was nolh-
ing she didn't altempt — from writing and edilng to
taking rovolver in hand to force a printer to run off
menifestoes, articles, lesflets, pamphlets; from partici-
puling In sirikes and demonsirations to making cidless
specches at factury gates, Within three days, on Jan. 2,
1006, she wrote to Kaulsky: "Mere generatl strike by
fteel? has ceased 1o piay the role it once did . , . . Now
nothing but a general uprising on the sireets can bring
a decisien . . , )"

It was awc-inspiring to see the familiar strikes of
advanced German workers become a General Politieal
Strike of “backward" Poles. No wonder that the whole
.concept of “backward” and “advanced” underwent 2
tota! transfermation in the engeing revolution. Luxem-
burg now saw the so-called “backward" Nussian workiug
class as the vanguard — not only of their own revolu-
tion, but of the world working class movement. The leaf-
lets and manifestoss made clear not only the class con-
. tent of the revolution but the totality of the change that
the revolution was Initiating—{from the General Political
Strike as the new method of class struggle, to the Soviet
as 8 new political form of organization; and from
the call {or, and actual practice of, the eight-hour day
to the demand for “full emancipation of women.”

She was to make & category of the General Political
Strike hoth as road to.revolution and as theory of revo-

Iution, as well ag relationship of Parly to spontanelty of .

masses. As we shall see later, when ~ve deal with what,
{heorotically, resulted from the experience—The Fiass
Sirike, The Trade Unlons and the Party — the actual
events that gave rise to the so-called theory of spon-

{ancily were happening before her very eyes. More--

vver, it was not only the activities of the masses; it was
also the phenomenal organizational growth that made
. u cruclal impact -on Luxemburg.- .

To witness a small underground Party which had
no more thun a few hundred members after a decade of
worik, grow nearly overnight Into a mass party of 30,600
was praof enough that it was nelther conspiracy nor ex-

perience accumulated. over slow years, much lesa the -

wisdom of the leaders, that “taught workers” either or-
ganlzation or class consclousness, It was the masses
_themselves, In motiou, who brought about the end of her
“German period.” She began to “speak Russian"—Rus-
sian and Polish — rather than German, .

With her perticipation In an ongolng reveolution, her
personal leap to freedom included also freedom from
Jogiches, though. che was not to become aware of that

until the followiag year, Now there were endless activi-.

ties, common principles, the momentum of an ongoing
rovolution; She was Eoon arrested and imprisoned, No
« sogner had she got out of prison than she proceeded to
Kuokkela, Finlsnd, whefe a group of Bolsheviks, includ-
ing Lenin, werce lving In erlie; and she joined them in
intense dlscussions on the Revolution. It wes in Evokkala
that she wrote one of her greatest pamphlels — the one
on the mass strike, which she hoped to present to the
German parly so that they could see It wes nol only a
Russian eveat but could be “applied” in Germany.

When she returned to Germany and presented those
ideus, sha miet with guch great hostility that she wrote
to Clara Zetkin on March 20, 1807:

“The plain truth Is that August (Bebel}, and
slitl more 8o the others, have completely pledged
themselves /o parilament and parliamentatianism,
and whenever anything happens which. transcends

the Hmits of parllamentary actlon they are hope-
1ess — ho, worsa then hopeless, because they then

do thelr utmost to force the movement back into
parliamantary channels, and they will furiously de-
{ame as ‘an enemy of the people’ anyone who dares
to vonturs heyond thelr own limits, T feel that
thoza of the masses who are organized in the pariy
are tired of parliamentarianism, and would welcoma
a now line in party tactics, but the party leadera
and still more the upper stratum of opportunist
editors, deputias, and trude unlon leaders are like
an incubus. We must protest vigorously agalnst
thls general stegnation, but It ic qulte clear that in
colng @o we shall find surselves against: the oppor.
tunists as well a5 the parly leaders and August.”

A Congrass uf ail the tendencles In the Russian
Macxlst movement was té meet in London In April,
19074 and Rosa Luxemburg pacticlpated in a dual capac-
[ty—both as bearer of preclngs from the German Party
and ax Pallsh delegate, ’

———— T — —

4 Tho Fift Congrest of tha Rumlon Sotial-Democratie tobor Parly
Iv obleavioled in Russlon os RSORP, In English oy RSOLP.

An endlass zeries of reports, analyses, disputes, re-
examinations contlnue to pour forth, very nearly ad
infinitum, about the 1603 Second Congress, whera the
division between Menshevism and Bolshevism first ap-
peared on the “Organizationat Question,” That avaianche
netwithstanding, it Is the 1907 Congress which was piv-
ote], because it centered about an actval revolution. It
was that, just that, which became the Grest Dlvide
between Menshevism and Bolshevism, with ail other
tendencies needing to define themselves in relationship

“to it. As Luxemburg wrote while the revolution was stilt

ongoing: “The revolution Is magnificent. All clse is
blige." '

At the some time, it was that Congress which {llu-
minates some of the major problems we face today.
This is so in relatipnship not only to Rosa Luxemburg's
life and thought, but to the very concept of the theory,
the philosophy of revolution in Marx. Everyone at the
Congress, no malter what their Interpretation of thai
revolution was, focused on the 1848 Germsn Revolu-
tion.5 That the intellectuals have paid so little atien-
tion to this Congress shows a greet deal about how much
Inorr; adept they are at rewriting history than at writ-
ng it -

Here we bad a Congre:= where all tendencles came
{ogelher to discuss a single topic which, though it
seemed 1o be on the relationship to bourgeois parties *
was, in faet, on the nature of revolution. Here we harl
a Congress where everyone, everyone without exception
was present-——be it a Plekhanov who was then a righi-
wing Menshevik and the only one whe didn't return
tn Russia during the revolution, or 2 Leon Trotsky who
war the actual head of the first, and untll 1817 the
greatest, tevolutionary Soviet, in St. Petersburg-—as well
as the one who drew a theory of Permanent Revolu-
tion cut of the revolution of 1905; be it a Lenin who
was supposedly “all centralized organization”, or a Rosa
Luxemburg who was “all spontaneity™; be it a Martov
who was a left Menshevik, or the Bund., Here was 2
Congress where all were talking about revolution—a
very specific, ongoing revolution—and all were sup-
posealy still grounded in the most unique philosophy—
Marx's; where everything was fully recorded, so that
it is very easy- lo prove or disprove almost any -point

‘of view, And vet, Lo this date, 72 years after the event,
we are yet to -have an English translation of the Min-

utes. Why such tolal disregard for co revealing a Con-
gress? S oo ‘ '
About al! we have are participants' memolrs—and
the authars of these are so busy emphasizing its “chaos”
that wo “get not a whiff of the significauce of that Con-
gress,6 Of course there was chacs; it began with the

"fight over the agenda precisely because the Mensheviks
. opposed Lenin's proposal that they put on the mgenda

the character of the present moment of revelution. And
they .were not alone. In supporting the Mensheviks,

- Trotsky, surprisingly enough, insisted that this Cougress

must- be “business-like”, must not” go in for abstract

_theoretical resclutlons:

.~ “"What I want to say Is that the Congress, from’
beginning to end, should be poliflcal, that it has
1o be a meeting of the: representatives of revolu- -
tionary parties and not a discusslon elub. . . . I
need polltica! directives and not philosophie dis-
cusslons about the character of the present moment
of our revolution: ., . . Give me a formula for ac-
tiont"? : .
“"Who would bave thought that under such clreum.’
stances the proposal would be made to removz 8ll ques-
tions of principles from ihe Congress agenda?" Lenin
atked, as he offered his explanation: “What iz this but
sophistry? What is this but a helpless shift from ad-
harensa to principle, to tack of principle?” .
Later, Lenin expanded this to stress the relstlonskip
of theory to practlce: *Our old disputes, our theoretical
znd tactieal differences, always get trantformed in the
course of the revolution into dlrect practical disagree-
monts. It's impossible to take any step In pfactlesl pol-
ities without bumplng Into these basle questions about
the svaluation of the bourgeois revolution, sbout the
relationship to tho Cadets ., ., Practice does not srase
difterences but enllvens them, ., "¢

nevertheless, brought
out the eonclusions . Korl Morx drew In hia- 1880 Addrest fo the
Communiyt League tollowing the defeat of tha 1848 revolulion.

& In My Llifs {New York: Pathtinder, 1970) p. 202, Truttky writos:
"It wns @ protrocied, crowded, itormy ond chaotic Congtess.
And In lmrm:lons of Lanin (Ann Arbor: University of Michigen
Prews, 196, f, Angalico Balabanafl. streviet. 1hat n
?har;, the lhversion of ths apenda’ alone lavied over o week,
2

7 Frey Minutes of tha 1907 Fifth Congrass of tha RSDLP. In Pyati
F e o RIDNP, Aptetama) 1997 mede, Pretekily (Mo
cow, 1941}, n. 49, {My tronsiation. , : . ho Fitth

8 Lenin's concludi amatks at the May 14 seslon of o N
o T an 12" a1 hit Collestad Weeks (Moscow:

1964, 1975, p. 470,
, 6422

5 We will later dw-loﬁ the foct that pone,
o
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- What Lenln tind called “sophistry” does sontatn part
of the answer fo why the Fifth Congress has been so
long disrégarded, but it Is not the whole answer, ag is.

s ! most wera not ready
p for the theory-underlying their tactics; that
Is {0 say, the contradiction between theory and tacties
was so gluring that evasiveness about ¢he relatfonship
of theory to practice ineluciably followed. The excep-
tons wera Luxemburg and Lenin, And even then it took
Lenin a full decade, and the simultaneity of a world
war and the collapso of the Second International headed
by EKarl Kautsky, before he would recognize Kautsky's
affinity to the Mensheviks, and the right-wing Men-
sheviks at that, " L, : !

111 THAT PIVOTAL YEAR: 1907

UXEMBURG'S FERSONAL EREAK from Jogiches
had coms-just before the London Congress, which
both attended and wheredthey acl;:d‘hu,one politle.

ally. That Luxemburg allowed none of ¢the Bttve pres-
stlal!as — politleai and personal — to interfere with her
very aclive purticipation and profound cnalysla of the
burning questlon of the day, the Russian Revolution,
was brilllantly clear from her three speeches to the
Congress, ' ’
In her very first gpeech, whan she was merely sup-
posed to bo bringing greetings from the German Purty,
fosa Luxemburg, in fact, neiped to getermine the revo-
lutlonary character of the Congress, clearly separeting
herself from the Mensheviks, It is ¢ here to
seproduce al-least the central point of that speech,
which appears in full as an Appendix: .
“The Rustian Soclal Democracy i3 the {irst on
whom fell the diffleult task of applying the prin-
ciples of Marxist teaching, not In a period of quiet
porliamentary ovents, but in 2 stormy revolutionary
period, The only expariencs that sclentific soclalism
has previously had In practical politics during a
revolutionary perloé was. the activity of Marx him.
solf in ihe 1848 revolution, The course ftselt of the
1848 revolution, howevor, eannot ba tho mode] for
the present revolution in Russla, From It we can
only learn how not to canduct oneself in a revolu.
tion. Hore waa tho schoma of titls revolullon: the -
proletsriat participates with usual herolsm but can.
hot utillzo its victorics: the bourgeoisle drives the -
proletariat back In ordor to usurp from it the frults

‘Not only had bo

of its struggle; finally, Absoluiism tosacs -away the
bourgeolsie in order 1o defeat both the proletasiat
and the revolution. The class isolation of the pro.
letariat finds itsolf In the mast embryonic state,

“It is true that it already had the Communlst
Manlifesto — that groat charter of tha class struggle,
it is true that Karl Marx purticlpated in the revo.
lutlon, But ., ., the Neue Rheinlsche- Zoitung was
nat 50 much an organ of the class struggle as of
the extreme Loft wing of the bourgeols ravolution-
ary camp, It Is true that Germany was not yet o
bourgeois democracy, the idealistie expression of
which was the Nepa Rheinjiche Zeltung, But thiz s
precisely the polities that- Marx had to carry
through with Iron discipline In the first year of
revolution, Undoubtedly, his politics consisted in
this, that Marx hed to support with all meens the
siruggle of the bourgesisic agalast Absolutism, But
in what did the support conslst? In this, that from

" the first to the lnsf he mercilossly, rélentiessty,
whipped all the haif-way measures, inconsistency,
weakness, cowardice of bourgeois politics, {Ap-
Plause from Bolsheviks and part of Center.) ., .

"Marx supported the national struggles of 1848,
holding then that they were allies of the revolution,
The polities of Marx consisted in this, that -he
pushed the bourgeolste to the Limit every moment tg

g them to the revolutlon, Yes, Marx supported
the byurgeoisie in the struggle with absolutlem, but
Be supported it with whips snd %icks, , _ . From
this, It is clear, comrades, that at the present time in
Russla it is necesgary to begin, not where NWarx
‘began, but where Marx ended his polltics In 1849:
with the clesrly exprossed independent class politics
of the proletariat, , . . The Rusdan proletariat, in
its actions, has to show that between 1848 and 1907
a half century of capitallst development kas oe-
urred, and, from the point of this development,
loken 23 a whole: we are not at the beginning but
.t the end of this development, He bas to. show that
the Russlan Revnlution {s not just the last act in a

. Serles of bourgedis revolutlons of the 18th' century,

: ard, tha Soclal-Democracy, are
. destined for the historie role of leader, (Applause,)"

So sharply did Luxemberg express the class nature
of the revolution, that what emerged was the relation-
& proletaria

emonstration on Jan, 9,
Rosa Luxemburg was developing the question of con.
nuous revolution, : c ! . '
And eight days before that mass demonstmuun. at

) the fall of Port Arthur to the Japanese in the Ruzso.

Japaness war, Lenin_haq written:
“Yes, the autocracy is weaken
. the beglnning
| letariat will sea to it that; th ous revolutionary
onset s sustained and extended s .. ' '
It is necessary o streas: ravolution’ was In the ajr, .
and Kautsky used the ex.
pression 1 on™ in the year 1905, but
£ had even the most right-wing of Mensheviks, Marty-
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nov. A good part of Trolsky's speech at the 1807 Londan-
Congress was devated preciszly to Martynov, conlrasting
the differenee in his 1905 and 1807 positions. Lenln, of
courss, had seriously analyzed the revolutlonmary aspect
of “the democratic revolution” going: over “to the soclal-
* st revolutinn, We are for continuous revolution, and we
shall not stop halfway" (Sept, 14, 1905), Ten days later
he extended it even to Europe: “We shall make the
Russian Revolution the prologue to the European soci-
alist revolution,”

Nevertheless, it is true that it was Leon Trotsky
alone, at the conclusion of the 1905 Revolution, when
he was in prison, who created out of the 1005 events
what later came to be known a5 a theory of Permanent
Revolution, At the Coungress, itsclf, however, that sub-
jert was not on the apenda, No whiff of it came from
Trotsky, although Lenin, glard thal Trotsky was voting
for the Bolshevik resolution on the relationship to the
bourdeois parties, said: “Quite apart from the question
of ‘uninterrupled revoiution,! we have here solidzrity
on fundamental points in the question of the attitude
toward bourgeols parties”

With much later hindsight, Trotsky referred to the
affinlty of Rosa Luxemburg's view to his on the question
of Permanent Revolution in My Eife:!0 “On the guestion
of the so.culled Permanent Revolution, Rosa took the
same stznd as I did.” At the Congress itself he said: “I

can festify with pleasure that the point of view that .

Luxemburg developed in the name of the Polish dele-

gztlion is very close to mins which I have defended znd .

cortinue o defend, If between us, there is a difference,
it's u differense of shade, and not of political direction.
Our thought moves In one and the same materialistic
analysis 1}

But Luxemburg hzd not spoken on the question of
Permanent Revolution, which was nowhere o, the Agen-
da, There is no doubt thaf, in speaking about the re-

- Jatienship of Marxists to the hourgeols parties, she .

was daveloping ideas of the dialectics of revolution and
the role of the proletariat asg vanguard, But it is more
likely that what Trotsky suddenly found an affinity to
in her speech as Polish delegate was her taking Issue
with the Belsheviks as well as Mensheviks., She had
said: “True genvine Marxism Is very far from a one-
sided ovnrest{rr.;tion of parlismentarianism as well as
from a mechanistic view of revolution and over-estima:
tion of the se-called armed uprising. On this point my
Polish comrades and I differ from the views of the
Bolshevik comrades” . :

, She, however, did nol at all like the idea that the
Mensheviks and other non-Bolsheviks suddenly applanded
her.” Which is why she decided to re-emphasize, in her
concinding remarks, what she thought was the essence
of her speech:12 o

“Truthfully speakiug, the brooha inte which my .

crities feil just because I tried serfously to Hlum-

inate the relatlonship of the proletatiat ¢o the -

(Continued on ¥age 8)

¢ Ste V., 1. Lanin, Gollacted Works, Vol. 8, p. 54, Ses olso Ivar c=
tor, The Fist Ruslen Revelutlon: [ts Impact on Asle (Ncws?rear-
say: PronticyHoll, 1952}, This siudy, uhﬂ:.f\ davelops the impact
af ihs 1505 Revolution on tram, China and Indio, Is ols Imporrant
for s A ch v d the original “Patition ot the
Workers ond Recidents of St Patenburg for Submisson fo Niche
olas H on January 9, 1905 as well os the Soviat articie on the
20th onmiversory of that Revolution Ly M. Paviovitch, For fhe
nlallomhlr of thal revolutlon ond ifts impact on the 1979 reve-
lutlon in fran, see my Polincal-Philcsophic Latter, "lran: Unfold-
mant of, _ond Contradictions in, Revolulion (Oetrolt: News &
Latters, |979), :

10 Leon Trotsky, My Life (New York: Charles Serlbner's Scns, 1930),

11 Minutes of Fifth Congress, ep, ¢it,, p, 397.
12 Botarpizd o

e i Swinaimse, wp. Tit, PP, 432:497,

bourgeolsie in our revoiution scems odd to me,
After all, there is no doubt that precisely this re-
Iationship, precisely the definition; abova alt, of
tha pesition of the proletariat in relstionship o its
social antipode, the bourgeo!sie, constitutes the core
of the dispute, is the cruclal axis of proletarian
lties around which the relationship te all other
‘classes and groups, to the petty-bourgeols, to the
peasantey, and so forth, Is crystallized. And once
we conclude that the bourgeolsie In our revolution
{8 not playing and cannot play the role of leader
of tha prolstarian movement, then, in Its very as-
sanee, it follows that their pollties is counter-
revolutlonary, whereas we, in accordance with this,
declare that the proletariat must look to itself, not
as an assistant of bourgecis liberallsm, but as van-
guard to the revolutlonary movement, which defines
its potitics indopendent of all other classes, dativing
it exclusively from Its own class tasky and in-
terests . |, , .

*. . . Plekhanoy said: *For us Marxists the work-,
ing peasant, as he appears in the contemporary com-
modity caplitalist milien, represef!ls only one of the
many petty, independent commedity praducers, and,
therefore, not without reason, we consider him tc be

+ part of the petly bourgeoisle’ From this follows-
that the peasant, as petly bourgeols, is a reactlonary
soclal element of soclety, and he whd considers him
‘revolullonary, idelizes him and subordinates the in-
dépendent politics of the proletarfat to the influence
of the petty-bourgeoisie.

“Stieh an argument is, after all, only a classie
example of the infamous metzphysical thinking ae-.
cording to the formula: *Yea, Yes; Nay, Nay; for
whatsoever is more than these cometh of evil.''3 The
bourgeoisie is a revolutionary class — and to say
anything more than that cometh of evil. The peas.
antry is a reactionary class and to say anything more
than that cometh of evil ., , .14

“First of al), to try to make a mechanleal trans-
position of the schema about the peasantry as a petty
bourgeols reactlonary layer-onto the pessantry in a
revolutionary period s, without doubt, 2 perversion .
of the historicat dialectic, The role of the peasantry
and the relatfonship of the proletariat to it ix de-
fined the same way as the role of the bourgeolsie,
that {s, not according to subjective desires and aims
of those elasses, but according tc the objeetive sltu-.
ation, The Russian bourgeolsie is, despite its oral
declamations and printed lberal, programs, objec-
{ively a reactionary class, because its interests in the
present social and historieal situation compel a quick
liguidation "of the revolutlonary movement by con-
cluding a rotten compromiss with. Absolutism. As
for the peasantry, despite the confusion and contra-

“dictions in its demands, despita the fogginess in its
multi-colored alms — it Iy, in the present revolution,
an objectively- revolutionsry factor because it has
placed the question of land overturn on the sgenda
of the revolution, and because it thereby brings out
the very questlon which is ingoluble within the

 Iramework of bourgeols soclety, and which thare-
fore, by Ils very nature, has to be solved outside of
that framework., " .

“It mey be that just as the waves of revolution
will recede, just as soon as the land question finds, -
in the end, one or another solution in the spirit of
bourgeois private property, substantial layers of the
Russian pessantry will again be transformed into a
clearly reactlonary petty bourgeols party in the forin
of a peasant union like the Bavariun Bauernbund.
But so long as the revelution 1s continuing, =0 long
as the agrarian question is not solved, the peasant is
not only a political -rock against Absolutism but a
social Sphinx, and therefore constitutes an indepen.
dent fermeut for revolution, giving it, logethes with
ihe uroan protetarian movement, that wide expanse
which relates to a spontaneous natlonzl movement,
From this flows the soclalist utopian coloration of

" the peasant movement In Russia, whick {s not at all

. the frult of the artificlai grafting and demagogy of
the Soclal Revolutlonary Party, but that which ace
companies nll great peasant uprisings of bourgeols

* soclety, It is enough to remember the Peassnt Wars
In Germany and the name of Thomas Muenter,”
Luxemburg also took fssue with Plekhanov who had

suld: “Comrade Licher asked.Comrade Rosa Luxemburg
on which chair is she sitiing. Nalve question! Comrade
Rosa Luxemburg ls not sitting on any rhoir, She, like
Raphael's Madonna, recllnes on clouds ..., lost In day
12 %lrl;;mhuw W quating from the Sarmon on the Mount, Mutthew,
P4 Lunombutg |s here being sarcastic obout the way the “outhor-

ilatlve” Plokhonuy hod quated that section ut Ihe Gemmuniit

MunHaite whore Matx 3peaks abour the bourgeoilo being o rovo-

lutanary claw in tho overthrow of feudalism as il that wos ap:
Flicalile to the 1905 Rusion Revolulich,
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dreams . . ." Rut, in this case, it is better to quote Lenin
who had risen to his feet on that point, not for purposes
of defending Luxemburg, who needed no defense, but

- to stress what a miserable evasifon of the whole polnt of
soclal revolution was Plekhanov's speech:

“Plekhanov spoke about Rosa Luxemburg, ple-
tuiing her as a Mudonna reclining an clouds, What
could be finer! Blegant, gallant and effective pole-
mics , . . But I would neverihelass like to ask Plek-
hanov: Madonna or not—but what do you think
about the substance of the question? (Applause from
the Center and the Bolsheviks.) After all it is a
pretty bad thing to have to resort to a Madonne in
order to avold analysing the point st izsue. Madonna
or not — what must our attitude be towards ‘a Duma
with full powers'?"15
And, indeed, there was a great deal more lnvolved

than just the topic under discussion, because what they
were really discussing was: who were the genuine forces

of revoluiion — the proletariat and the prasantry or the -

bourgeoisie? Lenin had already written about the “in-
born creativeness” of the masses, had called the Soviels
“embryoes of revolutionary power,” and in singling out
the prolstariat, considered it not only force but reason:6

*“The point is that it Is precisely the revolution-
‘ary periods that are distinguished for their greaier
breadth, grester wenlth, greater intelligence, greater
and more systematie ncllvxly greater audaeity and
vividness of historical crealiveness compared with
periods of philistine, Cadet, reformist pregress .
They shout about the disappearance of sense and
reason, whea the picking to pieces of parliamentary
bills by all =orts of burcauersts and lberal ‘penny-
aliners’ glves way to a period of direct political
activity by the ‘common people, who in their sim-
ple way dircetly and immediately destroy the or-
gans of nppression of Lhe people, selze power, ap-
propriate for themselves what was considered to be
1he property of all sorts of plunderere of the pecple
=-in o word, precisely when the sense and resson
ot millions of downtrodden peaple iz swakening, not
only for reading books, but for action, for living
~ human aclion, for historieal creativeness.”
"'And for Rosa Luxembtrg, too, it was not only “the
————l-—a—u-——-
SISV, I.mln. Colatted Warks, Vol 12, p, 471, .- -
Mg S ek T 26L T ol et
remained so Inlt]gml to Lenin that he quol ld oo
after powsr, | in cn ortcle, "A Conlrlbullon 1o the Quess
- ton nl chtulorshlp.

zactions of. it. '

proletariat supported by the peasantry” but, as we shall
see from her 1608 pamphlet on the General Strike, she
was alveady posing totaily new questlions o} spontanelty
and organization—and not only about this revelution,
but future revolutions. ‘I'hat, in fact, it was a question
of ware and revolutions became ever clearer in that
pivotal’ year of 1007, as thay all prepared to go.to the
Internctional Congress in Stuttgart in August,

At that. Canmrexs what, not accidentally, beclme'
known as the “Luxemburg-Lenin Anti-War Amendment”
{though it was not only Lenin but also Trotsky snd
Flekhanov who helpedito formulata it) was meant to
issve a warning to the bourgeolsie that, if they dared
to start a war, the masses of Social Democratic workars
would opposs it. As Luxemburg put it In her speech to
the Internationel: “Our agltation in cnss of war is not
only aimed at ending that war, but at using the war
1o hasten the general collapse of class rule” ’

In that same wonth of August, 1807, just bclore
the Stuftgmt Congress met, Luxemburg-wes zl3 in-
volved in the.International Socialist Women's Confer-
ence, There she reporied on the work of the Inter-
natlonal Soclalist Bureau; she was the only woman
member of that august body. Urglng the women to
keep thelr center for the Socialist Women's Movement
in Stuttgart, and stressing the importance of having &
volee of their own, ie. Gleicheit, she concluded: “I can
only admire Comrade Zetkin that she has taken this
burden of work upon herseli”!7 In a word, far froin
Rosa Luxemburg havlng no Interest In the so-called
“Woman Question”, and far from Zetkin allegedly hav-
ing no interest outside of that question, the truth is
that both of them, as well as. Kollontai and Belabanoif
and Roland-Molst, were determined to build up & wom-
en's liberation movement that concentrated not only on
organizing women workers but on having them develop
as leadurs, as decision: makers. 2s iudependent Marx!st
revolutionarles. . . ‘ . )

" Through that Fifth Congress of the RSDLP ln Lon-
don when all tendenties were diseussing the.1905 Revo-:
lution, 1007 let- us in fact be witness to the dress re-
hearsal for 1917.-And just as that: Ruissian’ Congress was
followed by the Enternational Congress- in:Stuttgart

where Luxemburg-Lenin, attemp’ed, with. revolutibnary .-
antl-wer politics, . to. p:epare the prolemht Yo meet’.
the ‘challenge of the conilng war,” 5o what' preeeded the °
Internationzl Copgress—the. flist Internatiuml

-Women's Confercnee-—provea: that a new. revolutionary |

force—women—had atisen which, in embryo, would be-,
come the genulne ‘ceiiter. of lntenw.tionll cntl-war ‘activ--
ity at the. very moment when the parent organifation
itss)f, thé Germean Snclai Democracy, would  ¢ollapse
ance. the imperiallst war broke out. That plvotal yaar.

. 1007, slso* was the yesr when-Rosa Luxemburg, as

briltiant teacher of theory at the Puity school, would
get to develop her magnum opus,Aceumnlation of Cap.
Hal, And because that was the year when gha Began “to
ply" to a technologically’ advanced Iland whit ahe
had lenrned from the Russian Revelution—a davelop- -
ment which was to lead to" the breakup with Karl
Kautsky in 1010=-it is Imperative that we now turn’

‘to ‘her mass sirlke pamphlel snd grapple with that -

totally new phenomenon, the concrete relninnsh.lp of .
spontaneity. to orglnlzm.lon. )
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