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Chapter 1
How Kautsky Turned Marx Into A Common Liberal
The fundamental question that Kautsky discusses in his pamphlet is that of the very
essence of proletarian revolution, namely, the dictatorship of the proletariat. This is
a question that is of the greatest importance for all countries, especially for the
advanced ones, especially for those at war, and especially at the present time. One
may say without fear of exaggeration that this is the key problem of the entire
proletarian class struggle. It is, therefore, necessary to pay particular attention to it.
Kautsky formulates the question as follows: “The contrast between the two socialist
trends” (i.e., the Bolsheviks and non‐Bolsheviks) “is the contrast between two
radically different methods: the dictatorial and the democratic” (p. 3).
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Let us point out, in passing, that when calling the non‐Bolsheviks in Russia, i.e., the
Mensheviks and Socialist‐Revolutionaries, socialists, Kautsky was guided by their
name, that is, by a word, and not by the actual place they occupy in the struggle
between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. What a wonderful understanding and
application of Marxism! But more of this later.
For the moment we must deal with the main point, namely, with Kautsky’s great
discovery of the “fundamental contrast” between “democratic and dictatorial
methods”. That is the crux of the matter; that is the essence of Kautsky’s pamphlet.
And that is such an awful theoretical muddle, such a complete renunciation of
Marxism, that Kautsky, it must be confessed, has far excelled Bernstein.
The question of the dictatorship of the proletariat is a question of the relation of
the proletarian state to the bourgeois state, of proletarian democracy to bourgeois
democracy. One would think that this is as plain as a pikestaff. But Kautsky, like a
schoolmaster who has become as dry as dust from quoting the same old textbooks
on history, persistently turns his back on the twentieth century and his face to the
eighteenth century, and for the hundredth time, in a number of paragraphs, in an
incredibly tedious fashion chews the old cud over the relation of bourgeois
democracy to absolutism and medievalism!
It sounds just like he were chewing rags in his sleep!
But this means he utterly fails to understand what is what! One cannot help smiling
at Kautsky’s effort to make it appear that there are people who preach “contempt
for democracy” (p. IA) and so forth. That is the sort of twaddle Kautsky uses to
befog and confuse the issue, for he talks like the liberals, speaking of democracy in
general, and not of bourgeois democracy; he even avoids using this precise, class
term, and, instead, tries to speak about “presocialist” democracy. This windbag
devotes almost one‐third of his pamphlet, twenty pages out of sixty‐three, to this
twaddle, which is so agreeable to the bourgeoisie, for it is tantamount to
embellishing bourgeois democracy, and obscures the question of the proletarian
revolution.
But, after all, the title of Kautsky’s pamphlet is The Dictatorship of the Proletariat.
Everybody knows that this is the very essence of Marx’s doctrine; and after a lot of
irrelevant twaddle Kautsky was obliged to quote Marx’s words on the dictatorship
of the proletariat.
But the way in which he the “Marxist” did it was simply farcical! Listen to this:
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“This view” (which Kautsky dubs “contempt for democracy") “rests upon a single
word of Karl Marx’s”. This is what Kautsky literally says on page 20. And on page 60
the same thing is repeated even in the form that they (the Bolsheviks) “opportunely
recalled the little word” (that is literally what he says‐des Wörtchens!!) “about the
dictatorship of the proletariat which Marx once used in 1875 in a letter”.
Here is Marx’s “little word":
“Between capitalist and communist society lies the period of the revolutionary
transformation of the one into the other. Corresponding to this is also a political
transition period in which the state can be nothing but the revolutionary
dictatorship of the proletariat.”[3]
First of all, to call this classical reasoning of Marx’s, which sums up the whole of his
revolutionary teaching, “a single word” and even “a little word,” is an insult to and
complete renunciation of Marxism. It must not be forgotten that Kautsky knows
Marx almost by heart, and, judging by all he has written, he has in his desk, or in his
head, a number of pigeon‐holes in which all that was ever written by Marx is most
carefully filed so as to be ready at hand for quotation. Kautsky must know that both
Marx and Engels, in their letters as well as in their published works, repeatedly
spoke about the dictatorship of the proletariat, before and especially after the Paris
Commune. Kautsky must know that the formula “dictatorship of the proletariat” is
merely a more historically concrete and scientifically exact formulation of the
proletariat’s task of “smashing” the bourgeois state machine, about which both
Marx and Engels, in summing up the experience of the Revolution of 1848, and, still
more so, of 1871, spoke for forty years, between 1852 and 1891.
How is this monstrous distortion of Marxism by that Marxist pedant Kautsky to be
explained? As far as the philosophical roots of this phenomenon are concerned, it
amounts to the substitution of eclecticism and sophistry for dialectics. Kautsky is a
past master at this sort of substitution. Regarded from the point of view of practical
politics, it amounts to subservience to the opportunists, that is, in the last analysis
to the bourgeoisie. Since the outbreak of the war, Kautsky has made increasingly
rapid progress in this art of being a Marxist in words and a lackey of the bourgeoisie
in deeds, until he has become a virtuoso at it.
One feels even more convinced of this when examining the remarkable way in
which Kautsky “interprets” Marx’s “little word” about the dictatorship of the
proletariat. Listen to this:
“Marx, unfortunately, neglected to show us in greater detail how he conceived this
dictatorship ....” (This is an utterly mendacious phrase of a renegade, for Marx and
Engels gave us, indeed, quite a number of most detailed indications, which Kautsky,
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the Marxist pedant, has deliberately ignored.) “Literally, the word dictatorship
means the abolition of democracy. But, of course, taken literally, this word also
means the undivided rule of a single person unrestricted by any laws‐an autocracy,
which differs from despotism only insofar as it is not meant as a permanent state
institution, but as a transient emergency measure.
“The term, dictatorship of the proletariat’, hence not the dictatorship of a single
individual, but of a class, ipso facto precludes the possibility that Marx in this
connection had in mind a dictatorship in the literal sense of the term.
“He speaks here not of a form of government, but of a condition, which must
necessarily arise wherever the proletariat has gained political power. That Marx in
this case did not have in mind a form of government is proved by the fact that he
was of the opinion that in Britain and America the transition might take place
peacefully, i.e., in a democratic way” (p. 20).
We have deliberately quoted this argument in full so that the reader may clearly see
the methods Kautsky the “theoretician” employs.
Kautsky chose to approach the question in such a way as to begin with a definition
of the “word” dictatorship.
Very well. Everyone has a sacred right to approach a question in whatever way he
pleases. One must only distinguish a serious and honest approach from a dishonest
one. Anyone who wants to be serious in approaching the question in this way ought
to give his own definition of the “word”. Then the question would be put fairly and
squarely. But Kautsky does not do that. “Literally,” he writes, “the word dictatorship
means the abolition of democracy.”
In the first place, this is not a definition. If Kautsky wanted to avoid giving a
definition of the concept dictatorship, why did he choose this particular approach to
the question?
Secondly, it is obviously wrong. It is natural for a liberal to speak of “democracy” in
general; but a Marxist will never forget to ask: “for what class?” Everyone knows,
for instance (and Kautsky the “historian” knows it too), that rebellions, or even
strong ferment, among the slaves in ancient times at once revealed the fact that the
ancient state was essentially a dictatorship of the slave owners. Did this dictatorship
abolish democracy among, and for, the slaveowners? Everybody knows that it did
not.
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Kautsky the “Marxist” made this monstrously absurd and untrue statement because
he “forgot” the class struggle ....
To transform Kautsky’s liberal and false assertion into a Marxist and true one, one
must say: dictatorship does not necessarily1 mean the abolition of democracy for
the class that exercises the dictatorship over other classes; but it does mean the
abolition (or very material restriction, which is also a form of abolition) of
democracy for the class over which, or against which, the dictatorship is exercised.
But, however true this assertion may be, it does not give a definition of dictatorship.
Let us examine Kautsky’s next sentence:
“. . . But, of course, taken literally, this word also means the undivided rule of a
single person unrestricted by any laws ....”
Like a blind puppy sniffing at random first in one direction and then in another,
Kautsky accidentally stumbled upon one true idea (namely, that dictatorship is rule
unrestricted by any laws), nevertheless, he failed to give a definition of dictatorship,
and, moreover, he made an obvious historical blunder, namely, that dictatorship
means the rule of a single person. This is even grammatically incorrect, since
dictatorship may also be exercised by a handful of persons, or by an oligarchy, or by
a class, etc.
Kautsky then goes on to point out the difference between dictatorship and
despotism, but, although what he says is obviously incorrect, we shall not dwell
upon it, as it is wholly irrelevant to the question that interests us. Everyone knows
Kautsky’s inclination to turn from the twentieth century to the eighteenth, and from
the eighteenth century to classical antiquity, and we hope that the German
proletariat, after it has attained its dictatorship, will bear this inclination of his in
mind and appoint him, say, teacher of ancient history at some Gymnasium. To try to
evade a definition of the dictatorship of the proletariat by philosophising about
despotism is either crass stupidity or very clumsy trickery.
As a result, we find that, having undertaken to discuss the dictatorship, Kautsky
rattled off a great deal of manifest lies, but has given no definition! Yet, instead of
relying on his mental faculties he could have used his memory to extract from
“pigeon‐holes” all those instances in which Marx speaks of dictatorship. Had he
done so, he would certainly have arrived either at the following definition or at one
in substance coinciding with it:
Dictatorship is rule based directly upon force and unrestricted by any laws.
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The revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat is rule won and maintained by the
use of violence by the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, rule that is unrestricted
by any laws.
This simple truth, a truth that is as plain as a pikestaff to every class‐conscious
worker (who represents the people, and not an upper section of petty‐bourgeois
scoundrels who have been bribed by the capitalists, such as are the social‐
imperialists of all countries), this truth, which is obvious to every representative of
the exploited classes fighting for their emancipation, this truth, which is beyond
dispute for every Marxist, has to be “extracted by force” from the most learned Mr.
Kautsky! How is it to be explained? Simply by that spirit of servility with which the
leaders of the Second International, who have become contemptible sycophants in
the service of the bourgeoisie, are imbued.
Kautsky first committed a sleight of hand by proclaiming the obvious nonsense that
the word dictatorship, in its literal sense, means the dictatorship of a single person,
and then‐on the strength of this sleight of hand—he declared that “hence” Marx’s
words about the dictatorship of a class were not meant in the literal sense (but in
one in which dictatorship does not imply revolutionary violence, but the “peaceful”
winning of a majority under bourgeois mark you—“democracy”).
One must, if you please, distinguish between a “condition” and a “form of
government”. A wonderfully profound distinction; it is like drawing a distinction
between the “condition” of stupidity of a man who reasons foolishly and the “form”
of his stupidity.
Kautsky finds it necessary to interpret dictatorship as a “condition of domination”
(this is the literal expression he uses on the very next page, p. 21), because then
revolutionary violence, and violent revolution, disappear. The “condition of
domination” is a condition in which any majority finds itself under ... “democracy"!
Thanks to such a fraud, revolution happily disappears!
The fraud, however, is too crude and will not save Kautsky. One cannot hide the fact
that dictatorship presupposes and implies a “condition,” one so disagreeable to
renegades, of revolutionary violence of one class against another. It is patently
absurd to draw a distinction between a “condition” and a “form of government”. To
speak of forms of government in this connection is trebly stupid, for every
schoolboy knows that monarchy and republic are two different forms of
government. It must be explained to Mr. Kautsky that both these forms of
government, like all transitional “forms of government” under capitalism, are only
variations of the bourgeois state, that is, of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie.
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Lastly, to speak of forms of government is not only a stupid, but also a very crude
falsification of Marx, who was very clearly speaking here of this or that form or type
of state, and not of forms of government.
The proletarian revolution is impossible without the forcible destruction of the
bourgeois state machine and the substitution for it of a new one which, in the
words of Engels, is “no longer a state in the proper sense of the word”.[4]
Because of his renegade position, Kautsky, however, has to befog and belie all this.
Look what wretched subterfuges he uses.
First subterfuge. “That Marx in this case did not have in mind a form of government
is proved by the fact that he was of the opinion that in Britain and America the
transition might take place peacefully, i.e., in a democratic way.”
The form of government has absolutely nothing to do with it, for there are
monarchies which are not typical of the bourgeois state, such, for instance, as have
no military clique, and there are republics which are quite typical in this respect,
such, for instance, as have a military clique and a bureaucracy. This is a universally
known historical and political fact, and Kautsky cannot falsify it.
If Kautsky had wanted to argue in a serious and honest manner he would have
asked himself: Are there historical laws relating to revolution which know of no
exception? And the reply would have been: No, there are no such laws. Such laws
only apply to the typical, to what Marx once termed the “ideal,” meaning average,
normal, typical capitalism.
Further, was there in the seventies anything which made England and America
exceptional in regard to what we are now discussing? It will be obvious to anyone at
all familiar with the requirements of science in regard to the problems of history
that this question must be put. To fail to put it is tantamount to falsifying science, to
engaging in sophistry. And, the question having been put, there can be no doubt as
to the reply: the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat is violence against the
bourgeoisie; and the necessity of such violence is particularly called for, as Marx
and Engels have repeatedly explained in detail (especially in The Civil War in France
and in the preface to it), by the existence of militarism and a bureaucracy. But it is
precisely these institutions that were non‐existent in Britain and America in the
seventies, when Marx made his observations (they do exist in Britain and in America
now)!
Kautsky has to resort to trickery literally at every step to cover up his apostasy!
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And note how he inadvertently betrayed his cloven hoof when he wrote:
“peacefully, i.e., in a democratic way"!
In defining dictatorship, Kautsky tried his utmost to conceal from the reader the
fundamental feature of this concept, namely, revolutionary violence. But now the
truth is out: it is a question of the contrast between peaceful and violent
revolutions.
That is the crux of the matter. Kautsky has to resort to all these subterfuges,
sophistries and falsifications only to excuse himself from violent revolution, and to
conceal his renunciation of it, his desertion to the side of the liberal labour policy,
i.e., to the side of the bourgeoisie. That is the crux of the matter.
Kautsky the “historian” so shamelessly falsifies history that he “forgets” the
fundamental fact that pre‐monopoly capitalism‐which actually reached its zenith in
the seventies‐was by virtue of its fundamental economic traits, which found most
typical expression in Britain and in America, distinguished by a, relatively speaking,
maximum fondness for peace and freedom. Imperialism, on the other hand, i.e.,
monopoly capitalism, which finally matured only in the twentieth century, is, by
virtue of its fundamental economic traits, distinguished by a minimum fondness for
peace and freedom, and by a maximum and universal development of militarism.
To “fail to notice” this in discussing the extent to which a peaceful or violent
revolution is typical or probable is to stoop to the level of a most ordinary lackey of
the bourgeoisie.
Second subterfuge. The Paris Commune was a dictatorship of the proletariat, but it
was elected by universal suffrage, i.e., without depriving the bourgeoisie of the
franchise, i.e., “democratically”. And Kautsky says triumphantly: “... The dictatorship
of the proletariat was for Marx” (or: according to Marx) “a condition which
necessarily follows from pure democracy, if the proletariat forms the majority” (bei
überwiegendem. Proletariat, S. 21).
This argument of Kautsky’s is so amusing that one truly suffers from a veritable
embarras de richesses (an embarrassment due to the wealth ... of objections that
can be made to it). Firstly, it is well known that the flower, the General Staff, the
upper sections of the bourgeoisie, had fled from Paris to Versailles. In Versailles
there was the “socialist” Louis Blanc‐which, by the way, proves the falsity of
Kautsky’s assertion that “all trends” of socialism took part in the Paris Commune. Is
it not ridiculous to represent the division of the inhabitants of Paris into two
belligerent camps, one of which embraced the entire militant and politically active
section of the bourgeoisie, as “pure democracy” with “universal suffrage"?
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Secondly, the Paris Commune waged war against Versailles as the workers’
government of France against the bourgeois government. What have “pure
democracy” and “universal suffrage” to do with it, when Paris was deciding the fate
of France? When Marx expressed the opinion that the Paris, Commune had
committed a mistake in failing to seize the bank, which belonged to the whole of
France,[5] did he not proceed from the principles and practice of “pure
democracy”?
In actual fact, it is obvious that Kautsky is writing in a country where the police
forbid people to laugh “in crowds,” otherwise Kautsky would have been killed by
ridicule.
Thirdly, I would respectfully remind Mr. Kautsky, who has Marx and Engels off pat,
of the following appraisal of the Paris Commune given by Engels from the point of
view of ... “pure democracy”:
“Have these gentlemen” (the anti‐authoritarians) “ever seen a revolution? A
revolution is certainly the most authoritarian thing there is; it is an act whereby one
part of the population imposes its will upon the other by means of rifles, bayonets
and cannon‐all of which are highly authoritarian means. And the victorious party
must maintain its rule by means of the terror which its arms inspire in the
reactionaries. Would the Paris Commune have lasted more than a day if it had not
used the authority of the armed people against the bourgeoisie? Cannot we, on the
contrary, blame it for having made too little use of that authority?”[6]
Here is your “pure democracy”! How Engels would have ridiculed the vulgar petty
bourgeois, the “Social‐Democrat” (in the French sense of the forties and the general
European sense of 1915‐18), who took it into his head to talk about “pure
democracy” in a class‐divided society!
But that’s enough. It is impossible to enumerate all Kautsky’s various absurdities,
since every phrase he utters is a bottomless pit of apostasy.
Marx and Engels analysed the Paris Commune in a most detailed manner and
showed that its merit lay in its attempt to smash, to break up the “ready‐made state
machinery”. Marx and Engels considered this conclusion to be so important that
this was the only amendment they introduced in 1872 into the “obsolete” (in parts)
programme of the Communist Manifesto.[7] Marx and Engels showed that the Paris
Commune had abolished the army and the bureaucracy, had abolished
parliamentarism, had destroyed “that parasitic excrescence, the state,” etc. But the
sage Kautsky, donning his nightcap, repeats the fairy‐tale about “pure democracy,”
which has been told a thousand times by liberal professors.
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No wonder Rosa Luxemburg declared, 011 August 5, 1915, that German Social‐
Democracy was a stinking corpse.
Third subterfuge. “When we speak of the dictatorship as a form of government we
cannot speak of the dictatorship of a class, since a class, as we have already pointed
out, can only rule but not govern ....” It is “organisations” or “parties” that govern.
That is a muddle, a disgusting muddle, Mr. “Muddleheaded Counsellor"!
Dictatorship is not a “form of government"; that is ridiculous nonsense. And Marx
does not speak of the “form of government” but of the form or type of state. That is
something altogether different, entirely different. It is altogether wrong, too, to say
that a class cannot govern: such an absurdity could only have been uttered by a
“parliamentary cretin,” who sees nothing but bourgeois parliaments and notices
nothing but “ruling parties”. Any European country will provide Kautsky with
examples of government by a ruling class, for instance, by the landowners in the
Middle Ages, in spite of their insufficient organisation.
To sum up: Kautsky has in a most unparalleled manner distorted the concept
dictatorship of the proletariat, and has turned Marx into a common liberal; that is,
he himself has sunk to the level of a liberal who utters banal phrases about “pure
democracy,” embellishing and glossing over the class content of bourgeois
democracy, and shrinking, above all, from the use of revolutionary violence by the
oppressed class. By so “interpreting” the concept “revolutionary dictatorship of the
proletariat” as to expunge the revolutionary violence of the oppressed class against
its oppressors, Kautsky has beaten the world record in the liberal distortion of
Marx. The renegade Bernstein has proved to be a mere puppy compared with the
renegade Kautsky.

Endnotes
[3] Karl Marx, Critique of the Gothia Programme (Marx and Eiigels, Selected Works,
Moscow, 1962, Vol. II, pp. 32‐33).
[4] See Engels’s Letter to A. Bebel of March 18‐28, 1875 (Marx and Engels, Selected
Correspondence, Moscow, 1955, p. 357). Further, on pp. 253, 266 of this volume,
Lenin quotes the same letter.
[5] This proposition is contained in Engels’s Introduction to Karl Marx’s The Civil
War in France (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Moscow, 1962, Vol. I, p. 581).
[6] Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Moscow, 1962, Vol. I, p. 630.
[7] Marx and Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, Moscow, 1957, pp. 8‐9.
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Chapter 2
Bourgeois and Proletarian Democracy
The question which Kautsky has so shamelessly muddled really stands as follows.
If we are not to mock at common sense and history, it is obvious that we cannot
speak of pure democracy” as long as different classes exist; we can only speak of
class democracy. (Let us say in parenthesis that “pure democracy” is not only an
ignorant phrase, revealing a lack of understanding both of the class struggle and of
the nature of the state, but also a thrice‐empty phrase, since in communist society
democracy will wither away in the process of changing and becoming a habit, but
will never e “pure” democracy.)
“Pure democracy” is the mendacious phrase of a liberal who wants to fool the
workers. History knows of bourgeois democracy which takes the place of feudalism,
and of proletarian democracy which takes the place of bourgeois democracy.
When Kautsky devotes dozens of pages to “proving” the truth that bourgeois
democracy is progressive compared with medievalism, and that the proletariat
must unfailingly utilise it in its struggle against the bourgeoisie, that in fact is just
liberal twaddle intended to fool the workers. This is a truism, not only for educated
Germany, but also for uneducated Russia. Kautsky is simply throwing “learned” dust
in the eyes of the workers when, with a pompous mien, he talks about Weitling and
the Jesuits of Paraguay and many other things, in order to avoid telling about the
bourgeois essence of modern, i.e., capitalist, democracy.
Kautsky takes from Marxism what is acceptable to the liberals, to the bourgeoisie
(the criticism of the Middle Ages, and the progressive historical role of capitalism in
general and of capitalist democracy in particular), and discards, passes over in
silence, glosses over all that in Marxism which is unacceptable to the bourgeoisie
(the revolutionary violence of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie for the latter’s
destruction). That is why Kautsky, by virtue of his objective position and irrespective
of what his subjective convictions may be, inevitably proves to be a lackey of the
bourgeoisie.
Bourgeois democracy, although a great historical advance in comparison with
medievalism, always remains, and under capitalism is bound to remain, restricted,
truncated, false and hypocritical, a paradise for the rich and a snare and deception
for the exploited, for the poor. It is this truth, which forms a most essential part of
Marx’s teaching, that Kautsky the “Marxist” has failed to understand. On this (the
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fundamental issue) Kautsky offers “delights” for the bourgeoisie instead of a
scientific criticism of those conditions which make every bourgeois democracy a
democracy for the rich.
Let us first remind the most learned Mr. Kautsky of the theoretical propositions of
Marx and Engels which that pedant has so disgracefully “forgotten” (to please the
bourgeoisie), and then explain the matter as popularly as possible.
Not only the ancient and feudal, but also “the modern representative state is an
instrument of exploitation of wage‐labour by capital” (Engels, in his work on the
state).[8] “As, therefore, the state is only a transitional institution which is used in
the struggle, in the revolution, to hold down one’s adversaries by force, it is sheer
nonsense to talk of a ’free people’s state’; so long as the proletariat still needs the
state, it does not need it in the interests of freedom but in order to hold down its
adversaries, and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom the state as
such ceases to exist” (Engels, in his letter to Bebel, March 28, 1875). “In reality,
however, the state is nothing but a machine for the oppression of one class by
another, and indeed in the democratic republic no less than in the monarchy”
(Engels, Introduction to The Civil War in France by Marx).[9]; Universal suffrage is
“the gauge of the maturity of the work ing class. It cannot and never will be
anything more in the present‐day state”. (Engels, in his work on the state.[10] Mr.
Kautsky very tediously chews over the cud in the first part of this proposition, which
is acceptable to the bourgeoisie. But the second part, which we have italicised and
which is not acceptable to the bourgeoisie, the renegade Kautsky passes over in
silence!) “The Commune was to be a working, not a parliamentary, body, executive
and legislative at the same time .... Instead of deciding once in three or six years
which member of the ruling class was to represent and suppress (verund zertreten)
the people in Parliament, universal suffrage was to serve the people, constituted in
Communes, as individual suffrage serves every other employer in the search for
workers, foremen and accountants for his business” (Marx, in his work on the Paris
Commune, The Civil War in France).[11]
Every one of these propositions, which are excellently known to the most learned
Mr. Kautsky, is a slap in his face and lays bare his apostasy. Nowhere in his
pamphlet does Kautsky reveal, the slightest understanding of these truths. His
whole pamphlet is a sheer mockery of Marxism!
Take the fundamental laws of modern states, take their administration, take
freedom of assembly, freedom of the press, or “equality of all citizens before the
law,” and you will see at every turn evidence of the hypocrisy of bourgeois
democracy with which every honest and class‐conscious worker is familiar. There is
not a single state, however democratic, which has no loopholes or reservations in
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its constitution guaranteeing the bourgeoisie the possibility of dispatching troops
against the workers, of proclaiming martial law, and so forth, in case of a “violation
of public order,” and actually in case the exploited class “violates” its position of
slavery and tries to behave in a non‐slavish manner. Kautsky shamelessly
embellishes bourgeois democracy and omits to mention, for instance, how the most
democratic and republican bourgeoisie in America or Switzerland deal with workers
on strike.
The wise and learned Kautsky keeps silent about these things! That learned
politician does not realise that to remain silent on this matter is despicable. He
prefers to tell the workers nursery tales of the kind that democracy means
“protecting the minority”. It is incredible, but it is a fact! In the year of our Lord
1918, in the fifth year of the world imperialist slaughter and the strangulation of
internationalist minorities (i.e., those who have not despicably betrayed socialism,
like the Renaudels and Longuets, the Scheidemanns and Kautskys, the Hendersons
and Webbs et al.) in all “democracies” of the world, the learned Mr. Kantsky
sweetly, very sweetly, sings the praises of “protection of the minority”. Those who
are interested may read this on page 15 of Kautsky’s pamphlet. And on page 16 this
learned ... individual tells you about the Whigs and Tories in England in the
eighteenth century!
What wonderful erudition! What refined servility to the bourgeoisie! What civilised
belly‐crawling before the capitalists and boot‐licking! If I were Krupp or
Scheidemann, or Clemenceau or Renaudel, I would pay Mr. Kautsky millions, reward
him with Judas kisses, praise him before the workers and urge “socialist unity” with
“honourable” men like him. To write pamphlets against the dictatorship of the
proletariat, to talk about the Whigs and Tories in England in the eighteenth century,
to assert that democracy means “protecting the minority,” and remain silent about
pogroms against internationalists in the “democratic” republic of America‐isn’t this
rendering lackey service to the bourgeoisie?
The learned Mr. Kautsky has “forgotten” (accidentally forgotten, probably) a
“trifle,” namely, that the ruling party in a bourgeois democracy extends the
protection of the minority only to another bourgeois party, while the proletariat, on
all serious, profound and fundamental issues, gets martial law or pogroms, instead
of the “protection of the minority”. The more highly developed a democracy is, the
more imminent are pogroms or civil war in connection with any profound political
divergence which is dangerous to the bourgeoisie. The learned Mr. Kautsky could
have studied this “law” of bourgeois democracy in connection with the Dreyfus
case[12] in republican France, with the lynching of Negroes and internationalists in
the democratic republic of America, with the case of Ireland and Ulster in
democratic Britain,[13] 0 with the baiting of the Bolsheviks and the staging of
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pogroms against them in April 1917 in the demo cratic republic of Russia. I have
purposely chosen examples not only from wartime but also from pre‐war time,
peacetime. But mealy‐mouthed Mr. Kautsky prefers to shut his eyes to these facts
of the twentieth century, and instead to tell the workers wonderfully new,
remarkably interesting, unusually edifying and incredibly important things about
the Whigs and Tories of the eighteenth century!
Take the bourgeois parliament. Can it be that the learned Kautsky has never heard
that the more highly democracy is developed, the more the bourgeois parliaments
are subjected by the stock exchange and the bankers? This does not mean that we
must not make use of bourgeois parliament (the Bolsheviks made better use of it
than probably any other party in the world, for in 1912‐15 we won the entire
workers’ curia in the Fourth Duma). But it does mean that only a liberal can forget
the historical limitations and conventional nature of the bourgeois parliamentary
system as Kautsky does. Even in the most democratic bourgeois state the oppressed
people at every step encounter the crying contradiction between the formal
equality proclaimed by the “democracy” of the capitalists and the thousands of real
limitations and subterfuges which turn the proletarians into wage‐slaves. It is
precisely this contradiction that is opening the eyes of the people to the rottenness,
mendacity and hypocrisy of capitalism. It is this contradiction that the agitators and
propagandists of socialism are constantly exposing to the people, in order to
prepare them for revolution! And now that the era of revolution has begun, Kautsky
turns his back upon it and begins to extol the charms of moribund bourgeois
democracy.
Proletarian democracy, of which Soviet government is one of the forms, has
brought a development and expansion of democracy unprecedented in the world,
for the vast majority of the population, for the exploited and working people. To
write a whole pamphlet about democracy, as Kautsky did, in which two pages are
devoted to dictatorship and dozens to “pure democracy,” and fail to notice this fact,
means completely distorting the subject in liberal fashion.
Take foreign policy. In no bourgeois state, not even in the most democratic, is it
conducted openly. The people are deceived everywhere, and in democratic France,
Switzerland, America and Britain this is done on an incomparably wider scale and in
an incomparably subtler manner than in other countries. The Soviet government
has torn the veil of mystery from foreign policy in a revolutionary manner. Kautsky
has not noticed this, he keeps silent about it, although in the era of predatory wars
and secret treaties for the “division of spheres of influence” (i.e., for the partition of
the world among the capitalist bandits) this is of cardinal importance, for on it
depends the question of peace, the life and death of tens of millions of people.
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Take the structure of the state. Kautsky picks at all manner of “trifles,” down to the
argument that under the Soviet Constitution elections are “indirect,” but he misses
the point. He fails to see the class nature of the state apparatus, of the machinery
of state. Under bourgeois democracy the capitalists, by thousands of tricks which
are the more artful and effective the more “pure” democracy is developed‐drive the
people away from administrative work, from freedom of the press, freedom of
assembly, etc. The Soviet government is the first in the world (or strictly speaking,
the second, because the Paris Commune began to do the same thing) to enlist the
people, specifically the exploited people, in the work of administration. The working
people are barred from participation in bourgeois parliaments (they never decide
important questions under bourgeois democracy, which are decided by the stock
exchange and the banks) by thousands of obstacles, and the workers know and feel,
see and realise perfectly well that the bourgeois parliaments are institutions alien
to them, instruments for the oppression of the workers by the bourgeoisie,
institutions of a hostile class, of the exploiting minority.
The Soviets are the direct organisation of the working and exploited people
themselves, which helps them to organise and administer their own state in every
possible way. And in this it is the vanguard of the working and exploited people, the
urban proletariat, that enjoys the advantage of being best united by the large
enterprises; it is easier for it than for all others to elect and exercise control over
those elected. The Soviet form of organisation automatically helps to unite all the
working and exploited people around their vanguard, the proletariat. The old
bourgeois apparatus‐the bureaucracy, the privileges of wealth, of bourgeois
education, of social connections, etc. (these real privileges are the more varied the
more highly bourgeois democracy is developed)‐all this disappears under the Soviet
form of organisation. Freedom of the press ceases to be hypocrisy, because the
printing‐plants and stocks of paper are taken away from the bourgeoisie. The same
thing applies to the best buildings, the palaces, the mansions and manorhouses.
Soviet power took thousands upon thousands of these best buildings from the
exploiters at one stroke, and in this way made the right of assembly (without which
democracy is a fraud) a million times more democratic for the people. Indirect
elections to non‐local Soviets make it easier to hold congresses of Soviets, they
make the entire apparatus less costly, more flexible, more accessible to the workers
and peasants at a time when life is seething and it is necessary to be able very
quickly to recall one’s local deputy or to delegate him to a general congress of
Soviets.
Proletarian democracy is a million times more democratic than any bourgeois
democracy; Soviet power is a million times more democratic than the most
democratic bourgeois republic.
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To fail to see this one must either deliberately serve the bourgeoisie, or be
politically as dead as a doornail, unable to see real life from behind the dusty pages
of bourgeois books, be thoroughly imbued with bourgeois‐democratic prejudices,
and thereby objectively convert oneself into a lackey of the bourgeoisie.
To fail to see this one must be incapable of presenting the question from the point
of view of the oppressed classes:
Is there a single country in the world, even among the most democratic bourgeois
countries, in which the average rank‐and‐file worker, the average rank‐and‐file
farm labourer, or village semi‐proletarian generally (i.e., the representative of the
oppressed, of the overwhelming majority of the population), enjoys anything
approaching such liberty of holding meetings in the best buildings, such liberty of
using the largest printing‐plants and biggest stocks of paper to express his ideas and
to defend his interests, such liberty of promoting men and women of his own class
to administer and to “knock into shape” the state, as in Soviet Russia?
It is ridiculous to think that Mr. Kautsky could find in any country even one out of a
thousand of well‐informed workers or farm labourers who would have any doubts
as to the reply. Instinctively, from hearing fragments of admissions of the truth in
the bourgeois press, the workers of the whole world sympathise with the Soviet
Republic precisely because they regard it as a proletarian democracy, a democracy
for the poor, and not a democracy for the rich that every bourgeois democracy,
even the best, actually is.
We are governed (and our state is “knocked into shape”) by bourgeois bureaucrats,
by bourgeois members of parliament, by bourgeois judges‐such is the simple,
obvious and indisputable truth which tens and hundreds of millions of people
belonging to the oppressed classes in all bourgeois countries, including the most
democratic, know from their own experience, feel and realise every day.
In Russia, however, the bureaucratic machine has been completely smashed, razed
to the ground; the old judges have all been sent packing, the bourgeois parliament
has been dispersed—and far more accessible representation has been given to the
workers and peasants; their Soviets have replaced the bureaucrats, or their Soviets
have been put in control of the bureaucrats, and their Soviets have been authorised
to elect the judges. This fact alone is enough for all the oppressed classes to
recognise that Soviet power, i.e., the present form of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, is a million times more democratic than the most democratic bourgeois
republic.
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Kautsky does not understand this truth, which is so clear and obvious to every
worker, because he has “forgotten,” “unlearned” to put the question: democracy
for which class? He argues from the point of view of “pure” (i.e., non‐class? or
above‐class?) democracy. He argues like Shylock: my “pound of flesh” and nothing
else. Equality for all citizens‐otherwise there is no democracy.
We must ask the learned Kautsky, the “Marxist” and “socialist” Kautsky:
Can there be equality between the exploited and the exploiters?
It is dreadful, it is incredible that such a question should have to be put in discussing
a book written by the ideological leader of the Second International. But “having
put your hand to the plough, don’t look back,” and having undertaken to write
about Kautsky, I must explain to the learned man why there can be no equality
between the exploiter and the exploited.
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Chapter 3
Can There Be Equality Between the Exploited and the Exploiter?
Kautsky argues as follows:
(1) “The exploiters have always formed only a small minority of the population’ (p.
14 of Kautsky’s pamphlet).
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This is indisputably true. Taking this as the starting point, what should be the
argument? One may argue in a Marxist, a socialist way. In which case one would
proceed from the relation between the exploited and the exploiters. Or one may
argue in a liberal, a bourgeois‐democratic way. And in that case one would proceed
from the relation between the majority and the minority.
If we argue in a Marxist way, we must say: the exploiters inevitably transform the
state (and we are speaking of democracy, i.e., one of the forms of the state) into an
instrument of the rule of their class, the exploiters, over the exploited. Hence, as
long as there are exploiters who rule the majority, the exploited, the democratic
state must inevitably be a democracy for the exploiters. A state of the exploited
must fundamentally differ from such a state; it must be a democracy for the
exploited, ‘and a means of suppressing the exploiters; and the suppression of a class
means inequality for that class, its exclusion from “democracy”.
If we argue in a liberal way, we must say: the majority decides, the minority
submits. Those who do not submit are punished. That is all. Nothing need be said
about the class character of the state in general, or of “pure democracy” in
particular, because it is irrelevant; for a majority is a majority and a minority is a
minority. A pound of flesh is a pound of flesh, and that is all there is to it.
And this is exactly how Kautsky argues.
(2) “Why should the rule of the proletariat assume, and necessarily assume, a form
which is incompatible with democracy?” (P. 21). Then follows a very detailed and a
very verbose explanation, backed by a quotation from Marx and the election figures
of the Paris Commune, to the effect that the proletariat is in the majority. The
conclusion is: “A regime which is so strongly rooted in the people has not the
slightest reason for encroaching upon democracy. It cannot always dispense with
violence in cases when violence is employed to suppress democracy. Violence can
only be met with violence. But a regime which knows that it has popular backing
will employ violence only to protect democracy and not to destroy it. It would be
simply suicidal if it attempted to do away with its most reliable basis—universal
suffrage, that deep source of mighty moral authority” (p. 22).
As you see, the relation between the exploited and the exploiters has vanished in
Kautsky’s argument. All that remains is majority in general, minority in general,
democracy in general, the “pure democracy” with which we are already familiar.

18
21‐09‐3/3

And all this, mark you, is said apropos of the Paris Commune! To make things clearer
I shall quote Marx and Engels to show what they said on the subject of dictatorship
apropos of the Paris Commune:
Marx: “...When the workers replace the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie by their
revolutionary dictatorship ... to break down the resistance of the bourgeoisie ... the
workers invest the state with a revolutionary and transitional form ...[14]
Engels: “...And the victorious party” (in a revolution) “must maintain its rule by
means of the terror which its arms inspire in the reactionaries. Would the Paris
Commune have lasted more than a day if it had not used the authority of the armed
people against the bourgeoisie? Cannot we, on the contrary, blame it for having
made too little use of that authority?...[15]
Engels: “As, therefore, the state is only a transitional institution which is used in the
struggle, in the revolution, to hold down one’s adversaries by force, it is sheer
nonsense to talk of a ‘free people’s state’; so long as the proletariat still needs the
state, it does not need it in the interests of freedom but in order to hold down its
adversaries, and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom the state as
such ceases to exist ....[16]
Kautsky is as far removed from Marx and Engels as heaven is from earth, as a liberal
from a proletarian revolutionary. The pure democracy and simple “democracy” that
Kautsky talks about is merely a paraphrase of the “free people’s state”, i.e., sheer
nonsense. Kautsky, with the learned air of a most learned armchair fool, or with the
innocent air of a ten‐year‐old schoolgirl, asks: Why do we need a dictatorship when
we have a majority? And Marx and Engels explain:
—to break down the resistance of the bourgeoisie;
—to inspire the reactionaries with fear;
—to maintain the authority of the armed people against the bourgeoisie;
—that the proletariat may forcibly hold down its adversaries.
Kautsky does not understand these explanations. Infatuated with the “purity” of
democracy, blind to its bourgeois character, he “consistently” urges that the
majority, since it is the majority, need not “break down the resistance” of the
minority, nor “forcibly hold it down”—it is sufficient to suppress cases of
infringement of democracy. Infatuated with the “purity” of democracy, Kautsky
inadvertently commits the same little error that all bourgeois democrats always
commit, namely, he takes formal equality (which is nothing but a fraud and
hypocrisy under capitalism) for actual equality! Quite a trifle!
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The exploiter and the exploited cannot be equal.
This truth, however unpleasant it may be to Kautsky, nevertheless forms the
essence of socialism.
Another truth: there can be no real, actual equality until all possibility of the
exploitation of one class by another has been totally destroyed.
The exploiters can be defeated at one stroke in the event of a successful uprising at
the centre, or of a revolt in the army. But except in very rare and special cases, the
exploiters cannot be destroyed at one stroke. It is impossible to expropriate all the
landowners and capitalists of any big country at one stroke. Furthermore,
expropriation alone, as a legal or political act, does not settle the matter by a long
chalk, because it is necessary to depose the landowners and capitalists in actual
fact, to replace their management of the factories and estates by a different
management, workers’ management, in actual fact. There can be no equality
between the exploiters—who for many generations have been better off because
of their education, conditions of wealthy life, and habits—and the exploited, the
majority of whom even in the most advanced and most democratic bourgeois
republics are downtrodden, backward, ignorant, intimidated and disunited. For a
long time after the revolution the exploiters inevitably continue to retain a number
of great practical advantages: they still have money (since it is impossible to abolish
money all at once); some movable property—often fairly considerable; they still
have various connections, habits of organisation and management; knowledge of all
the “secrets” (customs, methods, means and possibilities) of management; superior
education; close connections with the higher technical personnel (who live arid
think like the bourgeoisie); incomparably greater experience in the art of war (this is
very important), and so on and so forth.
If the exploiters are defeated in one country only—and this, of course, is typical,
since a simultaneous revolution in a number of countries is a rare exception—they
still remain stronger than the exploited, for the international connections of the
exploiters are enormous. That a section of the exploited from the least advanced
middle‐peasant, artisan and similar groups of the population may, and indeed does,
follow the exploiters has been proved by all revolutions, including the Commune
(for there were also proletarians among the Versailles troops, which the most
learned Kautsky has “forgotten”).
In these circumstances, to assume that in a revolution which is at all profound and
serious the issue is decided simply by the relation between the majority and the
minority is the acme of stupidity, the silliest prejudice of a common liberal, an
attempt to deceive the people by concealing from them a well‐established historical
20
21‐09‐3/3

truth. This historical truth is that in every profound revolution, the prolonged,
stubborn and desperate resistance of the exploiters, who for a number of years
retain important practical advantages over the exploited, is the rule. Never—except
in the sentimental fantasies of the sentimental fool Kautsky—will the exploiters
submit to the decision of the exploited majority without trying to make use of their
advantages in a last desperate battle, or series of battles.
The transition from capitalism to communism takes an entire historical epoch. Until
this epoch is over, the exploiters inevitably cherish the hope of restoration, and this
hope turns into attempts at restoration. After their first serious defeat, the
overthrown exploiters—who had not expected their overthrow, never believed it
possible, never conceded the thought of it—throw themselves with energy grown
tenfold, with furious passion and hatred grown a hundredfold, into the battle for
the recovery of the “paradise”, of which they were deprived, on behalf of their
families, who had been leading such a sweet and easy life and whom now the
“common herd” is condemning to ruin and destitution (or to “common” labour...).
In the train of the capitalist exploiters follow the wide sections of the petty
bourgeoisie, with regard to whom decades of historical experience of all countries
testify that they vacillate and hesitate, one day marching behind the proletariat and
the next day taking fright at the difficulties of the revolution; that they become
panic‐stricken at the first defeat or semidefeat of the workers, grow nervous, run
about aimlessly, snivel, and rush from one camp into the other—just like our
Mensheviks and Socialist‐Revolutionaries.
In these circumstances, in an epoch of desperately acute war, when history
presents the question of whether age‐old and thousand‐year‐old privileges are to
be or not to be at such a time to talk about majority and minority, about pure
democracy, about dictatorship being unnecessary and about equality between the
exploiter and the exploited! What infinite stupidity and abysmal philistinism are
needed for this!
However, during the decades of comparatively “peaceful” capitalism between 1871
and 1914, the Augean stables of philistinism, imbecility, and apostasy accumulated
in the socialist parties which were adapting themselves to opportunism....
***
The reader will probably have noticed that Kautsky, in the passage from his
pamphlet quoted above, speaks of an attempt to encroach upon universal suffrage
(calling it, by the way, a deep source of mighty moral authority, whereas Engels,
apropos of the same Paris Commune and the same question of dictatorship, spoke
of the authority of the armed people against the bourgeoisie—a very characteristic
difference between the philistine’s and the revolutionary’s views on “authority”...).
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It should be observed that the question of depriving the exploiters of the franchise
is a purely Russian question, and not a question of the dictatorship of the
proletariat in general. Had Kautsky, casting aside hypocrisy, entitled his pamphlet
Against the Bolsheviks, the title would have corresponded to the contents of the
pamphlet, and Kautsky would have been justified in speaking bluntly about the
franchise.
But Kautsky wanted to come out primarily as a “theoretician”. He called his
pamphlet The Dictatorship of the Proletariat—in general. He speaks about the
Soviets and about Russia specifically only in the second part of the pamphlet,
beginning with the sixth paragraph. The subject dealt with in the first part (from
which I took the quotation) is democracy and dictatorship in general. In speaking
about the franchise, Kautsky betrayed himself as an opponent of the Bolsheviks,
who does not care a brass farthing for theory. For theory, i.e., the reasoning about
the general (and not the nationally specific) class foundations of democracy and
dictatorship, ought to deal not with a special question, such as the franchise, but
with the general question of whether democracy can be preserved for the rich, for
the exploiters in the historical period of the overthrow of the exploiters and the
replacement of their state by the state of the exploited.
That is the way, the only way, a theoretician can present the question.
We know the example of the Paris Commune, we know all that was said by the
founders of Marxism in connection with it and in reference to it. On the basis of this
material I examined, for instance, the question of democracy and dictatorship in my
pamphlet, The State and Revolution, written before the October Revolution. I did not
say anything at all about restricting the franchise. And it must be said now that the
question of restricting the franchise is a nationally specific and not a general
question of the dictatorship. One must approach the question of restricting the
franchise by studying the specific conditions of the Russian revolution and the
specific path of its development. This will be done later on in this pamphlet. It
would be a mistake, however, to guarantee in advance that the impending
proletarian revolutions in Europe will all, or the majority of them, be necessarily
accompanied by restriction of the franchise for the bourgeoisie. It may be so. After
the war and the experience of the Russian revolution it probably will be so; but it is
not absolutely necessary for the exercise of the dictatorship, it is not an
indispensable characteristic of the logical concept “dictatorship”, it does not enter
as an indispensable condition in the historical and class concept “dictatorship”.
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The indispensable characteristic, the necessary condition of dictatorship is the
forcible suppression of the exploiters as a class, and, consequently, the infringement
of “pure democracy”, i.e., of equality and freedom, in regard to that class.
This is the way, the only way, the question can be put theoretically. And by failing to
put the question thus, Kautsky has shown that he opposes the Bolsheviks not as a
theoretician, but as a sycophant of the opportunists and the bourgeoisie.
In which countries, and given what national features of capitalism, democracy for
the exploiters will be in one or another form restricted (wholly or in part), infringed
upon, is a question of the specific national features of this or that capitalism, of this
or that revolution. The theoretical question is different: Is the dictatorship of the
proletariat possible without infringing democracy in relation to the exploiting class?
It is precisely this question, the only theoretically important and essential one, that
Kautsky has evaded. He has quoted all sorts of passages from Marx and Engels,
except those which bear on this question, and which I quoted above.
Kautsky talks about anything you like, about everything that is acceptable to liberals
and bourgeois democrats and does not go beyond their circle of ideas, but he does
not talk about the main thing, namely, the fact that the proletariat cannot achieve
victory without breaking the resistance of the bourgeoisie, without forcibly
suppressing its adversaries, and that, where there is “forcible suppression”, where
there is no “freedom”, there is, of course, no democracy
This Kautsky has not understood.
***
We shall now examine the experience of the Russian revolution and that divergence
between the Soviets of Deputies and the Constituent Assembly which led to the
dissolution of the latter and to the withdrawal of the franchise from the
bourgeoisie.
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