
CHAPTER XI
MARXISM IN ACTION

Twice in the history of the Social Democratic Party before World
War I, German political life was dominated by anti-Semitic agitation to
such a degree that the party had to turn its full attention to it. The two
periods are characterized by the names of Stoecker and Ahlwardt.

The Stoecker movement was for the Social Democratic Party a matter
of life and death. The Social Democrats evaluated it as part of a con-
servative scheme to take advantage of the anti-Socialist act and emas-
culate the Social Democratic Party by transforming it into a "state-
socialist" auxiliary against liberalism.' As one of the first answers to
Stoecker's agitation, the party appealed to the workers to leave the
Protestant Church. The campaign was led by the impetuous Most and,
although not effective if measured by the number of workers who
formally severed their relation with the church, it was a matter of great
concern to the authorities.2

A few days after the anti-Semitic riots that took place on New Year's
eve of 1880 in Berlin, the Social Democrats called a mass meeting to
clarify the position of the workers on the Jewish question Whether out
of apprehension that the anti-Semites would try to break up the meet-
ing or as a gesture of class consciousness, the announcement stated that
only those would be admitted who could identify themselves as genuine
wage earners. The success of the meeting went beyond all their expecta-
tions. A capacity crowd cheered the speakers who lashed out against the
"lying, conniving anti-Semites," and enthusiastically seconded a resolu-
tion the most important part of which read:

Considering that the sense of justice and democratic spirit of the un-
prejudiced German wage earners—a great number of whom are at present
also suffering under the pressure of discriminatory laws—. . . . must resist any
curtailment of the civic equality constitutionally guaranteed to the Jews, this
public and general workers' meeting. . . . carries the following resolution:

1. We warn all urban and rural workers of Germany against the maneuvers
of certain self-styled friends of the people. We warn them not to let them-
selves be induced to participate in that movement and be abused as tools for
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aims which consciously or unconsciously are directed against the interests
of the people;

2. We likewise warn the workers to stay away from this movement which
is no concern of theirs. We ask all Cerman wage earners in country and city
to give their vote in future Reichstag elections—in so far as the present dis-
criminatory law does not make it necessary to abstain from voting altogether
._—only to those candidates who have committed themselves to vote against all
new discriminatory legislation, and to work towards repealing that which is
nOW in force.8

The success of the January meeting was repeated in a series of
similar demonstrations. The workers would often take the counteroffensive
and appear in number at anti-Semitic gatherings where they took over
the chair and turned the meeting into a demonstration for the outlawed
Social Democratic Party. The anti-Semites reciprocated. With the party
greatly hampered by the Act, the unions had begun to occupy them-
selves with questions of social reform. The anti-Semites took advantage
of the opportunity to go on record as favoring reform and frequently
spoke in union meetings where their demands for protective labor laws,
a standard work day, minimum wages, "prohibition of cut-throat com-
petition," found much acclaim. A conservative guild ideology was still
strong in the unions and the anti-Semites' ideal of a closed society, of

a regulated corporative community, carried weight. The government
encouraged the anti-Semites' attempts to drive a wedge between the
unions and the party. But the unions, too, spurned Jew-baiting. The
workers' hatred of the government was such as to discredit any anti-
Semite who tried to sell them the government by peddling Christian
Social reform.4

In the tumultuous elections of 1881, the Social Democrats set a de-
cisive example of noncooperation with the anti-Semites. It had become
clear after the first balloting that the Progressives, Bismarck's bate noire,
would not suffer the defeat for which the elections had been engineered.
Stoecker, Adolph Wagner, and other prominent men of the Christian
Social movement approached the Berlin Social Democrats with an offer to
support them in the run-off elections and to oppose the continuation of
the anti-Socialist act, provided Bebel, Liebknecht, and Hasenclever as
spokesmen of the Social Democratic Party would recognize Bismarck's
social legislation as being in the interests of the workers, and would in
the future cooperate with the parties of "social reform," that is, the
Stoecker movement. So as to leave no doubt that the offer had the
government's blessing, the semi-official Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeit-
ung5 elaborated on the theme that the real beneficiaries of the anti-
Socialist act had been the Progressives who had found political support
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in the ranks of the workers, economically their arch-enemies. It hinted
that the government would be ready to drop the Act once it had suc-
ceeded in materializing "the healthy core of socialist ideas" and in
"satisfying the workers' just demands" by way of social reform legislation.
The Social Democratic leaders gave an unambiguous answer. Bebel
and Liebknecht publicly declared themselves to have replied

that we rejected all electoral horse trading and vote buying; that we prefer
8,000 honestly gained votes to 80,000 bought ones; that we were not in a
position to regard the government's economic policies, inaugurated by the
anti-Socialist law and including such measures as higher indirect taxes and
tariffs on essential commodities, increased military expenses, the law regulat.
ing the right and duties of trade associations (Innungsgesetz) and the like,
as taken in the interests of the workers;

that we never refused . . . seriously to consider the government's reform
bills, to try to change them according to our wishes and to accept them if
they would conform to our point of view; but that we had to refuse to work
together with parties which are reactionary and therefore hostile to labor.6

The Social Democratic Party remained deaf to all the other overtures
made by Stoecker and Bismarck to bring it into an alliance against the
Progressives, although little love was lost between Socialists and Pro-
gressives. The firmness of the Socialists was the more remarkable as the
immediate interests of the workers and the Mitteistand exerted a strong
pull toward governmental protection and thereby toward a common
front against the parties of free enterprise. Stoecker's meetings were
crowded with people who felt little if any animosity toward labor and
the Socialists. Union with such a powerful anticapitalist opposition
might have proved tempting to a less principled movement than
Social Democracy. It is entirely to the credit of the Marxists° that the
party insisted on a clear separation from the various kinds of socialistic
ideologies which usually were tinged with, if not built on, anti-Semitism.
The position was won in the fight against the philosophy of the anti-
Semitic anarchist Eugen Diihring, then a strong influence in the party,
and against the corporative ideas of the anti-Semitic Katheder-Socialist
Adolph Wagner. The confusion that existed may be gathered from the
fact that a publication as close to the Social Democratic Party as the
Jahrbuch für Sozialwirsenschaft could interpret the activities of Stoecker
as another sign of the irresistible progress of socialist ideas.7

So determined was the Social Democratic Party even in the heyday of
the Berlin Movement not to make any concessions to the anti-Semitic
climate of the Reich capital that in the municipal election of 1883 it nom-
inated a Jewish candidate to run concurrently in two election districts.

see Friederich Engels' letter, Document No. IX.
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What was more, this Jewish candidate, Paul Singer, was not a little tailor
or grocer but a very successful garment manufacturer. The workers under-
stood the militant gesture. In his acceptance speech Singer declared
himself honored by the fact that the workers, by nominating him, had
given a demonstration of their attitude toward anti-Semitism. "The
meaning of my candidacy goes far beyond me as a person; it is the
assurance that the workers will also in the future uphold the principle
of equality for all, that they will not ask who the man is but what kind
of a man he is."8

The speech was greeted with enthusiasm and Singer was elected on
the first ballot with a majority over the combined votes of his opponents.
A year later, he was elected to the Reichstag and in 1885 became chair-
man of the Social Democratic Reichstag group. In 1886, under a clause
of the anti-Socialist act, he was expelled from Berlin. But the more he
attracted the ire of the government and of the anti-Semites, the more
the socialist workers seemed to adore him. They made his forced depar-
ture the occasion of a demonstration against Bismarck and his brother-
in-law, the Prussian Minister of the Interior, Puttkamer. Singer's fare-
well message to the Socialists was illegally printed and 20,000 copies were
distributed in Berlin without the police being able to make a single
arrest. In the "Kartell" elections of 1887, Singer was reelected to the
Reichstag with the highest vote cast for any candidate in Berlin.

During the Reichstag elections of 1884, the outlawed Social Demo-
cratic Party made one of the few exceptions to its rule of abstaining alto-
gether from voting in districts where its candidates were hopelessly
outnumbered rather than supporting the candidates of other parties. In
the run-off elections, Stoecker faced the Progressive Virchow in a Berlin
district. Although a decision had been made to keep strictly neutral in
the fight between the anti-Semites and the Progressives, the party leaders
expressed their wish to see Stoecker defeated. Bebel, Liebknecht, Auer,
and Singer made it publicly known that, in spite of the Social Demo-
crats' differences with the Progressives, the election of Stoecker should
be prevented. The Progressive Party was thus able to distribute a leaflet9
which carried the following excerpts from statements by socialist leaders:

Liebknecht writes:
"I deem it the duty of the party comrades to vote for Virchow. Stoecker's

election in Berlin would be our shame."

Auer writes:
"I hate the Progressives as much as anyone but I have declared. .

that, if I would have to vote, I would cast my vote for the Progressive."

Rebel writes:
"It is right to say that both parties are our enemies; but it goes with-
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out saying that one chooses the lesser of two evils. It is not for the Social
Democrats to vote for Virchow, but against Stoecker."

Hasenclever writes:
"I am strictly for not voting but do not hesitate to declare that it is the

duty of those Social Democratic voters who want to make use of their right
of suffrage to vote against Stoecker."

Stoecker was defeated and the failure of his campaign was a symbol
of his party's decline in Berlin. By 1885, the Berlin Movement had lost
its impetus. The Social Democratic Party, however, had more than
doubled its vote in Berlin between the elections of 1881 and 1884, and,
although outlawed, gained more followers than the coddled conservative
and anti-Semitic forces together. Its claim to have been most responsible
for holding the anti-Semitic movement of the 1880's in check is cer-
tainly not without justification.

The heroic period of the Social Democratic Party, the years of the anti-
Socialist act, appears in retrospect also as the period of its most militant
stand against political anti-Semitism. Not that the Socialists later changed
their basic attitude towards it. They continued to judge it as politically
reactionary, sociologically a Mitteistand phenomenon, psychologically a
manifestation of economic anxiety and displaced aggression. But at no
other time did the Socialists find themselves in such an unproblematic,
clear-cut position towards organized hatred of Jews. Opposition to Stoeck-
er's agitation was action in self-defense. A refusal to cooperate with the
government-controlled social reform program was a declaration of war
against clerical-Conservative authoritarianism, the mortal enemy of the
Social Democrats. Smarting themselves under the pressure of repressive
legislation, they were most sensitive to the danger of further political
reaction which the attack on the civil rights of the Jews heralded.
Jewish political emancipation and universal suffrage had been too closely
linked in time and consequence not to be widely taken as the common
fruits of democracy.

The reaction of the Socialists to the wave of radical, that is, racial
anti-Semitism in the early 1890's differed perceptibly from their reaction
to the Stoecker movement ten years before. The spontaneous hostility
which the Social Democratic Party had then displayed gave way to an
almost contemplative attitude of wait-and-see, critical, to be sure, but
with a strong element of hopeful speculation.

It will not take one far amiss to see one of the chief reasons for this
change in the objective characteristics which distinguished the racial
movement from its conservative counterpart. Racial anti-Semitism was
ideologically and politically a more complex phenomenon. As a political
movement, it lacked significant features which had made the nature of
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Stoecker's party so obvious. Racial, radical, rowdy anti-Semitism had
neither the respectable leadership nor the stamp of tacit approval from
the highest quarters which the Christian Social Party had enjoyed. The
political objectives of the Berlin Movement were precise and limited.
Walter Frank has summed them up as "the last large-scale attempt on
the part of the Conservative-clerical powers of Prussia to wrest political
hegemony in the Reich capital from the forces of modern democracy,
namely, the leading stratum of the liberal middle classes, moneyed
jewry, and the Social Democrats in the background slowly rising to
eminence at the polls."° But what, concretely, was the goal of racial
anti-Semitism? Its political performance was marked by utter lack of
direction. It seemed to strike blindly in all directions, against Social
Democrats and Conservatives, Liberals and Catholics. The diffuse aggres-
sion of its followers, their inability for coordinated and sustained political
action made them behave, in a favored phrase of the Socialists, like
"petty bourgeois gone beserk."

Moreover, as the character of political anti-Semitism had changed, so
had the general political constellation. The fight against Social Democ-
racy was no longer being led by the Old Conservatives, Stoecker's spon-
sors. Their place was gradually being taken by captains and spokesmen
of modern industry and finance, adhering to the philosophy of free enter-
prise plus cartels, anti-unionism plus tariffs. "We vehemently struck back
at the whole Stoecker business and all it stood for as long as it was in
power," Mehring wrote in 1896. "But when small Junkerdom and its
allied clergydom (Pfaffentvm) were shelved in favor of Stumm and
consorts, that is, in favor of far more dangerous enemies of the masses,
we preferred to give battle to the more dangerous enemy instead of
chasing in blind fury after poor thieves on the cross (arnw
Schächer). . . ."ll

Much as this new political situation may have influenced the Social
Democrats' changed attitude toward the second wave of anti-Semitism, it
was perhaps not the decisive factor. There were developments within the
party itself which indirectly but powerfully influenced the party's posi-
tion. At the bottom of them was the dilemma as to the future course of
Social Democratic action which had been raised by the lapse of the anti-
Socialist act in 1890. The Social Democratic Party had not only survived
twelve years of a tough tug of war with the government; it had during
the time of its suppression greatly gained in political prestige and
organizational strength. In Paul Singer's words, the anti-Socialist act had
held the Socialists together like an iron ring. Intransigeant Marxism had
apparently won against the combined forces of government and reaction.
It had also proved to be right against the tendencies for compromise
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which had shown themselves in the party ever since it had been outlawed
and which had been steadfastly resisted as the ideologies of defeatism by
the radical leaders.12 Official Social Democratic Party historiography has
understandably concentrated on the inspiring aspects of the "heroic
years" of 1878—1890, the party's first and last experience with illegality in
imperial Germany. But the historical truth is somewhat more complex.
There was great apprehension as to whether the organization could main-
tain itself indefinitely against the government's endless acts of black-
mailing, bribing, confiscating, arresting, expelling, and jailing. Continued
resistance might eventually force the party to become a conspiratorial
organization, with all the dangers such a step involved.13 The party's de-
fiance of the government might be alienating important groups which a
less intransigeant policy might win over. These problems had been
anxiously discussed by the leading Social Democrats throughout the
period when the anti-Socialist act was in force. Despite the party's cou-
rageous and intelligent fight against governmental oppression, it was not
certain at all that it could withstand a second major conflict. Despite
the Social Democrats' claim to have forced the government to retreat
in the face of the party's impressive successes at elections, it was not
unknown that it had suited Bismarck to prevent the extension of the
repressive act in 1889 because he wanted an open showdown with radical
labor. None of the Social Democratic leaders shared the optimism of
Friedrich Engels who, in 1892, wrote Bebel that the party would easily
(spielend) survive another Sozialisten-Gesetz.

After Marx's death in 1883, Engels untiringly worked to preserve the
theoretical and political heritage of the revolutionary philosophy. He
took a prominent part in discussions within the Social Democratic Party.
Although not officially a member, he was, in Bebel's word; its head.
Engels' articles and letters of the period from 1878, the year the anti-
Socialist bill was passed, to his death in 1895, give witness of an unfail-
ing faith in the inevitability of the socialist revolution in Germany and in
the nearness of its hour. In 1880, he assured Bebel "that all the historical
forces are bound to work for us, that nothing, absolutely nothing can
happen from which we will not benefit."14 He refused to rule out the
possibility that the abortive bourgeois revolution of 1848 might still
come off. The forces of modern industry, he felt, could not resign them-
selves to the place the Hohenzollern monarchy had assigned to them.
Potentially they still were revolutionary vis-à-vis the monarchy, the army,
the bureaucracy, and the semifeudal "cabbage-Junkers." When Bebel,
in 1886, conveyed to him his doubts about such an appraisal of the Ger-
man middle classes, Engels wrote back: "You cannot possibly have a
lower opinion of the German bourgeoisie than I do. But the question is
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whether the historical circumstances will not force it against its will to
become active again. . . . A stagnation such as exists today in political
Germany—truly the second Kaiserreich—can only be temporary and ex-
ceptional; big industry cannot let the industrialists' cowardice dictate
its laws; the economic processes constantly reproduce the collisions,
accentuate them and will not forever suffer the domination of the semi-
feudal Junkers with their feudal aspirations." After the Social Democratic
victory in the Reichstag elections of 1884, Engels triumphantly wrote
Kautsky: "The Sozialirten-Gesetz stands condemned. State and bour-
geoisie have exposed themselves to deadly ridicule." The startling success
in the elections of 1890 made him write to Wilhelm Liebknecht that
"three years hence we can have the agricultural laborers and with them
we will have the lite troops (Kernregimenter) of the Prussian army."
In 1891, he predicted "a radical turn of events" to take place around
1898. A major disorganization of the world market would lead to a
European war and create the opportunity for a socialist revolution.

Since time was, in Engels' opinion, working for the Social Democrats
even under the heavy hand of a semi-absolutistic regime, and since the
requirements of modem capitalism excluded a lasting compromise be-
tween the old and the new social classes, the Socialists should be careful
not to furnish the government with a pretext for setting up an open
military dictatorship.15 An untimely proletarian bid for power would
throw the middle classes back into the arms of conservative reaction.
However, if labor's alliance with the forces of bourgeois liberalism
was, in Engels' opinion, necessary to overthrow the old powers, it could
only be a temporary partnership. To assure the victory of socialism, the
Social Democratic Party had to remain a revolutionary organization, the
organization of the industrial and agricultural workers. On this point
Engels was adamant. Lost elections, occasional unpopularity, temporary
setbacks of all kinds were unavoidable for a revolutionary party but also
irrelevant to the destiny of a party which represented the most advanced
class of society.16 Maintaining the revolutionary character of the Social
Democratic Party necessitated abandoning all efforts to placate groups
which, although suffering under the impact of modern industry and
finance, represented the ideological and material interests of private
ownership. Since it was objectively impossible to turn back, even to slow
down, the wheel of capitalism under which outdated property relations
were crushed, it would be meretricious or demagogic to promise archaic
classes their economic salvation. After the impending victory,17 socialism
would help them towards reintegration in the new society.

Engels' friends in the Social Democratic Party, the radicals, accepted
his analysis but drew very different conclusions from it. Of all the party
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the first time, a serious competitor appeared on the scene who seemed
able to prevent the future proletarians and potential Social Democrats
from joining the revolutionary movement. Radical anti-Semitism, making
rapid headway in the rural districts, forced the party to devote its atten-
tion to the agrarian problem.2°

There was no difference of opinion in the Social Democratic Party as to
the cause of rising anti-Semitism: The agricultural depression made the
rural population listen to the anticapitalistic demagogy of the Jew-
baiters. Nor was there any disagreement within the party as to the fate
of radical anti-Semitism-—in the long run: the "awakened" groups would
abandon it and find their way to the only genuinely anticapitalistic party.
on this point, radicals like Bebel and Kautsky saw eye to eye with
revisionists like Bernstein and Heinrich Braun.21 The controversial ques-
tion was how the "awakened" would become Social Democrats. Once this
question was seriously raised, the issue of anti-Semitism was drawn into
the conflict between the radical and the revisionist wings of the party.
For two reasons, if not for others, despite considerable reluctance to
tackle it, the issue could not be evaded any longer. One was the
political competition of radical anti-Semitism; the other was the fight
to preserve the ideological and organizational unity of the party.

There were indications of an increasing demand within the party to
extend its influence from the cities to the villages. The advance of radical
anti-Semitism blocked Social Democratic progress; local party organiza-
tions which felt the pressure of Boeckel's and Ahlwardt's agitation began
to be alarmed. In 1890, at the party convention in Halle, the delegate
from Marburg (Hesse) complained:

We in Hesse, too, are convinced that something must be done if we do
riot want to fall back before Boeckel's agitation.22

And the same delegate brought forward a motion which read:

The comrades of Marburg move that in consideration of the gain the anti-
Semitic movement is making in ever-wider circles and of the objectionable
methods the anti-Semites are using, particularly in their fight against the Social
Democrats, the party give some support to its comrades in Marburg so that
a vigorous counteragitation can be developed at the source of the anti-
Semitic agitation.

The motion was not discussed but put on the agenda of next year's
convention. A more serious development took place in Southern Ger-
many, the stronghold of revisionism. In Bavaria Georg von Vollmar, in
the years of the anti-Socialist act one of the most uncompromising
leaders, insisted now on a realistic policy toward the small landowners.
The party, he claimed, could not expect to make friends in the villages
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leaders, Bebel remained closest to Engels. He sided with him in 1891,
against the party majority, when Engels predicted that a new crash was
to be expected within a few years.18 But while for Engels the economic
breakdown was the opportunity for revolutionary action, it became for
Bebel a reason for abstaining from such action: the impending economic
debacle would make political action superfluous. Whereas for Engels
the prospect of a brief period of economic stability implied the obliga-
tion to prepare for a following revolutionary situation, it meant for
Bebel the opportunity to preserve the unity of the party against the
"revisionists"19 on the Right and the ultraradical firebrands on the
Left. Capitalism would fall by the weight of its own contradictions!
Modern industry was in itself revolutionary! The transformation which
the revolutionary theory underwent in the further history of the Social
Democratic Party had begun. The radical phrase was henceforth to go
together with a growing belief in economic determinism which relied on
the "blind forces" of capitalism as a substitute for political action. In the
discussion of the agrarian question, which the Social Democrats con-
sidered the crux of the anti-Semitic movement of the nineties, this
paralyzing combination of radical phraseology and economic deter-
minism dominated the party.

The national economy of Germany was developed as a system of free
enterprise and competition to a lesser extent than that of other Western
nations. Early and powerful state intervention made it an eminently
political economy with its own dynamics. To apply the categories of free
market economy to the analysis of this political economy was to open
the way to grave errors of judgment. Marx had relied on British empirical
data when he formulated the abstract laws of capitalist economy. Eng-
land, the more advanced nation, would show Germany what was in store
for her. Marx's German disciples revelled in conclusions by analogy.
In the course of Britain's rise to industrial and commercial hegemony,
independent peasant farming had been severely reduced. This fact sup-
plied a powerful argument in Social Democratic discussions on the future
of German agriculture, and on the fate of the "intermediary" classes.
In 1891, flushed with the "victory over Bismarck and the bourgeoisie,"
the Social Democratic Party had drafted a new program which con-
fidently started from the premise that "the economic development of
bourgeois society leads inevitably (mit Naturnotwendigkeit) to the
ruin of small enterprise" and which explicitly included the peasants
among the "perishing intermediary groups." The main reason why the
Social Democrats could not let the alleged economic funeral of these
groups pass in silence was the disturbing fact that the anti-Semitic move-
ment, not the revolutionary party, was their political beneficiary. For
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as long as it resigned itself to telling the peasants that their ruin was
sealed under capitalism. Voilmar's demand for a program of "peasant pro-
tection" was part of a general attack upon the party's orthodoxy. Voilmar
recommended a strategy of "prudent negotiations" by which the party
could gradually move towards power.

The "agrarian question" was from then on a most controversial issue
in Socialist theory and praxis, bitterly fought over in the party literature
and on policy-making levels. It imposed itself upon other European
socialist parties, too, but in no country was it so closely related to the
problem of political anti-Semitism as in Germany. The Social Demo-
crats could not take up one without taking up the other. For a while,
they stalled. The annual convention of 1891 did not deal with the Hessian
delegate's motion of the previous year, and in 1892, the two topics
which were taken off the convention's agenda "for lack of time" were
"the economic depression and its consequences" and "anti-Semitism and
the Social Democracy."23 The convention of 1893 finally decided to deal
with the latter, but not without considerable dissenting opinion. A Berlin
delegate, for instance, moved against it because the anti-Semitic move-
ment, he argued, contained revolutionary elements and the Social Demo-
cratic Party had no reason for putting itself in strict opposition to all
anti-Semitic parties. The resolution was defeated, largely through Bebel
who insisted on a clarification of the party's position.

The party's hesitancy to take a stand can certainly not be attributed
to covert sympathies for anti-Semitism. It reflected the notion that the
anti-Semitic movement was against its will an auxiliary of socialism, at
least a large reservoir of future Social Democratic votes. Moreover, the
party had not yet come to a decision as to the policy it wanted to pursue
towards the ruined and embittered rural population. At the same con-
vention at which the great debate on anti-Semitism took place, a resolu-
tion was passed to deal with the agrarian question. Anti-Semitism and
the agrarian question, anti-Semitism and Social Democratic Mitteltand
policy in general involved inseparable problems and demanded joint
treatment.

For Marxists of all shades the cause-effect relation between economic
and ideological phenomena was obvious. Changes in the economic situa-
tion provided the stimuli which acted on the ideology; to change the
ideology required tackling the socioeconomic reality on which it fed.
This agreement on the causes only made it more difficult to agree on
a line of action in the fight against the Ahlwardts and Boeckels. Peasants
and small businessmen had become anti-Semitic because they feared to
lose their property. The practical fight against peasant anti-Semitism re-
quired the sponsorship of legislation in the interests of the small pro-
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ducer, a program aimed at the protection of his property. But such
reform policy would have run counter to the orthodox theory, to basic
tenets of Marxist economics. What was more, it would have meant aban-
doning the proletarian character of the party and with it the conception
of the proletarian revolution as the radicals understood it.

The interdependence of the issues was clearly realized. When, under
the leadership of Jean Jaurès in France and Georg von Vollmar and
Eduard David in Germany, the reformists were seriously threatening to
push the socialist parties towards a policy of lower middle-class protec-
tion, Engels attacked them in the Neue Zeit.24

We have in the party no use for the peasant who expects us to perpetuate
his small property (Parzelleneigentum), nor for the small artisan who wants
to remain an independent owner. These people belong to the anti-Semites,
let them go there.

The revisionists wanted a program of legislative aid to harassed
groups outside of labor. The radicals claimed that the economic decline
of these groups was inevitable, that without a social revolution there
was no way to cure the ills capitalism had created and was constantly
recreating. Bebel in his speech on anti-Semitism at the Cologne con-
vention of 1893 said bluntly: "What makes the position of the
Social Democratic Party towards the peasants, the artisans, and small
business people so difficult is the fact that as honest men the Social
Democrats have to say: we have no way of saving you within the exist-
ing framework of society."25

The debate on the agrarian question at the national convention of
1896 ended with the rejection of the reform program which a special
committee had submitted. Kautsky, the scholarly theoretician and spokes-
man of the radical group, won the majority of the delegates for his
motion not to accept the committee's suggestions (although Bebel and
Liebknecht had taken part in formulating them) because they promised
to consolidate peasant property, to give additional power to the state,
and thereby make labor's class struggle more difficult.

"The proletarian character of the Social Democratic Party has to be
kept intact!" The radical argument remained victorious in the nineties.
The position to be taken on political anti-Semitism was mapped out
accordingly. It had to fit the requirements of the radicals' fight for a
"revolutionary" party, for the preservation of the orthodox doctrine, and
for cautious maneuvering to avoid another test of force with the state.
The official interpretation of anti-Semitism declared that the anti-Jewish

movement was a furious reaction mistakenly directed against one capital-
ist group instead of the capitalist order as a whole; essentially anti-
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capitalistic and therefore potentially revolutionary; an immature form
of rebellion, futile and evanescent like the groups that indulged in it;
the death rattle of moribund classes. Thus interpreted, anti-Semitism
became in itself an important part of the evidence which the radical
wing brought forth to secure its position against the pressures of revision-
ism. The statements of Social Democratic leaders have to be interpreted
in this light; their emphasis on certain features of radical anti-Semitism
and indifference toward others was governed by the necessities of a
grand strategy which had little, if anything, to do with the Jews, but a
great deal with the future of the party. Justification for noninterference
was provided by resolutions of the kind adopted at the Cologne Con-
vention:

The Social Democratic Party fights anti-Semitism as a movement which
is directed against the natural development of society but which, in spite
of its reactionary character, and against its will, is bound to become
revolutionary. This must happen because the urban and rural petty bourgeois
groups which are being aroused by the anti-Semitic leaders against the
Jewish capitalists will finally understand that their enemy is not only the
Jewish capitalist but the capitalist class itself and that only the success of
socialism can liberate them from their distress.

The hope for quick proletarianization of the lower middle classes and
speedy socialist victory was the compensation for the passivity recom-
mended by the radical leaders. Indifference to the fate of the Jews was
easily maintained by the conviction that they were not actually in danger
and that the anti-Semitic movement was bound to fizzle out without
doing any real damage. Bebel believed its peak had already been passed
in 1898, and the Vorwärts27 found that "with the victories of June 15
[1898, the date of the Reichstag elections in which the anti-Semites had
made their spectacular gains] the anti-Semitic movement had reached
its climax," and that the elections for the Diets of Saxony and Prussia
had already shown "a decisive decline."

The anti-Semitic agitators, themselves, seemed bent on proving that
"it must happen"—that in their groping for political orientation the
declassed groups would be driven towards the Social Democratic Party.
At the height of their careers, Ahlwardt and Boeckel often used a ter-
minology patterned after that of the Social Democrats. The Vorwärts
took pleasure in commenting on it with an air of irony and condescen-
sion.28 Toward the end of 1894, Ahlwardt presented a platform for a
new nationwide anti-Semitic organization. It provided for "the transfer
into collective property of large-scale enterprises in industry and agri-
culture, with indemnity for the owners if not Jewish."29 Criticized for
the "socialism" he advocated, Ahlwardt defended the proposed measure
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by stating that the hopes of the anti-Semitic movement rested with the
workers, and that "whoever wants to win over the masses must offer
more than the Social Democrats. If anti-Semitism fails to tear the workers
away from the Social Democracy, it will be doomed because the Mittel-
stand by itself is already too weak and exhausted to lead the anti-Semitic
movement to victory."

Earlier in the year, Boeckel had published an article in his paper, the
Reichsherold, in which he had apparently given up the whole racial
theory. "The money-greedy big capitalist," Boeckel had written, "no
matter whether Jew or non-Jew, is the strangler of our people whom he
deprives of the opportunity to work. The accumulation of great wealth
must lead to impoverishment and an economic breakdown." The Vor-
warts, in an article entitled "Anti-Semitism, the seed of Social Democ-
racy," called this "plain language" and concluded that "Herr Boeckel's
followers, once they have reached this point, are bound to be led even-
tually into the camp of Social Democracy."3° At the height of Ahlwardt's
agitation Bebel summed up the Social Democratic attitude by saying:
"It's all right with us if the members of the ruling classes wage war
against each other, if all confidence is shattered and a revulsion against
this whole order sets in. We calmly watch and wait."31
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