
CHAP TER XIII
THE SOCIAL DEMOCRATIC PARTY IN THE

ERA OF IMPERIALISM (1895-1914)

Instead of the economic decay which the Social Democrats saw her-
alded by the anti-Semitic movement of the early nineties, there began,
in the middle of the decade, the most spectacular phase of Germany's
industrial development. It lasted, with two brief interruptiolls, until the
eve of World War I. During this period the Social Democratic Party it-
self underwent a transformation from a revolutionary movement to a
legal reform party. It made the change without surrendering its pro-
fessed revolutionary aspirations. Within one organization, Marxist or-
thodoxy and revisionism managed to achieve a modus vivendi.

The process can hardly be sketched without some arbitrariness.1 Its
significance for our topic will be illustrated in the following chapter by
an account of the party's reaction to three phenomena with which it
had to deal after the turn of the century: German imperialism, Russian
anti-Semitism, and socialist Zionism.

In the Reichstag elections of 1903, three million votes were cast for
the Social Democrats. One out of every four German voters had ex-
pressed his preference for the party most outspokenly opposed to the
government. The tremendous success seemed to justify the radical leader-
ship and was a convincing argument against the revisionists who pressed
for cashing in on the popular mandate by fuller participation in state
affairs.2 The party convention of Dresden (1903) "most determinedly
disapproved of the revisionist designs to change our tactics, tested and
crowned with victory, by substituting a policy of adjustment to the exist-
ing order for the conquest of political power and the defeat of our
enemies."3 "The revisionist fog has been blown away," Rosa Luxemburg
jubilantly commented, "and before the hateful eyes of the bourgeoisie
the steep, sharp rock of the proletarian bastion juts out in its old inac-
cessibility, in its old harshness. A yawning abyss separates it again from
the bourgeois world."4

Rapid industrialization favored the radicals because it provided for
a growing pooi of industrial workers from which the party could recruit
new members and followers and thus preserve its proletarian character.
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The same process weakened the revisionist claim that the party could
Ot afford to declare itself indifferent to the fate of the peasants and the
urban lower middle class. Industrialization expanded the inner market
for agricultural commodities, relieved the pressure of agrarian over-
production and, together with the aggressive protectionist agitation of
the Agrarian League, helped to redirect the rebellious peasants toward
conservatism. By 1895 the worst of the agrarian depression seemed to
be over and radical anti-Semitism was on the wane. It had become less
urgent to deal with the political implications of both. While the "inter-
mediary classes" obviously did not disappear as quickly as the radicals
kept insisting they would,5 their survival was no boon for the case of
the revisionists. It became very questionable whether these classes could
be viewed any longer as potential allies of the socialist workers.

Intensive industrialization not only favored the growth of the Social
Democratic organization but facilitated a compromise between the par-
ty's left and right wings. So long as such objective criteria as electoral
victories, membership increases, and the rapid concentration of indus-
trial and financial wealth supported the theory of a quasi-automatic evo-
lution toward the day when labor would "take over," it did not matter
too much how the party acted, as long as it remained "revolutionary."
The Social Democratic leaders seemed justified in the belief that the
revolutionary prospects would not suffer if the party confined itself to
those legal methods of agitation which the government could not deny it.
The radicals' desire for legality was, of course, wholeheartedly shared
by the moderates who saw in the party's growing stature proof of the
progress which Social Democracy could make under the constitutional
government. In the early nineties, on the occasion of Bismarck's dismis-
sal, and again at the time of the Kaiser's conflict with Caprivi when the
air was thick with rumors of an impending coup d'etat, the leaders of
Social Democracy had agreed that the conditions of constitutional legal-
ity were preferable to a hazardous existence under a military dicta-
torship.

In the opening era of Cerman imperialism, the incongruity between
the principles of social revolution and social reform led towards a divi-
sion of labor within the party rather than a factional split. The leader-
ship continued to talk in revolutionary terms, but did not refuse to abide
by the requirements of political expediency. The emphasis on automatic
socioeconomic developments permitted the party to hang on to a revo-
lutionary ideology and, at the same time, to perform its daily tasks ac-
cording to the rules of constitutional government and parliamentary
routine. A new type of party functionary developed—efficient, expert,
bureaucratic, and dignified. The observation which the old Liberal Lud-
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wig Bamberger made at the end of his long political career was as sar-
castic as it was true. "Anyone who knew the Reichstag at the time when
such beasts as Hasselmann, Most and their consorts were raging in its
chambers, can scarcely recognize their successors in the deputies who,
as reporters or chairmen of commissions cooperate in a friendly and
gemutliche fashion with their colleagues to make small changes, for
better or worse, in the bourgeois world. . . . Certainly, they have not
abjured their belief in the wickedness and untenableness of present-day
society but they have become too intelligent to believe any longer that
the German state can be overthrown on the barricades and that, even if
this were possible, barricades would really do away with [private] prop-
erty."6

Meanwhile the enemies of socialist labor did not "calmly watch and
wait" for the "inevitable" victory of socialism. They went on the offen-
sive, politically by such measures as staging nationalistic elections; eco-
nomically, by putting pressure on the trade unions. At the turn of the
century, German business itself had become tightly organized. By 1906,
over 500 cartels had come into existence for the purpose of "rational"
market exploitation. These were complemented by powerful business
associations and by the employers' associations (Arbeitgeber-Verbdnde)
which comprised about two-thirds of the employers and were prepared
to render each other mutual assistance in case of labor trouble.

Against this strong, disciplined, and cohesive combine, the trade
unions, by 1906, could muster all-told about one-third of Germany's
workers, belonging, moreover, to unions of widely different political and
religious orientations. The Social Democratic organizations, while nu-
merically the strongest, did not have unquestioned authority in problems
of labor strategy. The superiority of organized capital over organized
labor was impressively demonstrated in a number of clashes in which
the unions were worsted. The defeats of the Saxon textile workers in 1903
and of the Ruhr miners in 1905 were the most telling. The 7,500 striking
textile workers, backed by the Social Democratic Party and other unions,
held out for five months. But the strike was finally lost and the workers
had to return to the mills without winning a single demand. The party
and the unions had not been strong enough to stand up against the re- I

sources of capital and the authority of the state. The Ruhr miners' strike
of 1905 ended with an even greater defeat for labor. It started against
the advice of the unions and within a few days swept from the Ruhr to
Silesia and Saxony and even beyond the German borders. In Belgium
and Bohemia miners expressed their solidarity with their German col-
leagues by a number of wildcat strikes. 270,000 German miners, more
than 80 per cent of the total industry, left the pits. Less than half of
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them were organized, and th9y again were split into four different unions.
Within a few weeks, the strike funds were exhausted. It was impossible
for other unions or the party to finance a struggle of such proportions.
The strike had to be called off; the miners returned to work thoroughly
defeated and resenting the union leadership hardly less than the op-
erators.

The party saw in this show of power and intransigency the united em-
ployers' answer to the Social Democratic electoral triumph of two years
ago. It could not ignore the implications of the defeat. What were the
benefits of its political progress? Additional seats in the Reichstag repre-
sented no genuine increment of power in a state where the parliament
was not the seat of authority. "The area is growing," Kautsky wrote, "in
which we either have to content ourselves with what we have achieved
or go on to new methods of fighting."7 The party's alternatives seemed to
be either to break with legal methods and reorganize itself for a fight
by every means, such as the Russian revolutionary movements were car-
rying on against the Czarist regime; or to follow Eduard Bernstein's
advice and to have the courage to show itself for what it was, a legal
parliamentary party that should not pretend to a radicalism which it had
neither the intention nor power to apply. If they accepted the latter al-
ternative, the Social Democrats would have been compelled to abjure
revolutionary phraseology and to concentrate, in alliance with other
groups, on democratizing the state. The radical leadership chose neither
alternative.

The Russian revolution of 1904-05 brought the conflict within the
Social Democratic Party to a head. Stirred by the Russian events, a
strong wing in the party, particularly in the North-German districts, de-
manded "new methods of fighting." But the union leaders and the grad-
ualists in the party were less impressed by the Russian revolution than
by the defeated strikes and the power of German industrialists. "We
need peace to go ahead," one of their spokesmen declared. He expressed
the desire of most union leaders. At the party convention at Jena (1905)
the struggle was to have been decided. Actually the decision had been
made a few weeks before, at the trade union convention in Cologne.
The convention turned down a number of radical motions, foremost
among them a motion to discuss labor's attitude toward the general strike
as a political weapon. Most union leaders had definitely chosen to be
content with what had been achieved and still could be achieved by
legal methods. They had become anxious to free themselves from the
radical philosophy of the party majority and threatened to cut their
organizations loose from it. Confronted with this situation, the Jena con-
vention agreed on two formulas which saved party unity and face. It
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carried a resolution which endorsed the mass strike as a legitimate
weapon of labor—provided the fundamental rights of suffrage and coali-
tion were attacked. And even in such a case, the decision to call a gen-
eral strike was made dependent on the further growth of the party and
on more thorough mass indoctrination. It was the radicals' admission that
the workers were not ready, and would not be ready for an indefinite
time to come, to follow the call.8

There remained only the legal road to power, or, in more realistic
terms, the hope of whittling down the limitations which unrepresenta.
tive government imposed on parliament. Such a road required, on the
part of Social Democracy, the willingness to make political alliances and
concessions. Besides, it presupposed the existence of allies. There were
some, but they were not powerful. After the South-German states Ba-
varia, Wurttemberg, and Baden had liberalized their constitutions in
1904 and had granted direct, secret, general, and equal male suffrage,
the Social Democrats in these states gained key positions in the respective
parliaments. In Baden the Social Democratic deputies even voted for
the state budget, a flagrant violation of the party's general dictum not
to give such a vote of confidence to capitalistic governments.9

The example set by the Southern Social Democrats, however, was not'
repeated in the Reich, not only because of the greater strength of the
radical leadership. There was no political force left with which the party
could have aligned itself without giving up every vestige of its tradition,;
principles, and outlook.10 The Reichstag elections of 1907—the "Hot-
tentots' elections"—made it abundantly clear that liberal resistance to.
the hysteria of chauvinism and imperialism had broken down. The Social.
Democratic Party, against which the fury of nationalistic passions had
been directed, lost half of its parliamentary representation.11 With 43
instead of the 82 seats which it had won in 1903, it would only have
been a second-rate partner in a majority group, even if it should now.
have desired to enter into a coalition. The parliamentary majority ac-
tually was formed by the Progressives, National Liberals, Conservatives,
and anti-Semites. The Social Democrats were successfully isolated.

The lost strikes of the previous years had demonstrated the strength.
and maneuverability of organized management to be superior to that'
of the unions; the lost elections of 1907 gave notice that through chauvin
ism and imperialism the party's enemies commanded greater masses of
voters than Marxism could hope to reach. Within the possibilities of con-
stitutional action, the party could not expose itself to nationalistic wrath
without the risk of being reduced to a negligible quantity even in termsi
of parliamentary power. It did not fail to heed the warning. In 1907, atl
the International Socialist Congress at Stuttgart, the French socialisti
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leader Jean Jaurès moved for common socialist action, including a gen-
eral strike, in the case of a European war. Bebel rejected the proposal
on the ground that the German Social Democracy could not let itself
be forced into a position which might become fatal "even for the ex-
istence of the party."12 Kautsky came to his aid. "In no other country is
Social Democracy confronted with a government so utterly soaked in
militarism as in Germany; in no other country has militarism so infested
the whole capitalist society, including that part of the proletariat that is
still steeped in a bourgeois ideology. Under such conditions, our agita-
tion against militarism cannot simply follow a line of conduct which is
possible only in totally different situations."13

Concern for the fate of the party had become the ultimate criterion
in questions of peace and war. The organization should not be exposed
to police terror; the nationalist emotions of potential Social Democratic
voters were not to be unnecessarily offended. In the same year (1907)
the authority of Bebel was used to remove the stigma of Vaterlands-
losigkeit from the party. At the national convention at Essen, dissatis-
faction and protest had been voiced against the speech a Social Demo-
cratic representative, Gustav Noske, had made in the Reichstag.14 He
had declared that, in case of a war of aggression, the Social Democratic
Party would fight for the country with the same loyalty and devotion as
the bourgeois parties. The minister of war had taken notice of the
declaration with satisfaction. Kurt Eisner saw in Noske's statement an
"aftereffect of our defeat," "a concession to the general mood of depres-
sion caused by our setback in the elections."15 Bebel, however, supported
Noske in a speech that actually committed the party to a policy of na-
tional defense. He reminded Noske's critics that he himself had declared
in the Reichstag: "If we really should have to defend the fatherland,
we shall do it because it is the country on the soil of which we live, the
language of which we speak, the customs of which we follow; we shall
do it because we want to make this country of ours a model of perfec-
tion and beauty the like of which shall nowhere be found in the world.
We defend this fatherland not for you [capitalistsl but against you. And
that's why we might have to defend it against attack." When in 1913 a
special tax bill (Wehrbeitrag) was submitted to cover the cost of mili-
tary reorganization, the Social Democrats found reasons to vote for it.
On August 4, 1914, they granted, practically without dissension, the
credits which the government asked for financing the war.

Nothing could be more superficial than to interpret this development
of the Social Democratic Party as a conscious betrayal of its humanitarian
ideals. As a legal mass party, it did not dare to ignore "public opinion"
and "popular demands" which were nursed and manipulated by the
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ideologists and profiteers of Pan-Germanism. The bigger and more bu-
reaucratic the party became and the more it concentrated on its growth
and perpetuation, the less inclined it was to alienate the "intermediary
classes" and "that part of the proletariat that was still steeped in a bour-
geois ideology." Of this bourgeois ideology, nationalism and imperialism
had become the main pillars. In order not to be frustrated by isolation,
the party had to clarify its relation to the nation. It identified itself with
the state not as this state was dedicated to nationalistic, militaristic, and
imperialistic aims, but to the extent that it permitted the growth of a
progressive, exemplary, and well-organized labor movement. Bebel's
promise that this movement would some day refashion Germany into a
model society was made in good faith.

Social Democratic pride in the achievements of German labor, and
also of German science, industry, and culture grew as the party's revo-
lutionary and anti-capitalist spirit faded. When Germany became one of
the leading nations of Europe and German Social Democracy one of
the leading forces of the Socialist International, the Social Democrats
turned their attention to the dangers from without which threatened the
cause of German labor, and of freedom and progress generally. Czarist
autocracy and Pan-Slavism appeared as the greatest menace. The party's
sympathies with the Russian revolution of 1904-1905 were genuine but
it did not see in the Russian uprising a model of the proletarian struggle
for power. It interpreted it rather as an attempt to do away with an
antiquated, cruel, paralyzing regime and to create in its place the po-
litical and social conditions under which a modern labor movement such
as Germany's would be able to develop. The brutality with which the
government put down the revolution, and the white terror and pogroms
that followed in its wake, were not taken as an object lesson by the Ger-
man Socialists. They felt, like most Western Europeans, that terroristic
anti-Semitism was inconceivable anywhere but in the barbarous world
of Czarist reaction. Pogroms belonged to the dark Middle Ages which
in Russia extended into the present but which had definitely become past
history in Germany. The Social Democrats shared this conviction with
the Liberals and with most Conservatives. In Germany, not even a pro- ;
fessional anti-Semite would have dared any longer to instigate physical
violence against Jews. The worst mob demonstrations in the eighties and
nineties had not approximated anything like a Russian pogrom. Mean-
while ten years had passed which had extinguished even these memories.
The use of physical violence against the Jews was only possible among
"backward," "uncivilized," "ignorant" masses, spurred on by ruthless ty-
rants.

In Bebel's writings this transformation of the Social Democratic theory
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of anti-Semitism is particularly manifest. In 1893 he had stated that So-
cial Democracy could be quite satisfied with watching the outcome of
the anti-philo-Semitic controversy. He then had seen the revolutionary
movement as the ultimate beneficiary of this struggle among the ruling
groups. In 1906 he wrote:

Anti-Semitism in its ugliest and most abhorrent form has shown itself in
Russia since the great revolutionary movement has started there. All the horror,
brutality and barbarism in which the Christian Middle Ages excelled, holy
Russia has reproduced on a greater scale. And just as in the Middle Ages
authorities and clergy not infrequently favored the anti-Semitic persecutions,
so today in Russia police and high-ranking military officials . . . take command
over them and organize the conspiracy by arming the rabble and leading it
through their agents. . . . The Russian government favors anti-Semitism
because it is anxious to divert the hatred of the masses from its own foul
and corrupt system of government and from the representatives of this system,
the corrupt civil service. . . . And since the Jews in Russia, intellectuals
and proletarians, participated in extraordinary number in the revolutionary
movement, the Russian government had an additional reason for having hatred
of Jews incited by its agents and for provoking massacres and butcheries
the like of which have happened so far only under oriental despotisms.
Anti-Semitism which by its very nature can appeal only to the basest drives
and instincts of a backward stratum of society, expresses the moral depravity
of the groups that accept it. It is comforting [to know] that in Germany it
will never have a chance to exert a decisive influence upon the life of state
and society.'6

The closing sentence, preposterous as it sounds today, expressed the
conviction of the German people at large. That Bebel and all the other
Social Democrats shared in it shows the degree to which the "revolu-
tionary" party identified itself with the nation, but it also demonstrates
that political anti-Semitism in Germany at that time had shed every sem-
blance of actual or potential violence. Like the Social Democratic Party,
anti-Semitism had become domesticated. The successors of Boeckel and
Ahlwardt were so tame and respectable that even the Progressives, not
to speak of the National Liberals, helped them to win elections against
the Social Democrats. In the Reichstag, the anti-Semitic deputies co-
operated so closely with the Conservatives that they almost lost their
identity.

Social Democratic publications, too, scarcely dealt with German anti-
Semitism any longer. Between 1903 and 1908, a single article, "Changing
Anti-Semitism," appeared in Neue Zeit1T in which Phiipp Scheidemann
rehashed old Social Democratic notions of anti-Semitism as the transitory
ideology of groups which so far had remained politically indifferent.
"However severely one may judge anti:Semitism, it must be credited
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with one achievement: it has succeeded in awakening the political inter
est of strata of the population which no other party had been able to se
in motion. In the cities, it has mobilized the petty-bourgeois simpleton;
in the country it has often cured the small peasantry of the notion that
'mylord' knew everything and was anxious to see everything turn ou
for the best." The objective of Scheidemann's article was to show the
transformation of the anti-Semitic movement from an anticonservatjve
rebellion to an appendage of conservatism. This did not prevent him
from ending with the hollow formula:

"That the anti-Semitic groups are still able to exist at all proves ho
politically backward the German urban and rural MitteLrtand still is.
But, after all, the anti-Semitic demagogy has made them politically aware
and they cannot help being driven to a clear decision. They must either
become reactionary sans phrase, that is conservative, or recognize the
complete miserableness of anti-Semitism and turn their vision ahead
that means learning to think politically and becoming Social Democrats."

Within the next five years, frOm 1908 to 1912, the theme was taken
up only twice by the Neue Zeit—both articles dealing with anti-Semitism
in Russia. Anti-Semitism in Germany no longer presented any serious
problems. The danger zone appeared confined to the reactionary, back-
ward, autocratic East, to the state against which even the old Bebel of-
fered to "shoulder a rifle."18

The situation in Germany and Russia was as different with regard to
political anti-Semitism as it was with regard to the "Jewish question."
Masses of Jewish workers, artisans, and small tradespeople fled from
Eastern Europe. The process of their assimilation encountered far greater
difficulties than that of the German Jews. In the discussion as to how;
the problems of the uprooted Eastern Jews could be solved, a clear-cut
split developed in the Social Democratic Party.

The official party theoreticians insisted on treating this question, too,
as inseparable from the revolutionary class struggle and rejected Zion-
ism,* including labor Zionism, as a diversion from socialism's general
fight for freedom.19 "Zionism offers an impractical utopia," Kautsky
wrote,2° but he was equally pessimistic as to the future possibilities of
assimilation in a bourgeois world. "Liberalism is no longer able and
hardly wants any longer to do what until now it has neglected to do.
Its power to accomplish it and its popular backing are continually
dwindling. Where it has not yet already achieved the full emancipation
of the Jews, not only their political but social equality, it will not do so
in the future. . . . The only remaining force that can radically change

See Document No. XI, for a Marxist review of Theodor Herzl's The Jewi3h
State.
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what exists and must do away with all political and social inequality,
in order to free itself, is the proletariat. The victorious proletariat alone
can give Jewry full emancipation, and Jewry, in so far as it is not cling-
ing to capitalism, is interested in its victory."

But Zionism nevertheless had obtained a following among Jewish So-
cialists, and quite logically, mainly among those who belonged to the
right wing of the Social Democratic Party. The revisionists who were
not under the spell of the myth of an inevitable proletarian revolution
were unwilling to leave the urgent problems of Eastern Jewry's assimila-
tion to a remote millenium. The Sozialistische Monatshefte21 proved to
be a periodical in which socialist labor Zionism made itself effectively
heard.

It does not fall within the scope of this study to follow the involved
history of labor Zionism. The arguments it put forth in defense of its
case were forcefully presented in an article by Maxim Anin, "Is assimila-
tion of the Jews possible?"22 Anin took issue with the Austrian Socialist
leader Otto Bauer who had again recently endorsed Jewish assimilation
in his book on the national question.23 Bauer had written that as long as
the Jewish workers, by "the inflection of their language, their gestures,
their apparel, their customs, irritated the Christian class comrade, the
foreman and the manufacturer, the old economic conflict between the
peasant and the Jewish merchant continued to live on in the form of an
instinctive dislike. . . ." He had called the Jewish worker's cultural assim-
ilation the condition of his freedom of movement. "Then only will he
be able to turn to every place and every trade where the blind working
of the capitalist forces may happen to create more jobs; then only will
his special Jewish misery disappear and will he be left with nothing but
the common proletarian misery which he will fight and conquer in the
common battle, shoulder to shoulder with his Aryan colleagues."

Anin questioned the realism of such reasoning. Assimilation, regarded
by Bauer and most Socialists as inevitable and desirable, was in Anin's
opinion a vastly different problem for middle-class Jews and the Jewish
proletariat. Even if incompletely assimilated, members of the Jewish
middle classes in Western Europe and Russia could get a foothold in the
economic life of the nation, due to the impersonal character of capitalist
exploitation. Once economically settled, these Jews were able to absorb
the culture and education of their environment and prepare for further
assimilation. Not so the Jewish worker for whom personal assimilation,
as Anin agreed with Bailer, was almost a prerequisite of his being able
to enter into industry. Apart from the difficulties of individual conform-
ism, the Jewish worker had to contend with the anti-Semitism of manu-
facturers who were under no pressure to employ him since they could
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rely upon a steady flow of cheap labor from the countryside. Even the
Jewish manufacturer, in Anin's opinion, was rarely of any help, either
because of his own desire to be assimilated or because of the pressure
of competition that made him follow the labor practices of his non
Jewish colleagues. For these reasons Anin doubted whether the assimila.
tion of the great majority of the Jewish people, particularly the large
Eastern Jewish proletariat, was any longer possible and he even pre-
dicted a deterioration of the situation with the further growth of capital
ism. Most Socialists, he thought, had failed to face the complexity of the
Jewish question and to deal satisfactorily with the problem of national I
self-determination for the Jews.

The contributions of the revisionist monthly often revealed a greater:.
sensitivity to ominous cultural and political trends than the robustly op-
timistic articles of the Neue Zeit.24 Orthodox Marxism was frequently slow
and even unwilling to take notice of symptoms whose significance seemed
to run counter to the concepts and expectations of "scientific" socialism,
an observation not confined to Germany. A rigorous adherence to revo-
lutionary class strategy made Jules Guesde advise the French workers
to abstain from meddling in the Dreyfus affair. Socialist workers, in
Guesde's opinion, should choose "ni l'un ni l'autre," neither side, in a
fight that shook the French nation from top to bottom but which Guesde
considered an internal conflict of the ruling classes. Jean Jaurès, not an I
orthodox Marxist and often attacked for his "opportunism," did not hes-
itate to throw himself into the campaign for Dreyfus. Guesde's original
aloofness to the political and moral issues involved—he changed his stand
in the course of the affair—was rooted in the orthodox conviction that
revolutionary labor had to reject the values of the old and the new ruling
classes, and that neither bourgeois liberalism nor clerical conservatism
were the legitimate spokesmen for human justice in the "sham battle" for
and against the Jews.25

The revisionists' greater political realism, however, also made them
more susceptible to the nationalistic and imperialistic ideas of the times.
Once Marxist orthodoxy was cast aside, labor's interests appeared tied
to the interests of the nation's ruling groups. If the goal was no longer
revolution but higher wages, labor would have a stake in the benefits
accruing from industrial expansion beyond the nation's frontiers and
from direct political conquests. The ideology of "social imperialism" was
carried into the Social Democratic movement by a subgroup of the re-
visionist wing. Its guiding spirit was Joseph Bloch, the Jewish editor of
the Sozialirtische Monatshefte, and other Jews (Cohen-Reuss, Kaliski,
Georg Bernhard) were prominent members.

On the balance sheet of the success and failure of socialist indoctrina-
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tion, it will first of all have to be noted that the revolutionary ideology
with its insights, beliefs, and shibboleths tended to eliminate or de-
emotiomhl important spheres in which suspicion of the Jewish group
was traditionally harbored. Religion is a case in point. By being indiffer-
ent, if not consciously opposed, to all religious creeds as so many vari-
eties of superstition, the Socialists were free to neglect a source of group
hatred the importance of which is generally recognized.

Moreover, a reorientation took place with regard to economic notions
that had sustained the stereotype of the Jews as an asocial group, amass-
ing wealth at the expense of honest work. Marxist economics taught
labor that the original capitalist exploitation took place in the sphere of
production not of circulation. Surplus value, according to this theory,
was created in the mines, factories, and on the farms where workers
without their own means of production were forced to sell their labor
power and to create more value than they received in wages. The middle-
man, traditionally personified by the Jew, was not the original exploiter.
He shared in the spoils as did all owners of capital, according to the size
of his capital and not the special function he had in the economic proc-
ess. While the notion of the Jews as a capitalist group was certainly
dominant also among the workers, the socialist workers could not be
persuaded to impute to a small subgroup the exploitative nature of the
economic system at large.26 Anti-Semitic efforts to this effect were re-
sented as insults to a worker's intelligence. It is illuminating to read how
Social Democratic audiences reacted to the arguments of anti-Semitic
agitators. Their response ran through a range of emotions, from scornful
laughter to outright fury at what they considered obvious attempts to
hoodwink them. A Social Democratic worker was proud of his knowledge
of Marxist theory and refused to be taken in by the sleight-of-hand
economics of Jew-baiters who tried to enlighten him on the difference
between Gentile and Jewish capital. To be convinced by such legerde-
main was to him definitely a sign of cultural and political backwardness.

Furthermore, Marxist theory, in contrast to racial theories, conceived
of social differences and confficts in the framework of history. Its severe
judgment of capitalism referred to institutions, not individuals. The indi-
vidual capitalist, too, had to obey the laws of competitive economy. He
was not free in his decisions. As man, the social foe was redeemable.
No Marxist had as yet thought of the "liquidation" of a social class in
terms of physical extermination of its members.

Resistance to political anti-Semitism was part of socialist labor's oppo-
sition to capitalist society. Immunization against hatred of Jews went
together with a fervent belief in the emancipatory mission of the work-
ing classes, with the conviction that the revolutionary movement fought
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for the future of mankind. Commonly experienced hardships, defeats,
and victories were meaningful with regard to the task ahead which was
no less than a total transformation of society. The struggle toward this
goal gave the Socialists spiritual, moral, and emotional gratifications un-
known to the nonbeliever and created a comradeship which no political
party in modern times had yet been able to build. The more defiantly
and uncompromisingly the socialist doctrine faced the powers that be
and the greater the pressure on the labor movement, the more it was
permeated by the feeling of solidarity. Within this realm, socioeconomic
and ethnic distinctions between individual Socialists became wholly ir-
relevant.

The official socialist literature of the time and the memoirs or recol-
lections of Socialists, Jews and non-Jews, radicals and moderates* at
home or in exile, bear out the statement of Robert Michels that ever
since Bebel's and Liebknecht's determined stand against the flood of
anti-Semitism in the 1890's, "German Social Democracy had become once
and for all immune against the poison of race hatred" and "had, with a
good conscience, borne the odium of being called, by ignorant enemies,
a party of Jews and Jew-lovers."27

Indeed, quite a number of Jews were attracted to the party28 despite
the economic and cultural barrier of class. The Jewish Social Demo-
crats were mostly intellectuals, businessmen, and salaried employees,
with hardly any manual workers among them. The reasons that prompted
middle-class Jews to expose themselves to additional hostility by join-
ing the Social Democrats must have been strong. Material considera-
tions, as a rule, cannot have entered into their decision. To be known
as a voter, member, or even active supporter of the Social Demo-
cratic Party was in imperial Germany no boon to anyone's career, and
less so to a Jew's. Besides, Jewish intellectuals who joined and worked
for the revolutionary party often jeopardized their social relations and
damaged their standing in the Jewish community, particularly in small
towns. Apparently in the world of socialist labor individual Jews could
experience the equality which German society denied to the Jewish
group.

As regards the workers' attitude toward Jews who joined the socialist
movement, it was important that their personal motives could not be
impugned by traditional anti-Semitic accusations. The stereotype of the
Jews as clannish and greedy was shattered by the concrete experience
of the socialist workers. Some Jews were evidently not interested in
material gains; nor was the Jewish group held together by any cabbalistie

* See Eduard Bernstein's article on "Jews and German Social Democracy,"
Document No. XI!.
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bonds. Jews acted and reacted as individuals. The acceptance and
"assimilation" of middle-class elements in a working-class movement of
such developed cultural specificity as Germany's were greatly facilitated
by the pride and gratitude which were evoked in the ranks of labor when
men who had gained wealth or fame in the bourgeois world joined their
cause, thus bearing witness to its moral superiority. The unfamiliar traits
and personal peculiarities of such "strangers" in the Social Demo-
cratic Party were often the object of good-natured gibes but it testi-
fies to the workers' instinct for personal integrity that their most popular
leaders never "spoke down" to them or made concessions in matters of
personal taste or the general conduct of life. The biographies of Lassalle,
Marx, Engels, Paul Singer, Paul Levi, and other outstanding socialist
leaders offer many opportunities of studying the effect which the per-
sonal characteristics of these individuals of middle-class background had
upon the workers. In most cases, such characteristics seemed to have
enhanced rather than detracted from the prestige of the leaders.

Moreover, the Social Democratic Party, itself the voice of the socially
underprivileged and the politically ostracized, was not unaware of the
psychological effects discrimination had on the Jewish group. "Slavery
demoralizes," Wilhelm Liebknecht said at the Social Democratic Party
convention of 1893, "but it also purifies the soul of the strong and
creates idealists and rebels. Thus we find that their humiliating situation
has cultivated in stronger and nobler Jewish individuals a sense of free-
dom and justice and fostered a revolutionary spirit. There is, in pro-
portion to their numbers, a far greater stock of idealism among Jews than
among non-Jews."29 There were occasions when the Social Democratic
workers made it a point of honor to demonstrate their feelings of devo-
tion and solidarity with leaders who were attacked twice, for being
Socialists and being Jews. The exiled writer and art critic, Max Osborn,
himself a German Jew, published, in 1944, an account of such a
demonstration.3°

Osborn's story brings back the years of the Berlin Movement and the
fight of the Social Democratic Party against the anti-Semites. Paul
Singer had spoken at a workers' meeting and the audience was giving
him an ovation when, in Osborn's words, "the thing happened which I
want to tell about: From the uppermost tiers of the hail, a voice, in-
finitely tender, suddenly was heard: 'Jew-Paul! Jew-Paul!' [Judenpaule!,
Judenpaulefl. The workers pricked up their ears; 'Bravo Jew-Paul! Long
live Jew-Paul!' the voice once more was heard. Like a fire it swept
through the hail. A few took it up. Then more. Then whole rows. And
soon it swelled to a storm. The phrase was born completely out of the
idiom of Berlin labor. At other occasions, it would simply have been a
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way of addressing a colleague of Jewish faith, with a playful characteriza
tion of his difference, without a trace of unfriendliness. Here, too, the
epithet was meant without any mischief; it was nothing but an expression
of great intimacy. Everyone understood this. Hundreds, thousands kept
repeating: 'Jew-Paul! Jew-Paul!' The cry roared around the imposing
figure of the celebrated man, who was still standing at the speaker's
desk, and who, at first taken aback and speechless, then touched to the
quick, acknowledged the strange ovation. The workers would not calm
down. They swarmed over the platform and carried Singer down into
the hail and from there triumphantly out of the building into the
streets. . . . Such a thing once happened in Germany. True, almost two
generations have since passed."31

The struggle for labor's emancipation made Social Democracy a power-
ful cultural force. By influencing the thoughts and actions of millions,
the revolutionary idea became a prime factor in German life. It gave
hope, optimism, dignity, and self-respect where submission to the state
and identification with society would have produced fear, hatred, arro-
gance, and cruelty—the emotions always present where anti-Semitism
thrives. But the very strength of the revolutionary idea also made for
weaknesses and limitations. When it imparted to labor the consciousness
of a noble and unique mission, it also isolated labor in the national
community and made it insensitive to the needs and aspirations of other
groups. This was particularly true for the relationship of Social Democ-
racy to the Mittelrtand. Without the quasi-religious belief in labor's
revolutionary destiny, its consistent errors of political and psychological
judgment would have been impossible.

The categories the Social Democrats applied in their analysis of anti-
Semitism were crude and led to self-deception. That the anti-Semites
belonged to "politically backward" and "economically moribund" groups
revealed as little about the nature of their backwardness as about the
reactions to be expected from them.32 Anti-Semitism was not only a
reaction to economic suffering. Peasants, artisans, shopkeepers, students
and professors, officers and civil servants were not equally affected by
the trends toward large-scale enterprise and by business slumps. Nor
could one seriously expect them to surrender and join a working-class
movement. The prospect of being declassed was particularly frightening
to groups which were so conscious of their status. They developed un-
democratic ideologies in order to defend it. They did not want to be
equal and egalitarian, either socially or politically. They were opposed
to a parliamentary regime of the Western type because it would have
redistributed power, accelerated social mobility, and eventually done
away with the estate society (Standesge.s'eliscbx4t) on which their cul-
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tural existence depended. They were estate-conscious, not class-
COflSCjOUS, and the growing contrast between the conditions of their
material life and the social privileges of their station made them only
more so. They could be impoverished, but they refused to be pro-
letarianized.

The Social Democratic interpretation of anti-Semitism as a phase in the
political awakening of these groups that would be followed by more
rational behavior—by joining the Social Democrats, for instance—strikes
us today as incredibly naive. That the two main variants of Marxism,
the radical and the revisionist school, harbored such illusions until well
into the twentieth century, must partly be explained by the simple
fact that historical experience had not yet disproved them. Our knowl-
edge is richer because of Hitler.33 But it was not only for lack of histori-
cal experience that the Social Democrats failed to understand the true
nature of anti-Semitism. Social Democracy was a child of the nineteenth
century, imbued with the belief in man's rationality and in the progress
of society which was based on the growth of science, knowledge, and
technological application, and therefore could not be halted. Probably
no Social Democrat took Marx's alternative of "socialism or barbarism"
for more than a felicitous phrase. As a dialectic materialist, he knew
that ideologies were the false reflections of the social reality in the minds
of men; as a rationalistic materialist he was convinced that sooner or
later all social classes which capitalism oppressed and deprived would
become aware of the real causes of their situation. Sooner or later, that
is, according to their relation to the means of production. The pro-
letariat whose vision was unobscured by property interests was neces-
sarily most conscious of being at once the victim and the final execu-
tioner of class society. Other groups would follow. Anti-Semitism,
although abominable, was an expression of radical anticapitalist protest,
was part of man's groping efforts for a rational social order. Reason some-
times seemed to use strange agents and vehicles but its march was
irresistible. Such was the essence of Social Democratic thought.

By upholding the belief in the revolutionary mission of the party, the
radicals succeeded in mobilizing immense intellectual and emotional
energies. The organizational achievements would hardly have been pos-
sible without the revolutionary ideology that inspired thousands of de-
voted and disciplined party workers. Had the party represented the
demands and aspirations not only of the wage earners, but of the artisans,
peasants, petty officials, salaried employees, and small businessmen—
in other words, had it become a people's party—it would perhaps have
clogged the source of its strength, the industrial worker's resentment
against a society which treated him with benevolence when he resigned
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himself to his humble station, and en canaille when he insisted on his
rights. The elements of fanaticism, chiiasm, and myth in the socialist
movement, the absolute devotion which it commanded, characterized
all radical movements in Germany and appear typical of nations which
have never experienced the rational processes of the fully developed
bourgeois society.

Finally, the situation of the Jewish group itself was such that it did
not seem to call for the Socialists' special attention. Economically, a
"Jewish question" did not exist and had not existed in Germany. Politi-
cally, the emancipation law of 1869 was secure; only fools could hope
to have it repealed. Socially and culturally, most Jews seemed to feel
sufficiently at home in the bourgeois world. What, then, was there left
of the "Jewish question" after the anti-Semitic shouting of the 1880's
and 1890's had died down? The thwarting of the careers of a few Jews
was not enough to get excited about in a nation that practiced mass
discrimination against the underprivileged. Could a worker's son, as did
that of a Jew, go to the schools of higher learning? Was not Bleichröder's
vote in Prussia equal to that of several thousand poor people? Part and
parcel of the middle classes, the Jews seemed safely settled in German
society. The Social Democrats realized as little as the Jews themselves
that the decline of political anti-Semitism after the turn of the century
was due to the rise of a more comprehensive ideology, imperialism, by
which anti-Semitism was rendered innocuous and yet preserved. Th6
groups that a decade or so before had hailed Ahlwardt, had neither eco.
nomically perished nor joined Social Democracy nor made peace with
"Jewish capitalism." But they identified themselves now with a rising
nation in arms; they participated in the psychological and material bene-
fits that could be derived from world power, world politics, industrial
and financial expansion, and military supremacy. After the imperialistic
period had ended in disaster and the dream of national harmony by
world exploitation had come to a humiliating end, anti-Semitism emerged
intact, stronger, and more vicious than ever.
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