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Author's Preface.

Many of the most important problems of social life, though their causes have from
the first been inherent in human psychology, have originated during the last hundred
and fifty years; and even in so far as they have been handed down to us from an
earlier epoch, they have of late come to press more urgently, have acquired a more
precise formulation, and have gained fresh significance. Many of our leading minds
have gladly devoted the best energies of their lives to attempts towards solving these
problems. The so-called principle of nationality was discovered for the solution of
the racial and linguistic problem which, unsolved, has continually threatened Europe
with war and the majority of individual states with revolution. In the economic
sphere, the social problem threatens the peace of the world even more seriously than
do questions of nationality, and here “the labourer's right to the full produce of his
labour” has become the rallying cry. Finally, the principle of self-government, the
corner-stone of democracy, has come to be regarded as furnishing a solution of the
problem of nationality, for the principle of nationality entails in practical working the
acceptance of the idea of popular government. Now, experience has shown that not
one of these solutions is as far-reaching in its effects as the respective discoverers
imagined in the days of their first enthusiasm. The importance of the principle of
nationality is undeniable, and most of the national questions of western Europe can
be and ought to be solved in accordance with this principle; but matters are
complicated by geographical and strategical considerations, such as the difficulty of
determining natural frontiers and the frequent need for the establishment of strategic
frontiers; moreover, the principle of nationality cannot help us where nationalities
can hardly be said to exist or where they are intertangled in inextricable confusion.
As far as the economic problem is concerned, we have numerous solutions offered
by the different schools of socialist thought, but the formula of the right to the whole
produce of labour is one which can be comprehended more readily in the synthetic
than in the analytic field; it is easy to formulate as a general principle and likely as
such to command widespread sympathy, but it is exceedingly difficult to apply in
actual practice. The present work aims at a critical discussion of the third question,
the problem of democracy.

It is the writer's opinion that democracy, at once as an intellectual theory and as a
practical movement, has today entered upon a critical phase from which it will be
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extremely difficult to discover an exit. Democracy has encountered obstacles, not
merely imposed from without, but spontaneously surgent from within. Only to a
certain degree, perhaps, can these obstacles be surpassed or removed.

The present study makes no attempt to offer a “new system.” It is not the principal
aim of science to create systems, but rather to promote understanding. It is not the
purpose of sociological science to discover, or rediscover, solutions, since numerous
problems of the individual life and of the life of social groups are not capable of
“solutions” at all, but must ever remain “open.” The sociologist should aim rather at
the dispassionate exposition of tendencies and counter-operating forces, of reasons
and opposing reasons, at the display, in a word, of the warp and the woof of social
life. Precise diagnosis is the logical and indispensable preliminary to any possible
prognosis.

The unravelment and the detailed formulation of the complex of tendencies which
oppose the realization of democracy are matters of exceeding difficulty. A
preliminary analysis of these tendencies may, however, be attempted. They will be
found to be classifiable at tendencies dependent (1) upon the nature of the human
individual; (2) upon the nature of the political struggle; and (3) upon the nature of
organization. Democracy leads to oligarchy, and necessarily contains an oligarchical
nucleus. In making this assertion it is far from the author's intention to pass a moral
judgment upon any political party or any system of government, to level an
accusation of hypocrisy. The law that it is an essential characteristic of all human
aggregates to constitute cliques and sub-classes is, like every other sociological law,
beyond good and evil.

The study and analysis of political parties constitutes a new branch of science. It
occupies an intermediate field between the social, the philosophico-psychological,
and the historical disciplines, and may be termed a branch of applied sociology. In
view of the present development of political partieshib®ricalaspect of this new
branch of science has received considerable attention. Works have been written upon
the history of almost every political party in the western world. But when we come
to considethe analysis of the nature of the pamye find that the field has hardly
been touched. To fill this gap in sociological science is the aim of the present work.

The task has been by no means easy. So great was the extent of the material which
had to be discussed that the difficulties of concise presentation might well seem
almost insuperable. The author has had to renounce the attempt to deal with the
problem in all its extension and all its complexity, but rather to confine himself to
the consideration of salient features. In the execution of this design he has received
the unwearied and invaluable help of his wife, Gisela Michels.

This English translation is from the Italian edition, in the preparation of which | had
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at my disposal the reviews of the earlier German version. Opportunities for further
emendation of the present volume have also been afforded by the criticisms of the
recently published French and Japanese translations. But the only event of
outstanding importance in the political world since Ruofitical Partieswas first
drafted has been the outbreak of the war which still rages. The author's general
conclusions as to the inevitability of oligarchy in party life, and as to the difficulties
which the growth of this oligarchy imposes upon the realization of democracy, have
been strikingly confirmed in the political life of all the leading belligerent nations
immediately before the outbreak of the war and during the progress of the struggle.
The penultimate chapter of the present volume, specially written for the English
edition, deals witliParty Life in Wartimelt will be obvious that the writer has been
compelled, in this new chapter, to confine himself to the discussion of broad outlines,
for we are still too near to the events under consideration for accurate judgment to
be possible. Moreover, the flames of war, while throwing their sinister illumination
upon the military and economic organization of the states concerned, leave political
parties in the shadow. For the time being parties are eclipsed by nations. It need
hardly be said, however, that as soon as the war is over party life will be resumed,
and that the war will be found to have effected a reinforcement of the tendencies
characteristic of party.
Basle, 1915
Robert Michels

Chapter 1. Democratic Aristocracy and Aristocratic Democracy

The most restricted form of oligarchy, absolute monarchy, is founded upon the will
of a single individualSic volo sic jubeo.
Tel est mon bon plaisiOne commands, all others obey. The will of one single
person can countervail the will of the nation, and even today we have a relic of this
in the constitutional monarch's right of veto. The legal justification of this regime
derives its motives from transcendental metaphysics. The logical basis of every
monarchy resides in an appeal to God. God is brought down from heaven to serve
as a buttress to the monarchical stronghold, furnishing it with its foundation of
constitutional law — the grace of God. Hence, inasmuch as it rests upon a supra-
terrestrial element, the monarchical system, considered from the outlook of
constitutional law, is eternal and immutable, and cannot be affected by human laws
or by the human will. It follows that the legal, juridical, legitimate abolition of the
monarchy is impossible, a fable of a foolish political dreamer. Lawfully, the
monarchy can be abolished by God alone — and God's will is inscrutable.

At the antipodes of the monarchical principle, in theory, stands democracy, denying
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the right of one over others abstractojt makes all citizens equal before the law.

It gives to each one of them the possibility of ascending to the top of the social scale,
and thus facilitates the way for the rights of the community, annulling before the law
all privileges of birth, and desiring that in human society the struggle for pre-
eminence should be decided solely in accordance with individual capacity. Whereas
the principle of monarchy stakes everything upon the character of a single individual,
whence it results that the best possible monarchical government offers to the people
as a whole no guarantee for permanently benevolent and technically efficient rule,
democracy is, on principle, responsible to the community at large for the prevailing
conditions of rule, of which it is the sole arbiter.

We know today that in the life of the nations the two theoretical principles of the
ordering of the state are so elastic that they often come into reciprocal contact, “for
democracy can either embrace all of the people or be restricted to half of them;
aristocracy, on the other hand, can embrace half the people or an indeterminately
smaller number” Thus the two forms of government do not exhibit an absolute
antithesis, but meet at that point where the participants in power number fifty per
cent.

Our Age has destroyed once for all the ancient and rigid forms of aristocracy, has
destroyed them, at least, in certain important regions of political constitutional life.
Even conservatism assumes at times a democratic form. Before the assaults of the
democratic masses it has long since abandoned its primitive aspect, and loves to
change its disguise. Today we find it absolutist, tomorrow constitutional, the next
day parliamentary. Where its power is still comparatively unrestricted, as in
Germany, it appeals exclusively to the grace of God. But when, as in Italy, it feels
insecure, it adds to the appeal to the deity an appeal to the popular will. In its
outward forms it is capable of the most extensive modifications. In monarchical
France thd-ranciae et Navarrae Reéxecomes th&oy de Franceand theRoy de
Francebecomes th®oi des Francais.

The life of political parties, whether these are concerned chiefly with national or
with local politics, must, in theory, necessarily exhibit an even stronger tendency
towards democracy than that which is manifested by the state. The political party is
founded in most cases on the principle of the majority, and is founded always on the
principle of the mass. The result of this is that the parties of the aristocracy have
irrevocably lost the aristocratic purity of their principles. While remaining essentially
anti-democratic in nature, they find themselves compelled, at any rate in certain
periods of political life, to make profession of the democratic faith, or at least to
assume the democratic mask. Whereas the democratic principle, from its very nature,
by reason of the mutability of the popular will and of the fluctuating character of the
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majority, tends in theory to transform th@dgvta pei}of Heraclitus into the reality

of national and popular life, the conservative principle erects its edifice upon certain
bases or norms which are immutable in their nature, determined by the test of
experience to be the best or at any rate the least bad, and consequently claimed as
valid sub specie aeternitatidlevertheless, the conservative principle must not be
understood in the sense of an unconditional maintenance sfaius quolf that
principle consisted merely in the recognition of what already exists, above all in the
matter of the legal forms prevailing in a given country or period, conservatism would
lead to its own destruction. In periods and among nations where the old conservative
elements have been expelled from direct participation in power, and have been
replaced by innovators fighting under the banner of democracy, the conservative
party assumes an aspect hostile to the existing order of the state, and sometimes even
a revolutionary charactérThus, however, is effected a metamorphosis of the
conservative party, which, from a clique cherishing an aristocratic exclusivism at
once by instinct and by conviction, now becomes a popular party. The recognition
that only the masses can help to reintroduce the ancient aristocracy in its pristine
purity, and to make an end of the democratic regime, transforms the very advocates
of the conservative view into democrats. They recognize unreservedly the sufferings
of the common people; they endeavor, as did very recently the royalists in the French
Republic, to ally themselves with the revolutionary proletariat, promising to defend
this against the exploitation of democratic capitalism and to support and even to
extend labor organizations — all this is the hope of destroying the Republic and
restoring the Monarchy, the ultimate fruit of the aristocratic princifgeRoy et les
camelots du Roy the king and the king's poor — are to destroy the oligarchy of the
bloated plutocrats. Democracy must be eliminated by the democratic way of the
popular will. The democratic method is the sole one practicable by which an old
aristocracy can attain to a renewed dominion. Moreover, the conservatives do not
usually wait until they have been actually driven from power before appealing to the
masses. In countries where a democratic regime prevails, as in England, they
spontaneously turn to the working class wherever this forms the most conspicuous
constituent of the masses. In other countries, also, where parliamentary government
is unknown, but where there exists universal and equal suffrage, the parties of the
aristocracy owe their political existence to the charity of the masses to whom in
theory they deny political rights and political capacity. The very instinct of self-
preservation forces the old groups of rulers to descent, during the elections, from
their lofty seats, and to avail themselves of the same democratic and demagogic
methods as are employed by the youngest, the widest, and the most uncultured of our
social classes, the proletariat.
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The aristocracy today maintains itself in power by other means than parliamentary;
at any rate in most of the monarchies it does not need a parliamentary majority in
order to be able to hold the reins by which is guided the political life of the state. But
it does need, were it merely for decorative purposes and in order to influence public
opinion in its favor, a respectable measure of parliamentary representation. It does
not obtain this representation by divulging its true principles, or by making appeal
to those who are truly of like mind with itself. A party of the landed gentry which
should appeal only to the members of its own class and to those of identical
economic interests, would not win a single seat, would not send a single representa-
tive to parliament. A conservative candidate who should present himself to his
electors by declaring to them that he did not regard them as capable of playing an
active part in influencing the destinies of the country, and should tell them that for
this reason they ought to be deprived of the suffrage, would be a man of incompara-
ble sincerity, but politically insane. If he is to find his way into parliament he can do
so by one method only. With democratic mien he must descend into the electoral
arena, must hail the farmers and agricultural laborers as professional colleagues, and
must seek to convince them that their economic and social interests are identical with
his own. Thus the aristocrat is constrained to secure his election in virtue of a
principle which he does not himself accept, and which in his soul he abhors. His
whole being demands authority, the maintenance of a restricted suffrage, the
suppression of universal suffrage wherever it exists, since it touches his traditional
privileges. Nevertheless, since he recognizes that in the democratic epoch by which
he has been overwhelmed he stands alone with this political principle, and that by
its open advocacy he could nevEpe to maintain a political party, he dissembles
his true thoughts, and howls with the democratic wolves in order to secure the
coveted majority.

The influence of popular suffrage upon the outward behavior of conservative
candidates is so extensive that when two candidates of the same political views
present themselves in a single constituency, each of them is forced to attempt to
distinguish himself from his rival by a movement to the left, that is to say, by laying
great stress upon his reputedly democratic principles.

Such occurrences serve to confirm the experience that the conservatives also
endeavor to regulate their actions in conformity with the fundamental principle of
modern politics, a principle destined to replace the religious dictum that many are
called but few are chosen, and to replace also the psychological theory that ideals are
accessible solely to a minority of choice spirits: this principle may be summed up in
the terms of Curtius, who said that the conservative cannot gain his ends with the aid
of a small and select body of troops, but must control the masses and rule through
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the masse$The conservative spirit of the old master-caste, however deeply rooted
it may be, is forced to assume, at least during times of election, a specious
democratic mask.

Nor does the theory of liberalism primarily base its aspirations upon the masses. It
appeals for support to certain definite classes, which in other fields of activity have
already ripened for mastery, but which do not yet possess political privileges —
appeals, that is to say, to the cultured and possessing classes. For the liberals also,
the masses pure and simple are no more than a necessary evil, whose only use is to
help others to the attainment of ends to which they themselves are strangers. The first
great liberal writer of Germany, Rotteck, reproaches the Queen of France for having,
during the Revolution, forced the bourgeoisie to appeal to the common people for
aid. He distinguishes between two kinds of democracy, the rule of representatives
and the rule of the masseBuring the revolution of June, 1830, Raumer, who was
in Paris, broke into vigorous lamentation because the masses possessed power, and
said that it would be extremely difficult “to deprive them of this power without
giving them offense and without provoking them to a fresh revolt against their new
chiefs”;? at the same time, in words expressing the dithyrambic spirit of romanticism,
he refers to the conditions that obtain in his Prussian fatherland, where king and
people “truly live in a higher and purer atmosphere,” and where the contented
bourgeoisie is not endeavoring to secure additional rigiitsm the history of the
origin of the North German Reichstag we learn that another eminent liberal leader
and advocate of liberal views, the historian Heinrich von Sybel, declared himself
opposed to universal, equal, and direct suffrage, on tbendr (which can be
understood solely with reference to the explanations given above regarding the
peculiar conceptions the liberals have of the masses) that such a right must signify
“the beginning of the end for every kind of parliamentarism”; such a right, he said,
was eminently a right of dominion; and he was impelled to utter an urgent warning
to the German monarchy not to introduce these dangerous elements of democratic
dictatorship into the new federal state. The inward dislike of liberalism for the
masses is also apparent in the attitude of the liberal leaders to the principles and
institutions of aristocracy. Since the inauguration of universtifagie and the
consequent prospect that there will in the near future be a majority of socialist
tendencies among the electorate or in the Lower House, many liberals, so Roscher
affirms, have come to take a different view of the powers of the Crown and of the
Upper Housé,as means by which it is possible to prevent decisions of the Lower
House being immediately realized in legislative measures. The same author contends
that an extension of the suffrage is undesirable “in the absence of a profound
statistical inquiry,” that is to say, in the absence of a laborious analysis of the
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numerical relationships that obtain among the various classes of the pogulation.
Recently, even in that liberal group which in Germany stands nearest to the
socialists, the group of “national socialists,” there has been evidence of a tendency
to consider that it is by no means a bad thing “for obstacles to be imposed upon the
influence in political affairs of the mutable and incalculable popular will which finds
expression in the Reichstag, for the national socialists consider it desirable that there
should exist also aristocratic elements, independent of the popular will, ever vigilant,
armed with the right of veto, to constitute a permanent moderating element.”

For an entire century, from the days of Rolteck to those of Naumann, German
writers have labored in the sweat of their brow to effect a theoretical conciliation
between democracy and military monarchy, and to unite these natural opposites in
a higher unity. Hand in hand with their honorable endeavors on behalf of this loftier
aim have proceeded their attempts to defeudalize the monarchy to the utmost, with
the sole purpose of substituting for the aristocratic guardians of the throne guardians
speaking with professorial authority. The task they set themselves was to lay the
theoretical foundations, if not of the so-called social monarchy, at least of the
popular monarchy. It is evident that such an objective involves a political tendency
which has nothing in common with science, but which is not in necessary opposition
to or in contradiction with science (it is theethodwhich must decide this), being
a political tendency which is, qua political, outside the domain of science. It cannot
be made a reason for blaming German men of science that there exists in Germany
a tendency towards the construction of something resembling the July Monarchy, for
this tendency rests within the orbit of politics. But is it plainly a matter for historical
censure when we find an attempt to identify the monarchical principle which has for
some decades been dominantin Prussianized Germany with the cherished idea of the
popular (or social) monarchy. In committing such an error, the majority of German
liberal theorists and historians mistake dreams for reality. In this confusion rests the
organic defect of all German liberalism, which since 1866 has continually
endeavored to disguise its change of front (that is to say, its partisan struggle against
socialism and its simultaneous and voluntary renunciation of all attempts to complete
the political emancipation of the German bourgeoisie), by the fallacious assertion
that with the unification of Germany and the establishment of the empire of the
Hohenzollerns all or almost all the aspirations of its democratic youth have been
realized. The fundamental principle of modern monarchy (hereditary monarchy) is
absolutely irreconcilable with the principles of democracy, even when these are
understood in the most elastic sense. Caesarism is still democracy, or may at least
still claim the name, when it is based upon the popular will; but automatic monarchy,
never.
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We may sum up the argument by saying that in modern party life aristocracy gladly
presents itself in democratic guise, whilst the substance of democracy is permeated
with aristocratic elements. On the one side we have aristocracy in a democratic form,
and on the other democracy with an aristocratic content.

The democratic external form which characterizes the life of political parties may
readily veil from superficial observers the tendency towards aristocracy, or rather
towards oligarchy, which is inherent in all party organization. If we wish to obtain
light upon this tendency, the best field of observation is offered by timeaite
structure of the democratic parties, and, among these, of the socialist and revolution-
ary labor party. In the conservative parties, except during elections, the tendency to
oligarchy manifests itself with that spontaneous vigor and clearness which
corresponds with the essentially oligarchical character of these parties. But the
parties which are subversive in their aims exhibit the like phenomena no less
markedly. The study of the oligarchical manifestations in party life is most valuable
and most decisive in its results when undertaken in relation to the revolutionary
parties, for the reason that these parties, in respect of origin and of program,
represent the negation of any such tendency, and have actually come into existence
out of opposition thereto. Thus the appearance of oligarchical phenomena in the very
bosom of the revolutionary parties is a conclusive proof of the existence ofimmanent
oligarchical tendencies in every kind of human organization which strives for the
attainment of definite ends.

In theory, the principal aim of socialist and democratic parties is the struggle
against oligarchy in all its forms. The question therefore arises how we are to explain
the development in such parties of the very tendencies against which they have
declared war. To furnish an unprejudiced analytical answer to this question
constitutes an important part of the task the author has undertaken.

In the society of today, the state of dependence that results from the existing
economic and social conditions renders an ideal democracy impossible. This must
be admitted without reserve. But the further question ensues, whether, and if so how
far, within the contemporary social order, among the elements which are endeavor-
ing to overthrow that order and to replace it by a new one, there may exist in the
germ energies tending to approximate towards ideal democracy, to find outlet in that
direction, or at least to work towards it as a necessary issue.

Chapter 2. The Ethical Embellishment of Social Struggles.

No one seriously engaged in historical studies can have failed to perceive that all
classes which have ever attained to dominion have earnestly endeavored to transmit
to their descendants such political power as they have been able to acquire. The
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hereditary transmission of political power has always been the most efficacious
means of maintaining class rule. Thus there is displayed in this field the same
historical process which in the domain of the sexual life has given rise to the
bourgeois family-order and its accessories, the indissolubility of marriage, the severe
penalties inflicted upon the adulterous wife, and the right of primogeniture. In so far
as we can draw sound conclusions from the scanty prehistoric data that are available,
it seems that the bourgeois family owes its genesis to the innate tendency of man, as
soon as he has attained a certain degree of economic well-being, to transmit his
possessions by inheritance to the legitimate son whom he can with reasonable
certainty regard as his own. The same tendency prevalils in the field of politics, where
it is kept active by all the peculiar and inherent instincts of mankind, and where it is
vigorously nourished by an economic order based upon private property in the means
of production, and in which therefore, by a natural and psychological analogy,
political power comes also to be considered as an object of private hereditary
ownership. In the political field, as everywhere else, the paternal instinct to transmit
this species of property to the son has been always strongly manifest throughout
historic time. This has been one of the principal causes of the replacement of elective
monarchy by hereditary monarchy. The desire to maintain a position acquired by the
family in society has at all times been so intense that, as Gaetano Mosca has aptly
noted, whenever certain members of the dominant class have not been able to have
sons of their own (as, for example, was the case with the prelates of the Roman
Church), there has arisen with spontaneous and dynamic force the institution of
nepotism, as an extreme manifestation of the impulse to self-maintenance and to
hereditary transmissiofi.

In a twofold manner aristocracy has introduced itself quite automatically in those
states also from which it seemed to be excluded by constitutional principles, by
historical considerations, or by reason of the peculiarities of national psychology —
alike by way of a revived tradition and by way of the birth of new economic forces.
The North Americans, democrats, living under a republican regime and knowing
nothing of titles of nobility, by no means delivered themselves from aristocracy
when they shook off the power of the English crown. This phenomenon is in part the
simple effect of causes that have come into existence quite recently, such as
capitalist concentration (with its associated heaping-up of the social power in the
hands of the few and consequent formation of privileged minorities), and the
progressive reconciliation of the old and rigid republican spirit with the ideas, the
prejudices, and the ambitions of ancient Europe. The existence of an aristocracy of
millionaires, railway kings, oil kings, cattle kings, etc., is now indisputable. But even
at a time when the youthful democracy and the freedom of America had only just
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been sealed with the blood of its citizens, it was, difficult (so we learn from Alexis
de Tocqueville) to find a single American who did not plume himself with an idle
vanity upon belonging to one of the first families which had colonized American
soil.* So lively was “aristocratic prejudice” among these primitive republicans! Even

at the present day the old families which are Dutch by name and origin constitute in
the State of New York a stratum whose aristocratic preeminence is uncontested, a
class of patricians lacking the outward attributes of nobility.

When, in the latter half of the seventeenth century, the French bourgeoisie was
vigorously pressing upward, it knew no better how to adapt itself to its changed
environment than by aping the usages, the mode of life, the tastes, and even the
mentality of the feudal nobility. In 1670 Moliere wrote his splendid comkely,
Bourgeois gentilhomm&he Abbé de Choisy, who belonged totloblesse de robe,
and whose ancestors had filled the distinguished offickkife des Requétes and
Conseiller d'Etatrelates that his mother had given him as a maxim of conduct that
he should be careful to frequent none but aristocratic s&lbvish the fervor of the
novice, the new arrivals assimilated the spirit and the principles of the class hitherto
dominant, and the distinguished members of the bourgeoisie who had entered the
service of the state, which was still predominantly feudal, hastened to take new
names. The Fouquets, the Le Telliers, the Colberts, the Phélippeaux, and the
Desmarets, became the Belle-Isles, the de Louvois, the Seignelays, the de Maurepas,
the de Lavrillieres, and the de Maillebdidn modern Germany, under our very
eyes, there has for the last forty years been proceeding an absorption of the young
industrial bourgeoisie into the old aristocracy of birth and the process has of late
been enormously acceleratéd’he German bourgeoisie is becoming feudalized.
Here the only result of the emancipation of tbieirier has been to reinvigorate his
old enemy the noble by the provision of new blood and new economic energy. The
enriched bourgeois have no higher ambition than to fuse with the nobility, in order
to derive from this fusion a kind of legitimate title for their connection with the
dominant class, a title which can then be represented, not as acquired, but as existing
by hereditary right. Thus we see that the hereditary principle (even when purely
fictitious) greatly accelerates the process of social “training,” accelerates, that is to
say, the adaption of the new social forces to the old aristocratic environment. In the
violent struggle between the new class of those who are rising and the old stratum
of those who are undergoing a decadence partly apparent and partly real — a
struggle at times waged with dramatic greatness, but often proceeding obscurely, so
as hardly to attract attention — moral considerations are drawn into the dance, and
pulled this way and that by the various contending parties, who use them in order to
mask their true aims. In an era of democracy, ethics constitute a weapon which
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everyone can employ. In the old regime, the members of the ruling class and those
who desired to become rulers continually spoke of their own personal rights.
Democracy adopts a more diplomatic, a more prudent course. It has rejected such
claims as unethical. Today, all the factors of public life speak and struggle in the
name of the people, of. the community at large. The government and rebels against
the government, kings and the party-leaders, tyrants by the grace of God and
usurpers, rabid idealists and calculating self-seekers, all are “the people,” and all
declare that in their actions they merely fulfil the will of the nation.

Thus, in the modern life of the classes and of the nations, moral considerations have
become an accessory, a necessary fiction. Every government endeavors to support
its power by a general ethical principle. The political forms in which the various
social movements become crystallized also assume a philanthropic mask. There is
not a single one among the young class-parties which fails, before starting on its
march for the conquest of power, to declare solemnly to the world that its aim is to
redeem, not so much itself as the whole of humanity, from the yoke of tyrannical
minority, and to substitute for the old and inequitable regime a new reign of justice.
Democracies are always glib talkers. Their terminology is often comparable to a
tissue of metaphors. The demagogue, that spontaneous fruit of democratic soill,
overflows with sentimentality, and is profoundly moved by the sorrows of the
people. “The victims nurse their words, the executioners argkam their tearful
philosophy,*® writes Alphonse Daudet in this connection. Every new social class,
when it gives the signal for an attack upon the privileges of a class already in
possession of economic and political power, inscribes upon its banners the motto:
“The Liberation of the entire Human Race!” When the young French bourgeoisie
was girding its loins for the great struggle against the nobles and the clergy, it began
with the solemrmDeclaration des Droits de I'Hommand hurled itself into the fray
with the war-cryLiberté Egalité, FraternitéToday we can ourselves hear the
spokesmen of another great class-movement, that of the wage-earners, announce that
they undertake the class-struggle from no egoistic motives, but on the contrary in
order to exclude such motives for ever from the social process. For the refrain of its
Hymn of Progress modern socialism ever reiterates the proud words: “Creation of
a humane and fraternal society in which class will be unknown!”

The victorious bourgeoisie of theroits de I'Hommedid, indeed, realize the
republic, but not the democracy. The wordserté, Egalité, Fraterniténay be read
to this day over the portals of all French prisons. The Commune was the first
attempt, crowned by a transient success, at a proletarian-socialist government; and
despite its communistic principles, and under the pressure of extreme financial
stringency, the Commune respected the Bank of France as faithfully as could have
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done any syndicate of inexorable capitalists. There have been revolutions, but the
world has never witnessed the establishment of logical democracy.

Political parties, however much they may be founded upon narrow class interests
and however evidently they may work against the interests of the majority, love to
identify themselves with the universe, or at least to present themselves as co-
operating with all the citizens of the state, and to proclaim that they are fighting in
the name of all and for the good of all. It is only the socialist orators who are
sometimesdund to proclaim that their party is specifically a class party. But they
tone down this assertion by adding that in ultimate analysis the interests of their
party coincide with those of the entire people. Itis, indeed, true that in protesting that
it enters the lists in the interests of the whole of humanity the socialist party,
representing the most numerous class of the population, is nearer to the truth than are
the bourgeois parties when these make the same claim, for they by their very nature
are parties of the minority. But the socialist claim is also far from the truth, seeing
that the two termBumanityandparty are far from being identical in extension, even
if the party under consideration should eada, or believe itself to embrace, the
great majority of humanity. When for opportunist reason the socialist party declares
to the electors that socialism proposes to give to all, but to take nothing from any, it
suffices to point out that the enormous differences of wealth which exist in society
render it impossible to keep any such promise. The giving presupposes a taking
away, and if the proletarians wish to bring about an equality of economic status
between themselves on the one hand and the Rothschilds, Vanderbilts, and
Rockefellers on the other, which could be done only by socializing the means of
production and exchange today owned by these various millionaires, it is obvious
that the wealth and power of these great bourgeois princes would be considerably
diminished. To the same opportunist party tendency we must ascribe the formulation
of the socialist theory which, in apparent accordance with the fundamental principle
of the Marxist political economy, divides the population into owners of the means
of production and non-owners dependent upon these, proceeding to the contention
that all the owners must be capitalist in sentiment while all the dependents must be
socialists, that is to say, must desire the triumph of socialism. This view is utterly
fallacious, for it regards as the unique or most certain criterion for determining the
class to which an individual belongs the amount of his income, which is a purely
external characteristic, and then proceeds (in a manner which is perhaps effective in
political life, but which is eminently contestable on theoretical grounds) to enlarge
the concept of the proletariat so that all employees, governmental or private, may be
claimed for the party of labor. According to this theory the directors of Krupp or the
Minister-Presidents of Prussia, since as such they are nonowners and employees, are
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dependents upon the means of production, ought to espouse with enthusiasm the
cause of Socialism — ought to do so, at least, in so far as they understand their true
position in society, in so far as they have become what the socialists term “class-
conscious.”

The ideal impetuosity of youthful movements aiming at emancipation is depicted
by anti-democratic writers as a pious illusion, as the pursuit of a will-o'-wisp, arising
from the need to make the particular good assume the aspect of the general good. In
the world of hard fact, every class-movement which professes to aim at the good of
the entire community is stamped inevitably as self-contradictory. Humanity cannot
dispense with “political classes,” but from their very nature these classes are but
fractions of society.



Part One / Leadership in Democratic Organizations.
A. Technical and Administrative Causes of Leadership.

Chapter 1. Introductory — The Need for Organization.

Democracy is inconceivable without organization. A few words will suffice to
demonstrate this proposition.

A class which unfurls in the face of society the banner of certain definite claims,
and which aspires to the realization of a complex of ideal aims deriving from the
economic functions which that class fulfils, needs an organization. Be the claims
economic or be they political, organization appears the only means for the creation
of a collective will. Organization, based as it is upon the principle of least effort, that
is to say, upon the greatest possible economy of energy, is the weapon of the weak
in their struggle with the strong.

The chances of success in any struggle will depend upon the degree to which this
struggle is carried out upon a basis of solidarity between individuals whose interests
are identical. In objecting, therefore, to the theories of the individualist anarchists
that nothing could please the employers better than the dispersion and disaggregation
of the forces of the workers, the socialists, the most fanatical of all the partisans of
the idea of organization, enunciate an argument which harmonizes well with the
results of scientific study of the nature of parties.

We live in a time in which the idea of cooperation has become so firmly established
that even millionaires perceive the necessity of common action. It is easy to
understand, then, that organization has become a vital principle of the working class,
for in default of it their successaspriori impossible. The refusal of the worker to
participate in the collective life of his class cannot fail to entail disastrous conse-
guences. In respect of culture and of economic, physical, and physiological
conditions, the proletarian is the weakest element of our society. In fact, the isolated
member of the working classes is defenseless in the hands of those who are
economically stronger. It is only by combination to form a structural aggregate that
the proletarians can acquire the faculty of political resistance and attain to a social
dignity. The importance and the influence of the working class are directly
proportional to its numerical strength. But for the representation of that numerical
strength organization and coordination are indispensable. The principle of
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organization is an absolutely essential condition for the political struggle of the
masses.

Yet this politically necessary principle of organization, while it overcomes that
disorganization of forces which would be favorable to the adversary, brings other
dangers in its train. We escape Scylla only to dash ourselves on Charybdis.
Organization is, in fact, the source from which the conservative currents flow over
the plain of democracy, occasioning there disastrous floods and rendering the plain
unrecognizable.

Chapter 2. Mechanical and Technical Impossibility of Direct Government
by the Masses.

It was a Rhenish democrat, Moritz Rittinghausen, who first made a brilliant attempt
to give a real basis for direct legislation by the pedple.

According to this system the entire population was to be divided into sections, each
containing a thousand inhabitants, as was done temporarily for some days in Prussia
during the elections of the years 1848 and 1849. The members of each section were
to assemble in some prearranged place — a school, townhall, or other public
building — and to elect a president. Every citizen was to have the right of speech.
In this way the intelligence of every individual would be placed at the service of the
fatherland. When the discussion was finished, each one would record his vote. The
president would transmit the result to the burgomaster, who would notify the higher
authorities. The will of the majority would be decisive.

No legislative proposal was to come from above. The government should have no
further initiative than to determine that on a given day all the sections should discuss
a given argument. Whenever a certain number of the citizens demanded a new law
of any kind, or the reform of an existing law, the ministry concerned must invite the
people to exercise its sovereignty within a stated time, and to pass for itself the law
in question’’ The law takes organic form from the discussion itself. First of all, the
president opens the debate upon the principal question. Subsequently subordinate
points are discussed. Then comes the vote. That proposition which has received the
majority of votes is adopted. As soon as all the returns of the voting have been sent
to the ministry, a special commission must edit a clear and simple text of the law,
formulating it in a manner which is not open to different interpretations, as is the
case with most of the laws presented to modern parliaments, for these, as Rittinghau-
sen sarcastically adds, would seem to incorporate a deliberate intention to favor the
tendency of lawyers to ambiguity and hair-splitting.

The system here sketched is clear and concise, and it might seem at the first glance
that its practical application would involve no serious difficulties. But if put to the
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test it would fail to fulfil the expectations of its creator.

The practical ideal of democracy consists in the self-government of the masses in
conformity with the decisions of popular assemblies. But while this system limits the
extension of the principle of delegation, it fails to provide any guarantee against the
formation of an oligarchical camerilla. Undoubtedly it deprives the natural leaders
of their quality as functionaries, for this quality is transferred to the people
themselves. The crowd, however, is always subject to suggestion, being readily
influenced by the eloquence of great popular orators; moreover, direct government
by the people, admitting of no serious discussions or thoughtful deliberations, greatly
facilitatescoups de maiof all kinds by men who are exceptionally bold, energetic,
and adroit.

It is easier to dominate a large crowd than a small audience. The adhesion of the
crowd is tumultuous, summary, and unconditional. Once the suggestions have taken
effect, the crowd does not readily tolerate contradiction from a small minority, and
still less from isolated individuals. A great multitude assembled within a small area
is unquestionably more accessible to panic alarms, to unreflective enthusiasm, and
the like, than is a small meeting, whose members can quietly discuss matters among
themselves (Roschef).

It is a fact of everyday experience that enormous public meetings commonly carry
resolutions by acclamation or by general assent, whilst these same assemblies, if
divided into small sections, say of fifty persons each, would be much more guarded
in their assent. Great party congresses, in which are presesditthef the
membership, usually act in this way. Words and actions are far less deliberately
weighed by the crowd than by the individuals or the little groups of which this crowd
is composed. The fact is incontestable — a manifestation of the pathology of the
crowd. The individual disappears in the multitude, and therewith disappears also
personality and sense of responsibility.

The most formidable argument against the sovereignty of the masses is, however,
derived from the mechanical and technical impossibility of its realization.

The sovereign masses are altogether incapable of undertaking the most necessary
resolutions. The impotence of direct democracy, like the power of indirect
democracy, is a direct outcome of the influence of humber. In a polemic against
Proudhon (1849), Louis Blanc asks whether it is possible for thirty-four millions of
human beings (the population of France at that time) to carry on their affairs without
accepting what the pettiest man of business finds necessary, the intermediation of
representatives. He answers his own question by saying that one who declares direct
action on this scale to be possible is a fool, and that one who denies its possibility
need not be an absolute opponent of the idea of the'$Tdte.same question and
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the same answer could be repeated today in respect of party organization. Above all
in the great industrial centers, where the labor party sometimes numbers its adherents
by tens of thousands, it is impossible to carry on the affairs of this gigantic body
without a system of representation. The great socialist organization of Berlin, which
embraces the six constituencies of the city, as well as the two outlying areas of
Niederbarnim and Teltow-Beeskow-Charlottenburg, has a member-roll of more than
ninety thousand.

It is obvious that such a gigantic number of persons belonging to a unitary
organization cannot do any practical work upon a system of direct discussion. The
regular holding of deliberative assemblies of a thousand members encounters the
gravest difficulties in respect of room and distance; while from the topographical
point of view such an assembly would become altogether impossible if the members
numbered ten thousand. Even if we imagined the means of communication to
become much better than those which now exist, how would it be possible to
assemble such a multitude in a given place, at a stated time, and with the frequency
demanded by the exigencies of party life? In addition must be considered the
physiological impossibility even for the most powerful orator of making himself
heard by a crowd of ten thousand pers8iihere are, however, other persons of a
technical and administrative character which render impossible the direct self-
government of large groups. If Peter wrongs Paul, it is out of the question that all the
other citizens should hasten to the spot to undertake a personal examination of the
matter in dispute, and to take the part of Paul against P&gparity of reasoning,
in the modern democratic party, it is impossible for the collectivity to undertake the
direct settlement of all the controversies that may arise.

Hence the need for delegation, for the system in which delegates represent the mass
and carry out its will. Even in groups sincerely animated with the democratic spirit,
current business, the preparation and the carrying out of the most important actions,
is necessarily left in the hands of individuals. It is well known that the impossibility
for the people to exercise a legislative power directly in popular assemblies led the
democratic idealists of Spain to demand, as the least of evils, a system of popular
representation and a parliamentary state.

Originally the chief is merely the servant of the mass. The organization is based
upon the absolute equality of all its members. Equality is here understood in its most
general sense, as an equality of like men. In many countries, as in idealist Italy (and
in certain regions in Germany where the socialist movement is still in its infancy),
this equality is manifested, among other ways, by the mutual use of the familiar
“thou,” which is employed by the most poorly paid wage-laborer in addressing the
most distinguished intellectual. This generic conception of equality is, however,
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gradually replaced by the idea of equality among comrades belonging to the same
organization, all of whose members enjoy the same rights. The democratic principle
aims at guaranteeing to all an equal influence and an equal participation in the
regulation of the common interests. All are electors, and all are eligible for office.
The fundamental postulate of tbéclaration des Droits de I'Homnfieds here its
theoretical application. All the offices are filled by election. The officials, executive
organs of the general will, play a merely subordinate part, are always dependent
upon the collectivity, and can be deprived of their office at any moment. The mass
of the party is omnipotent.

At the outset, the attempt is made to depart as little as possible from pure
democracy by subordinating the delegates altogether to the will of the mass, by tieing
them hand and foot. In the early days of the movement of the Italian agricultural
workers, the chief of the league required a majority of four-fifths of the votes to
secure election. When disputes arose with the employers about wages, the
representative of the organization, before undertaking any negotiations, had to be
furnished with a written authority, authorized by the signature of every member of
the corporation. All the accounts of the body were open to the examination of the
members, at any time. There were two reasons for this. First of all, the desire was to
avoid the spread of mistrust through the mass, “this poison which gradually destroys
even the strongest organism.” In the second place, this usage allowed each one of the
members to learn bookkeeping, and to acquire such a general knowledge of the
working of the corporation as to enable him at any time to take over its lead@rship.

It is obvious that democracy in this sense is applicable only on a very small scale. In
the infancy of the English labor movement, in many of the trade unions, the
delegates were either appointed in rotation from among all the members, or were
chosen by lot? Gradually, however, the delegates' duties became more complicated;
some individual ability becomes essential, a certain oratorical gift, and a consider-
able amount of objective knowledge. It thus becomes impossible to trust to blind
chance, to the fortune of alphabetic succession, or to the order of priority, in the
choice of a delegation whose members must possess certain peculiar personal
aptitudes if they are to discharge their mission to the general advantage.

Such were the methods which prevailed in the early days of the labor movement
to enable the masses to participate in party and trade-union administration. Today
they are falling into disuse, and in the development of the modern political aggregate
there is a tendency to shorten and stereotype the process which transforms the led
into a leader — a process which has hitherto developed by the natural course of
events. Here and there voices make themselves heard demanding a sort of official
consecration for the leaders, insisting that it is necessary to constitute a class of
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professional politicians, of approved and registered experts in political life.
Ferdinand Tonnies advocates that the party should institute regular examinations for
the nomination of socialist parliamentary candidates, and for the appointment of
party secretarieS.Heinrich Herkner goes even farther. He contends that the great
trade unions cannot long maintain their existence if they persist in entrusting the
management of their affairs to persons drawn from the rank and tile, who have risen
to command stage by stage solely in consequence of practical aptitudes acquired in
the service of the organization. He refers, in this connection, to the unions that are
controlled by the employers, whose officials are for the most part university men. He
foresees that in the near future all the labor organizations will be forced to abandon
proletarian exclusiveness, and in the choice of their officials to give the preference
to persons of an education that is superior alike in economic, legal, technical, and
commercial respects.

Even today, the candidates for the secretaryship of a trade union are subject to
examination as to their knowledge of legal matters and their capacity as letter-
writers. The socialist organizations engaged in political action also duwedtytake
the training of their own officials. Everywhere there, are coming into existence
“nurseries” for the rapid supply of officials possessing a certain amount of “scientific
culture.” Since 1906 there has existed in Berlin a Party-School in which courses of
instruction are given for the training of those who wish to take office in the socialist
party or in trade unions. The instructors are paid out of the funds of the socialist
party, which was directly responsible for the foundation of the school. The other
expenses of the undertaking, including the maintenance of the pupils, are furnished
from a common fund supplied by the party and the various trade unions interested.
In addition, the families of the pupils, in so far as the attendance of these at the
school deprives the families of their breadwinnegseive an allowance from the
provincial branch of the party or from the local branch of the union to which each
pupil belongs. The third course of this school, from October 1, 1908, to April 3,
1909, was attended by twenty-six pupils, while the first year there had been thirty-
one and the second year thirty-three. As pupils, preference is given to comrades who
already hold office in the party or in one of the labor unfdi$iose who do not
already belong to the labor bureaucracy make it their aim to enter that body, and
cherish the secret hope that attendance at the school will smooth their path. Those
who fail to attain this end are apt to exhibit a certain discontent with the party which,
after having encouraged their studies, has sent them back to manual labor. Among
the 141 students of the year 1910-11, three classes were to be distinguished: one of
these consisted of old and tried employees in the different branches of the labor
movement (fifty-two persons); a second consisted of those who obtained employ-
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ment in the party or the trade unions directly the course was finished (forty-nine
persons); the third consisted of those who had to return to manual labor (forty
persons¥? In Italy, L'Umanitaria,a philanthropic organization run by the socialists,
founded at Milan in 1905 a “Practical School of Social Legislation,” whose aim it

is to give to a certain number of workers an education which will fit them for
becoming factory inspectors, or for taking official positions in the various labor
organizations, in the friendly societies, or in the labor exchafidd® course of
instruction lasts for two years, and at its close the pupils receive, after examination,
a diploma which entitles them to the title of “Labor Expert.” In 1908 there were two
hundred and two pupils, thirty-seven of whom were employees of trade unions or of
cooperative societies, four were secretaries of labor exchanges, forty-five employees
in or members of the liberal professions, and a hundred and twelve workin§ men.
At the outset most of the pupils came to the school as a matter of personal taste, or
with the aim of obtaining the diploma in order to secure some comparatively
lucrative private employment. But quite recently the governing body has determined
to suppress the diploma, and to institute a supplementary course open to those only
who are already employed by some labor organization or who definitely intend to
enter such employment. For those engaged upon this special course of study there
will be provided scholarships of £2 a week, the funds for this purpose being supplied
in part byL'Umanitariaand in part by the labor organizations which wish to send
their employees to the schddln the year 1909, under the auspices ofBharse

du Travail,there was founded at Turin a similar sch&gdyola Pratica di Cultura

e Legislazione Sociglewhich, however, soon succumbed.

In England the trade unions and cooperative societies make use of Ruskin College,
Oxford, sending thither those of their members who aspire to office in the labor
organizations, and who have displayed special aptitudes for this career. In Austria
it is proposed to found a party school upon the German model.

It is undeniable that all these educational institutions for the officials of the party
and of the labor organizations tend, above all, towards the artificial creation of an
elite of the working class, of a caste of cadets composed of persons who aspire to the
command of the proletarian rank and file. Without wishing it, there is thus effected
a continuous enlargement of the gulf which divides the leaders from the masses.

The technical specialization that inevitably results from all extensive organization
renders necessary what is called expert leadership. Consequently the power of
determination comes to be considered one of the specific attributes of leadership, and
is gradually withdrawn from the masses to be concentrated in the hands of the
leaders alone. Thus the leaders, who were at first no more than the executive organs
of the collective will, soon emancipate themselves from the mass and become
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independent of its control.

Organization implies the tendency to oligarchy. In every organization, whether it
be a political party, a professional union, or any other association of the kind, the
aristocratic tendency manifests itself very clearly. The mechanism of the organiza-
tion, while conferring a solidity of structure, induces serious changes in the
organized mass, completely inverting the respective position of the leaders and the
led. As a result of organization, every party or professional union becomes divided
into a minority of directors and a majority of directed.

It has been remarked that in the lower stages of civilization tyranny is dominant.
Democracy cannot come into existence until there is attained a subsequent and more
highly developed stage of social life. Freedoms and privileges, and among these
latter the privilege of taking part in the direction of public affairs, are at first
restricted to the few. Recent times have been characterized by the gradual extension
of these privileges to a widening circle. This is what we know as the era of
democracy. But if we pass from the sphere of the state to the sphere of party, we may
observe that as democracy continues to develop, a backwash sets in. With the
advance of organization, democracy tends to decline. Democratic evolution has a
parabolic course. At the present time, at any rate as far as party life is concerned,
democracy is in the descending phase. It may be enunciated as a general rule that the
increase in the power of the leaders is directly proportional with the extension of the
organization. In the various parties and labor organizations of different countries the
influence of the leaders is mainly determined (apart from racial and individual
grounds) by the varying development of organization. Where organization is
stronger, we find that there is a lesser degree of applied democracy.

Every solidly constructed organization, whether it be a democratic state, a political
party, or a league of proletarians for the resistance of economic oppression, presents
a soil eminently favorable for the differentiation of organs and of functions. The
more extended and the more ramified the official apparatus of the organization, the
greater the number of its members, the fuller its treasury, and the more widely
circulated its press, the less efficient becomes the direct control exercised by the rank
and file, and the more is this control replaced by, the increasing power of commit-
tees. Into all parties there insinuates itself that indirect electoral system which in
public life the democratic parties fight against with all possible vigor. Yet in party
life the influence of this system must be more disastrous than in the far more
extensive life of the state. Even in the party congresses, which represent the party-
life seven times sifted, we find that it becomes more and more general to refer all
important questions to committees which delratamera.

As organization develops, not only do the tasks of the administration become more
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difficult and more complicated, but, further, its duties become enlarged and
specialized to such a degree that it is no longer possible to take them all in at a single
glance. In a rapidly progressive movement, it is not only the growth in the number
of duties, but also the higher quality of these, which imposes a more extensive
differentiation of function. Nominally, and according to the letter of the rules, all the
acts of the leaders are subject to the ever vigilant criticism of the rank and file. In
theory the leader is merely an employee bound by the instruction he receives. He has
to carry out the orders of the mass, of which he is no more than the executive organ.
But in actual fact, as the organization increases in size, this control becomes purely
fictitious. The members have to give up the idea of themselves conducting or even
supervising the whole administration, and are compelled to hand these tasks over to
trustworthy persons specially nominated for the purpose, to salaried officials. The
rank and file must content themselves with summary reports, and with the
appointment of occasional special committees of inquiry. Yet this does not derive
from any special change in the rules of the organization. It is by very necessity that
a simple employee gradually becomes a “leader,” acquiring a freedom of action
which he ought not to possess. The chief then becomes accustomed to dispatch
important business on his own responsibility, and to decide various questions relating
to the life of the party without any attempt to consult the rank and file. It is obvious
that democratic control thus undergoes a progressive diminution, and is ultimately
reduced to an infinitesimal minimum. In all the socialist parties there is a continual
increase in the number of functions withdrawn from the electoral assemblies and
transferred to the executive committees. In this way there is constructed a powerful
and complicated edifice. The principle of division of labor coming more and more
into operation, executive authority undergoes division and subdivision. There is thus
constituted a rigorously defined and hierarchical bureaucracy. In the catechism of
party duties, the strict observance of hierarchical rules becomes the first article. The
hierarchy comes into existence as the outcome of technical conditions, and its
constitution is an essential postulate of the regular functioning of the party machine.
It is indisputable that the oligarchical and bureaucratic tendency of party
organization is a matter of technical and practical necessity. It is the inevitable
product of the very principle of organization. Not even the most radical wing of the
various socialist parties raises any objection to this retrogressive evolution, the
contention being that democracy is only a form of organization and that where it
ceases to be possible to harmonize democracy with organization, it is better to
abandon the former than the latter. Organization, since it is the only means of
attaining the ends of socialism, is considered to comprise within itself the revolution-
ary content of the party, and this essential content must never be sacrificed for the
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sake of form.

In all times, in all phases of development, in all branches of human activity, there
have been leaders. It is true that certain socialists, above all the orthodox Marxists
of Germany, seek to convince us that socialism knows nothing of “leaders,” that the
party has “employees” merely, being a democratic party, and the existence of leaders
being incompatible with democracy. But a false assertion such as this cannot
override a sociological law. Its only result is, in fact, to strengthen the rule of the
leaders, for it serves to conceal from the mass a danger which really threatens
democracy.

For technical and administrative reasons, no less than for tactical reasons, a strong
organization needs an equally strong leadership. As long as an organization is
loosely constructed and vague in its outlines, no professional leadership can arise.
The anarchists, who have a horror of all fixed organization, have no regular leaders.
In the early days of German socialism, Yrexrtrauensmanhomme de confiance)
continued to exercise his ordinary occupation. If he received any pay for his work
for the party, the remuneration was on an extremely modest scale, and was no more
than a temporary grant. His function could never be regarded by him as a regular
source of income. The employee of the organization was still a simple workmate,
sharing the mode of life and the social condition of his fellows. Today he has been
replaced for the most part by the professional politidssnzirksleiter(U.S. ward-
boss), etc. The more solid the structure of an organization becomes in the course of
the evolution of the modern political party, the more marked becomes the tendency
to replace the emergency leader by the professional leader. Every party organization
which has attained to a considerable degree of complication demands that there
should be a certain number of persons who devote all their activities to the work of
the party. The mass provides these by delegations, and the delegates, regularly
appointed, become permanent representatives of the mass for the direction of its
affairs.

For democracy, however, the first appearance of professional leadership marks the
beginning of the end, and this, above all, “on account of the logical impossibility of
the “representative” system, whether in parliamentary life or in party delegation.
Jean Jacques Rousseau may be considered as the founder of this aspect of the
criticism of democracy. He defines popular government as “the exercise of the
general will” and draws from this the logical inference that “it can never be alienated
from itself, and the sovereign — who is nothing but a collective concept — can only
be represented by himself. Consequently the instant a people gives itself to
representatives, it is no longer fréé A mass which delegates its sovereignty, that
is to say transfers its sovereignty to the hands of a few individuals, abdicates its
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sovereign functions. For the will of the people is not transferable, nor even the will
of the single individual. However much in practice, during the confused years of the
Terror, the doctrine was abandoned by the disciples of the philosopher of Geneva,
it was at this time in theory universally admitted as incontrovertible. Robespierre
himself accepted it, making a subtle distinction between the “representative of the
people” who has no right to exist “because will cannot be represented” and “the
agent to whom the people have given primary power.”

The experience of attentive observers of the working of the first attempts at a
representative system contributed to establish more firmly the theory of the limits of
democracy. Towards the middle of the nineteenth century this theory, the outcome
of an empirical psychology, was notably enlarged, its claim to general validity was
sustained, and it was formulated as the basis of definite rules and precepts. Carlo
Pisacane, the theorist, too soon forgotten, of the national and social revolution in
Italy, expounds in hisSaggio sulla Rivoluzioneow the men in whose hands
supreme political power is placed must, from their very nature as human beings, be
subject to passions and to the physical and mental imperfections therefrom resulting.
For this reason the tendency and the acts of their rule are in direct contrast with the
tendency and the acts of the mass, “for the latter represent the mean of all individual
judgments and determinations, and are therefore free from the operation of such
influences.” To maintain of a government that it represents public opinion and the
will of the nation is simply to mistake a part for the whBlele thus considers
delegation to be an absurdity. Victor Considerant, a contemporary of Pisacane and
the representative of a similar tendency, also followed in the tracks of Rousseau: “If
the people delegate their sovereignty, they resign it. The people no longer govern
themselves; they are governed. . . . Then, People, delegate your sovereignty! |
guarantee you a fate the opposite of Saturn's: your sovereignty will be devoured by
your daughter, the Delegatioff. The theorists of democracy are never tired of
asserting that, when voting, the people is at one and the same time exercising its
sovereignty and renouncing it. The great democrat LedilinRthe father of
universal and equal suffrage in France, goes so far as to demand the suppression of
president and parliament, and the recognition of the general assembly of the people
as the sole legislative organ. If people, he continues, find it possible in the course of
the year to waste so much time upon public entertainments, holidays, and loafing,
they could surely make a better use of their time by devoting it “to strengthening
their independence, their greatness and their prospérity.”

Victor Considérant fiercely opposed the theory that popular sovereignty is
guaranteed by the representative system. Even if we make the theoretical admission
thatin abstractgparliamentary government does indeed embody government by the



Robert MichelsPolitical Parties 30

masses, in practical life it is nothing but a continuous fraud on the part of the
dominant class. Under representative government the difference between democracy
and monarchy, which are both rooted in the representative system, is altogether
insignificant — a difference not in substance but in form. The sovereign people
elects, in place of a king, a number of kinglets. Not possessing sufficient freedom
and independence to direct the life of the state, it tamely allows itself to be despoiled
of its fundamental right. The one right which the people reserves is the “ridiculous
privilege” of choosing from time to time a new set of mastef® this criticism of

the representative system may be appended the remark of Proudhon, to the effect that
the representatives of the people have no sooner been raised to power than they set
to work to consolidate and reinforce their influence. They continue unceasingly to
surround their positions by new lines of defense, until they have succeeded in
emancipating themselves completely from popular control. All power thus proceeds
in a natural cycle: issuing from the people, it ends by raising itself above the
people¥ In the forties of the last century these ideas were widely diffused and their
truth was almost universally admitted, and in France more particularly by students
of social science and by democratic statesmen. Even the clericals mingled their
voices with those which condemned the representative system. Louis Veuillot, the
Catholic, said: “When | voted, my equality tumbled into the box with my ballot; they
disappeared togethe®"Today this theory is the central feature of the political
criticism of the various schools of anarchists, who often expound it eloquently and
acutely*® Finally Marx and his followers, who in theory regard parliamentary action

as but one weapon among many, but who in practice employ this weapon alone, do
not fail to recognize incidentally the perils of the representative system, even when
based upon universal suffrage. But the Marxists hasten to add that the socialist party
is quite free from these dangéfs.

Popular sovereignty has recently been subjected to a profound criticism by a group
of Italian writers conservative in their tendency. Gaetano Mosca speaks of “the
falsity of the parliamentary legend.” He says that the idea of popular representation
as a free and spontaneous transference of the sovereignty of the electors (collectivity)
to a certain number of elected persons (minority) is based upon the absurd premise
that the minority can be bound to the collective will by unbreakable Horals.
actual fact, directly the election is finished, the power of the mass of electors over
the delegate comes to an end. The deputy regards himself as authorized arbiter of the
situation, and really is such. If among the electors any are to be found who possess
some influence over the representative of the people, their number is very small; they
are the big guns of the constituency or of the local branch of the party. In other
words, they are persons who, whilst belonging by social position to the class of the
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ruled, have in fact come to form part of the ruling oligarthy.

This criticism of the representative system is applicable above all in our own days,
in which political life continually assumes more complex forms. As this complexity
increases, it becomes more and more absurd to attempt to “represent” a heteroge-
neous mass in all the innumerable problems which arise out of the increasing
differentiation of our political and economic life. To represent, in this sense, comes
to mean that the purely individual desire masquerades and is accepted as the will of
the mas$? In certain isolated cases, where the questions involved are extremely
simple, and where the delegated authority is of brief duration, representation is
possible. But permanent representation will always be tantamount to the exercise of
dominion by the representatives over the represented.

Chapter 3: The Modern Democratic Party as a Fighting Party, Dominated
by Militarist Ideas and Methods.

Louis XIV understood the art of government as have few princes either before or
since, and this was the case, above all in the first half of his reign, when his spirit
was still young and fresh. In his memoirs of the year 1666, he lays down for every
branch of the adminstration, and more especially for the conduct of military affairs,
the following essential rules: “Resolutions ought to be prompt, discipline exact,
commands absolute, obedience puncttfalhe essentials thus enumerated by the
Roi Soleil(promptness of decision, unity of command, and strictness of discipline)
are equally applicablenutatis mutandisto the various aggregates of modern
political life, for these are in a perpetual condition of latent warfare.

The modern party is a fighting organization in the political sense of the term, and
must as such conform to the laws of tactics. Now the first article of these laws is
facility of mobilization. Ferdinand Lassalle, the founder of a revolutionary labor
party, recognized this long ago, contending that the dictatorship which existed in fact
in the society over which he presided was as thoroughly justified in theory as it was
indispensable in practice. The rank and file, he said, must follow their chief blindly,
and the whole organization must be like a hammer in the hands of its president.

This view of the matter was in correspondence with political necessity, especially
in Lassalle's day, when the labor movement was in its infancy, and when it was only
by a rigorous discipline that this movement could hope to obtain respect and
consideration from the bourgeois parties. Centralization guaranteed, and always
guarantees, the rapid formation of resolutions. An extensive organizafiense
a heavy piece of mechanism, and one difficult to put in operation. When we have to
do with a mass distributed over a considerable area, to consult the rank and file upon
every question would involve an enormous loss of time, and the opinion thus
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obtained would moreover be summary and vague. But the problems of the hour need
a speedy decision, and this is why democracy can no longer function in its primitive
and genuine form, unless the policy pursued is to be temporizing, involving the loss
of the most favorable opportunities for action. Under such guidance, the party
becomes incapable of acting in alliance with others, and loses its political elasticity.
A fighting party needs a hierarchical structure. In the absence of such a structure, the
party will be comparable to a savage and shapeless Negro army, which is unable to
withstand a single well-disciplined and welldrilled battalion of European soldiers.

In the daily struggle, nothing but a certain degree of caesarism will ensure the rapid
transmission and the precise execution of orders. The Dutch socialist, van Kol,
frankly declares that true democracy cannot be installed until the fight is over.
Meanwhile, even a socialist leadership must possess authority, and sufficient force
to maintain itself in power. A provisional despotism is, he contends, essential, and
liberty itself must yield to the need for prompt action. Thus the submission of the
masses to the will of a few individuals comes to be considered one of the highest of
democratic virtues. “To those who are called to lead us, we promise loyalty and
obedience, and we say to them: Men who have been honored as the people's choice,
show us the way, we will follow youf”It is such utterances as this which reveal to
us the true nature of the modern party. In a party, and above all in a fighting political
party, democracy is not for home consumption, but is rather an article made for
export. Every political organization has need of “a light equipment which will not
hamper its movements.” Democracy is utterly incompatible with strategic
promptness, and the forces of democracy do not lend themselves to the rapid opening
of a campaign. This is why political parties, even when democratic, exhibit so much
hostility to the referendum and to all other measures for the safeguard of real
democracy; and this is why in their constitution these parties exhibit, if not
unconditional caesarism, at least extremely strong centralizing and oligarchical
tendencies. Lagardelle puts the finishing touches to the picture in the following
words: “And for the use of the proletariat they have reproduced the capitalist tools
of domination; they have built a workers' government as harsh as the bourgeois
government, a workers' bureaucracy as clumsy as the bourgeois bureaucracy, a
central power which tells the workers what they can and what they cannot do, which
shatters all independence and initiative in the union members, and which sometimes
must inspire in its victims a regret for capitalistic modes of authdfity.”

The close resemblance between a fighting democratic party and a military
organization is reflected in socialist terminology, which is largely borrowed, and
especially in Germany, from military science. There is hardly one expression of
military tactics and strategy, hardly even a phrase of barrack slang, which does not
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recur again and again in the leading articles of the socialist press. In the daily
practice of the socialist struggle it is true that preference is almost invariably given
to the temporizing tactics of Fabius Cunctator, but this depends upon special
circumstances, which will be subsequently discussed (Part 6, Chap. 1). The intimate
association between party life and military life is manifested also by the passionate
interest which some of the most distinguished leaders of German socialism take in
military affairs. During his residence in England, the German merchant Frederick
Engels, who had once served in the Guards as a volunteer, devoted his leisure to the
simultaneous exposition of socialist and of militarist thébmo Bebel, the son of

a Prussian non-commissioned officer, the world is indebted for a number of ideas of
reform in matters of military technique which have nothing in common with the
theoretical socialist anti-militarisffi.Bebel and Engels, and especially the latter,
may even be considered as essentially military writers. This tendency on the part of
socialist leaders is not the outcome of mere chance, but depends upon an instinct of
elective affinity.

B. Psychological Causes of Leadership.

Chapter 1. The Establishment of a Customary Right to the Office of
Delegate.

One who holds the office of delegate acquires a moral right to that office, and
delegates remain in office unless removed by extraordinary circumstances or in
obedience to rules observed with exceptional strictness. An election made for a
definite purpose becomes a life incumbency. Custom becomes a right. One who has
for a certain time held the office of delegate ends by regarding that office as his own
property. If refused reinstatement, he threatens reprisals (the threat of resignation
being the least serious among these) which will tend to sow confusion among his
comrades, and this confusion will continue until he is victorious.

Resignation of office, in so far as it is not a mere expression of discouragement or
protest (such as disinclination to accept a candidature in an unpromising constitu-
ency), is in most cases a means for the retention and fortification of leadership. Even
in political organizations greater than party, the leaders often employ this stratagem,
thus disarming their adversaries by a deference which does not lack a specious
democratic color. The opponent is forced to exhibit in return an even greater
deference, and this above all when the leader who makes use of the method is really
indispensable, or is considered indispensable by the mass. The recent history of
Germany affords numerous examples showing the infallibility of this machiavellian
device for the maintenance of leadership. During the troubled period of transition
from absolute to constitutional monarchy, during the ministry of Ludolf Camphau-
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sen, King Frederick William IV of Prussia threatened to abdicate whenever liberal
ideas were tending in Prussian politics to gain the upper hand over the romanticist
conservatism which was dear to his heart. By this threat the liberals were placed in
a dilemma. Either they must accept the king's abdication, which would involve the
accession to the throne of Prince William of Prussia, a man of ultra-reactionary
tendencies, whose reign was likely to be initiated by an uprising among the lower
classes; or else they must abandon their liberal schemes, and maintain in power the
king now become indispensable. Thus Frederick William always succeeded in
getting his own way, and in defeating the schemes of his political opponents. Thirty-
five years later Prince Bismarck, establishing his strength with the weapon of his
indispensability, consolidated his omnipotence over the German empire which he
had recently created, by again and again handing in his resignation to the Emperor
William I. His aim was to reduce the old monarch to obedience, whenever the latter
showed any signs of exercising an independent will, by suggesting the chaos in
internal and external policy which would necessarily result from the retirement of
the “founder of the empire,” since the aged emperor was not competent to undertake
the personal direction of affaif$The present president of the Brazilian republic,
Hermes da Fonseca, owes his position chiefly to a timely threat of resignation.
Having been appointed Minister of War in 1907, Fonseca undertook the reorganiza-
tion of the Brazilian army. He brought forward a bill for the introduction of universal
compulsory military service, which was fiercely resisted in both houses of
parliament. Through his energetic personal advocacy, sustained by a threat of
resignation, the measure was ultimately carried, and secured for its promoter such
renown, that not only did he remain in office, but in the year 1910 was elected
President of the Republic by 102,000 votes against 52,000.

It is the same in all political parties. Whenever an obstacle is encountered, the
leaders are apt to offer to resign, professing that they are weary of office, but really
aiming to show to the dissentients the indispensability of their own leadership. In
1864, when Vahlteich proposed a change in the rules of the General Association of
German Workers, Lassalle, the president, was very angry, and, conscious of his own
value to the movement, propounded the following alternative: Either you protect me
from the recurrence of such friction as this, or | throw up my office. The immediate
result was the expulsion of the importunate critic. In Holland today, Troelstra, the
Dutch Lassalle, likewise succeeds in disarming his opponents within the party by
pathetically threatening to retire into private life, saying that if they go on subjecting
his actions to an inopportune criticism, his injured idealism will force him to
withdraw from the daily struggles of party life. The same thing has occurred more
than once in the history of the ltalian socialist party. It often happens that the
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socialist members of parliament find themselves in disagreement with the majority
of the party upon some question of importance, such as that of the opportuneness of
a general strike; or in the party congresses they may wish to record their votes in
opposition to the views of their respective branches. It is easy for them to get their
own way and to silence their opponents by threatening to resign. If necessary, they
go still further, and actually resign their seats, appealing to the electors as the only
authority competent to decide the question in dispute. In such cases they are nearly
always re-elected, and thus attain to an incontestable position of power. At the
socialist congress held at Bologna in 1904, some of the deputies voted in favor of the
reformist resolution, in opposition to the wishes of the majority of the comrades
whose views they were supposed to represent. When called to account, they offered
to resign their seats, and the party electors, wishing to avoid the expense and trouble
of a new election, and afraid of the loss of party seats, hastened to condone the
deputies' action. In May, 1906, twenty-four out of the twentyseven members of the
socialist group in the Chamber resigned their seats, in consequence of the difference
of views between themselves and the rank and file on the subject of the general
strike, which the deputies had repudiated. All but three were re-elected.

Such actions have a fine democratic air, and yet hardly serve to conceal the
dictatorial spirit of those who perform them. The leader who asks for a vote of
confidence is in appearance submitting to the judgment of his followers, but in
reality he throws into the scale the entire weight of his own indispensability, real or
supposed, and thus commonly forces submission to his will. The leaders are
extremely careful never to admit that the true aim of their threat to resign is the
reinforcement of their power over the rank and file. They declare, on the contrary,
that their conduct is determined by the purest democratic spirit, that it is a striking
proof of their fineness of feeling, of their sense of personal dignity, and of their
deference for the mass. Yet if we really look into the matter we cannot fail to see
that, whether they desire it or not., their action is an oligarchical demonstration, the
manifestation of a tendency to enfranchise themselves from the control of the rank
and file. Such resignations, even if not dictated by a self-seeking policy, but offered
solely in order to prevent differences of opinion between the leaders and the mass,
and in order to maintain the necessary harmony of views, always have as their
practical outcome the subjection of the mass to the authority of the leader.

Chapter 2. The Need for Leadership Felt by the Mass.

A distinguished French dramatist who devoted his leisure to writing prose studies
of serious social questions, Alexandre Dumas fils, once observed that every human
advance was, at its outset, opposed by ninety-nine per cent of humanity. “But this is
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of no importance, seeing that that hundredth to which we belong has, since the
beginning of the world, made all the reforms for the ninety-nine others who are well
pleased with them but who nevertheless go on protesting against those which still
remain to be carried out.” In another passage he adds: “Majorities are only the
evidence of that which is” whereas “minorities are often the seed of that which will
be.”™ There is no exaggeration in the assertion that among the citizens who enjoy
political rights the number of those who have a lively interest in public affairs is
insignificant. In the majority of human beings the sense of an intimate relationship
between the good of the individual and the good of the collectivity is but little
developed. Most people are altogether devoid of understanding of the actions and
reactions between that organism we call the state and their private interests, their
prosperity, and their life. As de Tocqueville expresses it, they regard it as far more
important to consider “whether it is worthwhile to put a road through their fFand:”
than to interest themselves in the general work of public administration. The majority
is content, with Stirner, to call out to the state, “Get away from between me and the
sun!” Stirner makes fun of all those who, in accordance with the views of Kant,
preach it to humanity as a “sacred duty” to take an interest in public affairs. “Let
those persons who have a personal interest in political changes concern themselves
with these. Neither now nor at any future time will 'sacred duty' lead people to
trouble themselves about the state, just as little as it is by 'sacred duty' that they
become men of science, artists, etc. Egoism alone can spur people to an interest in
public affairs, and will spur them — when matters grow a good deal wdrse.”

In the life of modern democratic parties we may observe signs of similar
indifference. It is only a minority which participates in party decisions, and
sometimes that minority is ludicrously small. The most important resolutions taken
by the most democratic of all parties, the socialist party, always emanate from a
handful of the members. It is true that the renouncement of the exercise of
democratic rights is voluntary; except in those cases, which are common enough,
where the. active participation of the organized mass in party life is prevented by
geographical or topographical conditions. Speaking generally, it is the urban part of
the organization which decides everything; the duties of the members living in
country districts and in remote provincial towns are greatly restricted; they are
expected to pay their subscriptions and to vote during elections in favor of the
candidates selected by the organization of the great town. There is here at work the
influence of tactical considerations as well as that of local conditions. The
preponderance of the townsmen over the scattered country members corresponds to
the necessity of promptness in decision and speed in action to which allusion was
made in an earlier chapter.
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Within the large towns there goes on a process of spontaneous selection, in virtue
of which there is separated from the organized mass a certain number of members
who participate more diligently than the others in the work of the organization. This
inner group is composed, like that of the pious frequenters of the churches, of two
very distinct categories: the category of those who are animated by a fine sense of
duty, and the category of those whose attendance is merely a matter of habit. In all
countries the number of this inner circle is comparatively small. The majority of the
members are as indifferent to the organization as the majority of the electors are to
parliament. Even in countries like France, where collective political education is of
older date, the majority renounces all active participation in tactical and administra-
tive questions, leaving these to the little group which makes a practice of attending
meetings. The great struggles which go on among the leaders on behalf of one
tactical method or another, struggles in fact for supremacy in the party, but carried
out in the name of Marxism, reformism, or syndicalism, are not merely beyond the
understanding of the rank and file, but leave them altogether cold. In almost all
countries it is easy to observe that meetings held to discuss questions of the hour,
whether political, sensational, or sentimental (such as protection, an attack upon the
Government, the Russian revolution, and the like), or those for the discussion of
matters of general interest (the discovery of the North Pole, personal hygiene,
spiritualism), attract a far larger audience, even when reserved to members of the
party, than do meetings for the discussion of tactical or theoretical questions,
although these are of vital importance to the doctrine or to the organization. The
present writer knows this from personal experience in three typical great cities, Paris,
Frankfort-on-the-Main, and Turin. Notwithstanding differences of atmosphere, there
was observable in each of these three centers the same indifference to party affairs
and the same slackness of attendance at ordinary meetings. The great majority of the
members will not attend meetings unless some noted orator is to speak, or unless
some extremely striking warcry is sounded for their attraction, such as, in France, “A
bas la vie chére!” or, in Germany, “Down with personal government!” A good
meeting can also be held when there is a cinema-show, or a popular scientific lecture
illustrated by lantern-slides. In a word, the ordinary members have a weakness for
everything which appeals to their eyes and for such spectacles as will always attract
a gaping crowd.

It may be added that the regular attendants at public meetings and committees are
by no means always proletarians — especially where the smaller centers are
concerned. When his work is finished, the proletarian can think only of rest, and of
getting to bed in good time. His place at meetings is taken by petty bourgeois, by
those who come to sell newspapers and picture-postcards, by clerks, by young
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intellectuals who have not yet got a position in their own circle, people who are all
glad to hear themselves spoken of as authentic proletarians and to be glorified as the
class of the future.

The same thing happens in party life as happens in the state. In both, the demand
for monetary supplies is upon a coercive foundation, but the electoral system has no
established sanction. An electoral right exists, but no electoral duty. Until this duty
is superimposed upon the right, it appears probable that a small minority only will
continue to avalil itself of the right which the majority voluntarily renounces, and that
the minority will always dictate laws for the indifferent and apathetic mass. The
consequence is that, in the political groupings of democracy, the participation in
party life has an echeloned aspect. The extensive base consists of the great mass of
electors; upon this is superposed the enormously smaller mass of enrolled members
of the local branch of the party, numbering perhaps one-tenth or even as few as one-
thirtieth of the electors; above this, again, comes the much smaller number of the
members who regularly attend meetings; next comes the group of officials of the
party; and highest of all, consisting in part of the same individuals as the last group,
come the half-dozen or so members of the executive committee. Effective power is
here in inverse ratio to the number of those who exercise it. Thus practical
democracy is represented by the following diagtam:

Commttee,

Officials.
Habitués of
meetings.

l Enrolled
members

Voters.4

Though it grumbles occasionally, the majority is really delighted to find persons
who will take the trouble to look after its affairs. In the mass, and even in the
organized mass of the labor parties, there is an immense need for direction and
guidance. This need is accompanied by a genuine cult for the leaders, who are
regarded as heroes. Misoneism, the rock upon which so many serious reforms have
at all times been wrecked, is at present rather increasing than diminishing. This
increase is explicable owning to the more extensive division of labor in modern
civilized society, which renders it more and more impossible to embrace in a single
glance the totality of the political organization of the state and its ever more
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complicated mechanism. To this misoneism are superadded, and more particularly
in the popular parties, profound differences of culture and education among the
members. These differences give to the need for leadership felt by the masses a
continually increasing dynamic tendency.

This tendency is manifest in the political parties of all countries. It is true that its
intensity varies as between one nation and another, in accordance with contingencies
of a historical character or with the influences of racial psychology. The German
people in especial exhibits to an extreme degree the need for someone to point out
the way and to issue orders. This peculiarity, common to all classes not excepting the
proletariat, furnishes a psychological soil upon which a powerful directive hegemony
can flourish luxuriantly. There exist among the Germans all the preconditions
necessary for such a development: a psychical predisposition to subordination, a
profound instinct for discipline, in a word, the whole still-persistent inheritance of
the influence of the Prussian drill-sergeant, with all its advantages and all its
disadvantages; in addition, a trust in authority which verges on the complete absence
of a critical faculty. It is only the Rhinelanders, possessed of a somewhat more
conspicuous individuality, who cotitwite, to a certain extent, an exception to this
generalization. The risks to the democratic spirit that are involved by this peculiarity
of the German character were well known to Karl Marx. Although himself a party
leader in the fullest sense of the term, and although endowed to the highest degree
with the qualities necessary for leadership, he thought it necessary to warn the
German workers against entertaining too rigid a conception of organization. In a
letter from Marx to Schweitzer we are told that in Germany, where the workers are
bureaucratically controlled from birth upwards, and for this reason have a blind faith
in constituted authority, it is above all necessary to teach them to walk by them-
selves?

The indifference which in normal times the mass is accustomed to display in
ordinary political life becomes in certain cases of particular importance, an obstacle
to the extension of the party influence. The crowd may abandon the leaders at the
very moment when these are preparing for energetic action. This happens even in
connection with the organization of demonstrations of protest. At the Austrian
socialist congress held at Salzburg in 1904, Dr. Ellenbogen complained: “I am
always anxious when the party leaders undertake any kind of action. It seems simply
impossible to arouse the interest of the workers even in matters which one would
have expected them to understand. In the agitation against the new military schemes,
we found it impossible to organize meetings of a respectable®simeSaxony, in
1895, when it was proposed to restrict the suffrage, that is to say to limit the political
rights of thousands of workers, the socialist leaders vainly endeavored to arouse a
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general agitation, their attempts being rendered nugatory by the general apathy of the
masses. The language of the press was inflammatory. Millions of leaflets were
distributed. Within the space of a few daysuendred and fifty meetings of protest
were held. All was without effect. There was no genuine agitation. The meetings,
especially in the outlying districts, were very scantily atteriéi@tie leaders, alike

the Central Committee and the district organizers, were overwhelmed with disgust
at the calm indifference of the mass, which rendered serious agitation altogether
impossible’’ The failure of the movement was due to an error of omission on the
part of the leaders. The rank and file did not recognize the importance of the loss
they were to suffer because the leaders had neglected to point out all its conse-
guences. Accustomed to being ruled, the rank and file needs a considerable work of
preparation before they can be set in motion. In default of this, and when signals
which the rank and file do not understand are unexpectedly made by the leaders, they
pay no attention.

The most striking proof of the organic weakness of the mass is furnished by the
way in which, when deprived of their leaders in time of action, they abandon the
field of battle in disordered flight; they seem to have no power of instinctive
reorganization, and are uselessilumew captains arise capable of replacing those
that have been lost. The failure of innumerable strikes ahticpbagitations is
explained very simply by the opportune action of the authorities, who have placed
the leaders under lock and key. It is this experience which has given rise to the view
that popular movements are, generally speaking, artificial products, the work of
isolated individuals termed agitators (Aufwiegler, Hetzer, Meneurs, Sobillatori), and
that it suffices to suppress the agitators to get the upper hand of the agitation. This
opinion is especially favored by certain narrow-minded conservatives. But such an
idea shows only the incapacity of those who profess to understand the intimate
nature of the mass. In collective movements, with rare exceptions, the process is
natural and not “artificial.” Natural above all is the movement itself, at whose head
the leader takes his place, not as a rule of his own initiative, but by force of
circumstances. No less natural is the sudden collapse of the agitation as soon as the
army is deprived of its chiefs.

The need which the mass feels for guidance, and its incapacity for acting in default
of an initiative from without and from above, impose, however, heavy burdens upon
the chiefs. The leaders of modern democratic parties do not lead an idle life. Their
positions are anything but sinecures, and they have acquired their supremacy at the
cost of extremely hard work. Their life is one of incessant effort. The tenacious,
persistent, and indefatigable agitation characteristic of the socialist party, particularly
in Germany, never relaxed in consequence of casual failures, nor ever abandoned
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because of casual successes, and which no other party has yet succeeded in imitating,
has justly aroused the admiration even of critics and of bourgeois opponents. In
democratic organizations the activity of the professional leader is extremely
fatiguing, often destructive to health, and in general (despite the divison of labor)
highly complex. He has continually to sacrifice his own vitality in the struggle, and
when for reasons of health he ought to slacken his activities, he is not free to do so.
The claims made upon him never wane. The crowd has an incurable passion for dis-
tinguished orators, for men of a great name, and if these are not obtainable, they
insist at least upon an M.P. At anniversaries and other celebrations of which the
democratic masses are so fond, and always during electoral meetings, demands pour
in to the central organization, and close always on the same note, “we must have an
M.P.!” In addition, the leaders have to undertake all kinds of literary work, and
should they happen to be barristers, they must give their time to the numerous legal
proceedings which are of importance to the party. As for the leaders of the highest
grade, they are simply stifled under the honorary positions which are showered upon
them. Accumulation of functions is, in fact, one of the characteristics of modern
democratic parties. In the German socialist party we not infrequently find that the
same individual is a towncouncilor, a member of the diet, and a member of the
Reichstag, or that, in addition to two of these functions, he is editor of a newspaper,
secretary of a trade union, or secretary of a cooperative society; the same thing is
true of Belgium, of Holland, and of Italy. All this brings honor to the leader, gives
him power over the mass, makes him more and more indispensable; but it also
involves continuous overwork; for those who are not of exceptionally strong
constitution it is apt to involve a premature death.

Chapter 3. The Political Gratitude of the Masses.

In addition to the political indifference of the masses and to their need for guidance,
there is another factor, and one of a loftier moral quality, which contributes to the
supremacy of the leaders, and this is the gratitude felt by the crowd for those who
speak and write on their behalf. The leaders acquire fame as defenders and advisers
of the people; and while the mass, economically indispensable, goes quietly about
its daily work, the leaders, for love of the cause, must often suffer persecution,
imprisonment, and exile.

These men, who have often acquired, as it were, an aureole of sanctity and
martyrdom, ask one reward only for their services, gratitude. Sometimes this demand
for gratitude finds written expression. Among the masses themselves this sentiment
of gratitude is extremely strong. If from time to time we encounter exceptions to this
rule, if the masses display the blackest ingratitude towards their chosen leaders, we
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may be certain that there is on such occasions a drama of jealousy being played
beneath the surface. There is a demagogic struggle, fierce, masked, and obstinate,
between one leader and another, and the mass has to intervene in this struggle, and
to decide between the adversaries. But in favoring one competitor, it necessarily
displays “ingratitude” towards the other. Putting aside these exceptional cases, the
mass is sincerely grateful to its leaders, regarding gratitude as a sacred duty. As a
rule, this sentiment of gratitude is displayed in the continual re-election of the leaders
who have deserved well of the party, so that leadership commonly becomes
perpetual. It is the general feeling of the mass that it would be “ungrateful” if they
failed to confirm in his functions every leader of long service.

Chapter 4. The Cult of Veneration Among the Masses.

The socialist parties often identify themselves with their leaders to the extent of
adopting the leaders' names. Thus, in Germany from 1863 to 1875 there were
Lassallists and Marxists; whilst in France, until quite recently, there were Broussists,
Allemanists, Guesdists, and Jauresists. The fact that these personal descriptive terms
tend to pass out of use in such countries as Germany may be attributed to two distinct
causes: in the first place, there has been an enormous increase in the membership and
especially in the voting strength of the party; and secondly, within the party,
dictatorship has given place to oligarchy, and the leaders of this oligarchy are
inspired by sentiments of mutual jealousy. As a supplementary cause may be
mentioned the general lack of leaders of conspicuous ability, capable of securing and
maintaining an absolute and indisputable authority.

The English anthropo-sociologist Frazer contends that the maintenance of the order
and authority of the state is to a large extent dependent upon the superstitious ideas
of the masses, this being, in his view, a bad means used to a good end. Among such
superstitious notions, Frazer draws attention to the belief so frequent among the
people that their leaders belong to a higher order of humanity than theni&ghes.
phenomenon is, in fact, conspicuous in the history of the socialist parties during the
last fifty years. The supremacy of the leaders over the mass depends, not solely upon
the factors already discussed, but also upon the widespread superstitious reverence
paid to the leaders on account of their superiority in formal culture — for which a
much greater respect is commonly felt than for true intellectual worth.

The adoration of the led for the leaders is commonly latent. It reveals itself by signs
that are barely perceptible, such as the tone of veneration in which the idol's name
is pronounced, the perfect docility with which the least of his signs is obeyed, and
the indignation which is aroused by any critical attack upon his personality. But
where the individuality of the leader is truly exceptional, and also in periods of lively
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excitement, the latent fervor is conspicuously manifested with the violence of an
acute paroxysm. In June 1864, the hot-blooded Rhinelanders received Lassalle like
a god. Garlands were hung across the streets. Maids of honor showered flowers over
him. Interminable lines of carriages followed the chariot of the “president” with
overflowing and irresistible enthusiasm and with frenzied applause were received the
words of the hero of the triumph, often extravagant and in the vein of the charlatan,
for he spoke rather as if he wished to defy criticism than to provoke applause. It was
in truth a triumphal march. Nothing was lacking — triumphal arches, hymns of
welcome, solemn receptions of foreign deputations. Lassalle was ambitious in the
grand style, and, as Bismarck said of him at a later date, his thoughts did not go far
short of asking whether the future German Empire, in which he was greatly
interested, ought to be ruled by a dynasty of Hohenzollerns or of Lassalles. We need
feel no surprise that all this adulation excited Lassalle's imagination to such a degree
that he soon afterwards felt able to promise his fiancee that he would one day enter
the capital as president of the German republic, seated in a chariot drawn by six
white horses.

In Sicily, in 1892, when the first agricultural laborers' unions, knowaszs were
constituted, the members had an almost supernatural faith in their leaders. In an
ingenuous confusion of the social question with their religious practices, they often
in their processions carried the crucifix side by side with the red flag and with
placards inscribed with sentences from the works of Marx. The leaders were escorted
on their way to the meetings with music, torches, and Japanese lanterns. Many,
drunk with the sentiment of adoration, prostrated themselves before their leaders, as
in former days they had prostrated themselves before their biShatmurgeois
journalist once asked an old peasant, member of a sofagh#b,if the proletarians
did not think that Giuseppe De Felice Giuffrida, Garibaldi Bosco, and the other
young students or lawyers who, though of bourgeois origin, were working on behalf
of the fasci, were not really doing this with the sole aim of securing their own
election as county councilors and deputies. “De Felice and Bosco are angels come
down from heaven!” was the peasant's brief and eloquent®eply.

It may be admitted that not all the workers would have replied to such a question
in this way, for the Sicilian populace has always had a peculiar tendency to hero-
worship. But throughout southern ltaly, and to some extent in central Italy, the
leaders are even today revered by the masses with rites of a semi-religious character.
In Calabria, Enrico Ferri was for some time adored as a tutelary saint against
governmental corruption. In Rome also, where the tradition of the classic forms of
paganism still survives, Ferri was hailed in a public hall, in the name of all the
“proletarian quirites,” as “the greatest among the great.” The occasion for this
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demonstration was that Ferri had broken a window as a sign of protest against a
censure uttered by the President of the Chamber (2901 }Holland, in the year

1886, when Domela Nieuwenhuis was liberated from prison, he received from the
people, as he himself records, greater honors than had ever been paid to any
sovereign, and the halls in which he addressed meetings were profusely adorned with
flowers. Such an attitude pn the part of the mass is not peculiar to backward
countries or remote periods; it is an atavistic survival of primitive psychology. A
proof of this is afforded by the idolatrous worship paid today in the department of
the Nord (the most advanced industrial region in France) to the Marxist prophet,
Jules Guesde. Moreover, in certain parts of England, we find that the working classes
give their leaders a reception which recalls the days of Lassalle.

The adoration of the chiefs survives their death. The greatest among them are
canonized. After the death of Lassalle, the Allgemeiner Deutscher Arbeiterverein,
of which he had been absolute monarch, broke up into two sections, the “fraction of
the Countess Hatzfeld” or “female line,” as the Marxist adversaries sarcastically
styled it, and the “male line” led by J. B. von Schweitzer. While quarreling fiercely
with one another, these two groups were at one, not only hi respect of the honor they
paid to Lassalle's memory, but also in their faithful observance of every letter of his
program. Nor has Karl Marx escaped this sort of socialist canonization, and the
fanatical zeal with which some of his followers defend him to this day strongly
recalls the hero-worship paid to Lassalle. Just as Christians used to give and still give
to their infants the names of the founders of their religion, St. Peter and St. Paul, so
socialist parents in certain parts of central Italy call their boys Lassallo and their girls
Marxina, as an emblem of the new faith. Moreover, the zealots often have to pay
heavily for their devotion, in quarrels with angry relatives and with recalcitrant
registration officials, and sometimes even in the form of serious material injury, such
as loss of employment. Whilst this practice is at times no more than a manifestation
of that intellectual snobbery from which even the working-class environment is not
wholly free, it is often the outward sign of a profound and sincere idealism.
Whatever its cause, it proves the adoration felt by the masses for the leaders, an
adoration transcending the limits of a simple sense of obligation for services
rendered. Sometimes this sentiment of hero-worship is turned to practical account
by speculative tradesmen, so that we see in the newspapers (especially in America,
Italy, and the southern Slav lands) advertisements of “Karl Marx liqueurs” and “Karl
Marx buttons”; and such articles are offered for sale at public meetings. A clear light
is thrown upon the childish character of proletarian psychology by the fact that these
speculative activities often prove extremely lucrative.

The masses experience a profound need to prostrate themselves, not simply before
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greatideals, but also before the individuals who in their eyes incorporate such ideals.
Their adoration for these temporal divinities is the more blind in proportion as their
lives are rude. There is considerable truth in the paradoxical phrases of Bernard
Shaw, who defines democracy as a collection of idolaters, in contradistinction to
aristocracy, which is a collection of id&fsThis need to pay adoring worship is often

the sole permanent element which survives all the changes in the ideas of the masses.
The industrial workers of Saxony have during recent years passed from fervent
Protestantism to socialism. It is possible that in the case of some of them this
evolution has been accompanied by a complete reversal of all their former
intellectual and moral valuations; but it is certain that if from their domestic shrines
they have expelled the traditional image of Luther, it has only been in order to
replace it by one of Bebel. In Emilia, where the peasantry has undergone a similar
evolution, the oleograph of the Blessed Virgin has simply given place to one of
Prampolini; and in southern ltaly, faith in the annual miracle of the liquefaction of
the blood of St. Januarius has yielded before a faith in the miracle of the superhuman
power of Enrico Ferri, “the Scourge of the Camorra.” Amid the ruins of the old
moral world of the masses, there remains intact the triumphal column of religious
need. They often behave towards their leaders after the manner of the sculptor of
ancient Greece who, having modelled a Jupiter Tonans, prostrated himself in
adoration before the work of his own hands.

In the object of such adoration, megalomania is apt to éA3ine.immeasurable
presumption, which is not without its comic side, sometimes found in modern
popular leaders, is not dependent solely on their being self-made men, but also upon
the atmosphere of adulation in which they live and breathe. This overweening self-
esteem on the part of the leaders diffuses a powerful suggestive influence, whereby
the masses are confirmed in their admiration for their leaders, and it thus proves a
source of enhanced power.

Chapter 5. Accessory Qualities Requisite to Leadership.

In the opening days of the labor movement, the foundation of leadership consisted
mainly, if not exclusively, in oratorical skill. It is impossible for the crowd to escape
the aesthetic and emotional influence of words. The fineness of the oratory exercises
a suggestive influence whereby the crowd is completely subordinated to the will of
the orator. Now the essential characteristic of democracy is found in the readiness
with which it succumbs to the magic of words, written as well as spoken. In a
democratic regime, the born leaders are orators and journalists. It suffices to mention
Gambetta and Clemenceau in France; Gladstone and Lloyd George in England;
Crispi and Luzzatti in Italy. In states under democratic rule it is a general belief that



Robert MichelsPolitical Parties 46

oratorical power is the only thing which renders a man competent for the direction
of public affairs. The same maxim applies even more definitely to the control of the
great democratic parties. The influence of the spoken word has been obvious above
all in the country in which a democratic regime first came into existence. This was
pointed out in 1826 by an acute Italian observer: “The English people, so prudent in
the use of its time, experiences, in listening to a public speaker, the same pleasure
which it enjoys at the theater when the works of the most celebrated dramatists are
being played® A quarter of a century later, Carlyle wrote: “No British man can
attain to be a statesman or chief of workers till he has first proved himself a chief of
talkers.® In France, Ernest-Charles, making a statistical study of the professions of
the deputies, showed that, as far as the young, impetuous, lively, and progressive
parties are concerned, almost all the parliamentary representatives are journalists and
able speaker8.This applies not only to the socialists, but also to the nationalists and
to the anti-Semites. The whole modern history of the political labor movement
confirms the observation. Jaures, Guesde, Lagardelle, Herve, Bebel, Ferri, Turati,
Labriola, Ramsay Macdonald, Troelstra, Henriette Roland-Hoist, Adler, Daszynski
— all, each in his own fashion, are powerful orators.

On the other hand, it is the lack of oratorical talent which largely explains why, in
Germany, such a personality as that of Eduard Bernstein has remained in compara-
tive obscurity, notwithstanding the vigor of his doctrinal views and his great
intellectual influence; why, in Holland, Domela Nieuwenhuis has in the end lost his
leading position; why, in France, a man possessed of so much talent and cultivation
as Paul Lafargue, closely connected by family ties with Karl Marx, failed to attain
such a position in the councils of the party as Guesde, who is far from being a man
of science, or even a man of very powerful intelligence, but who is a notable orator.

Those who aspire to leadership in the labor organizations fully recognize the
importance of the oratorical art. In March 1909 the socialist students of Ruskin
College, Oxford, expressed discontent with their professors because these gave to
sociology and to pure logic a more important place in the curriculum than to
oratorical exercises. Embryo politicians, the students fully recognized the profit they
would derive from oratory in their chosen career. Resolving to, back up their
complaint by energetic action, they went on strike until they had got their own way.

The prestige acquired by the orator in the minds of the crowd is almost unlimited.
What the masses appreciate above all are oratorical gifts as such, beauty and strength
of voice, suppleness of mind, badinage; whilst the content of the speech is of quite
secondary importance. A spouter who, as if bitten by a tarantula, rushes hither and
thither to speak to the people, is apt to be regarded as a zealous and active comrade,
whereas one who, speaking little but working much, does valuable service for the
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party, is regarded with disdain, and considered but an incomplete socialist.

Unquestionably, the fascination exercised by the beauty of a sonorous eloquence
is often, for the masses, no more than the prelude to a long series of disillusionments,
either because the speaker's practical activities bear no proportion to his oratorical
abilities, or simply because he is a person of altogether common character. In most
cases however, the masses, intoxicated by the speaker's powers, are hypnotized to
such a degree that for long periods to come they see in him a magnified image of
their own ego. Their admiration and enthusiasm for the orator are, in ultimate
analysis, no more than admiration and enthusiasm for their own personalities, and
these sentiments are fostered by the orator in that he undertakes to speak and to act
in the name of the mass, in the name, that is, of every individual. In responding to
the appeal of the great orator, the mass is unconsciously influenced by its own
egoism.

Numerous and varied are the personal qualities thanks to which certain individuals
succeed in ruling the masses. These qualities, which may be considered as specific
gualities of leadership, are not necessarily all assembled in every leader. Among
them, the chief is the force of will which reduces to obedience less powerful wills.
Next in importance come the following: a wider extent of knowledge which
impresses the members of the leader's environment; a catonian strength of
conviction, a force of ideas often verging on fanaticism, and which arouses the
respect of the masses by its very intensity; self-sufficiency, even if accompanied by
arrogant pride, so long as the leader knows how to make the crowd share his own
pride in himself; in exceptional cases, finally, goodness of heart and disinterested-
ness, qualities which recall in the minds of the crowd the figure of Christ, and
reawaken religious sentiments which are decayed but not extinct.

The quality, however, which most of all impresses the crowd is the prestige of
celebrity. As we learn from modern psychology, a notable factor in the suggestive
influence exercised by a man is found in the elevation to which hdihdsed on
the path leading to the Parnassus of celebrity. Tarde writes: “Actually, when a mind
acts upon our own thought, it is with the collaboration of many other minds through
whom we see it, and whose opinion, without our knowledge, is reflected in our own.
We muse vaguely on the esteem shown him ... on the admiration he inspires. . . . If
he is a famous man, the number of his admirers impresses us, confeisedasse,
and this influence takes on an air of objective solidarity, of impersonal reality,
creating the prestige proper for great figurgst'suffices for the celebrated man to
raise a finger to make for himself a political position. It is a point of honor with the
masses to put the conduct of their affairs in the hands of a celebrity. The crowd
always submits willingly to the control of distinguished individuals. The man who
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appears before them crowned with laurels is considered a priori to be a demigod. If
he consents to place himself at their head it matters little where he has gained his
laurels, for he can count upon their applause and enthusiasm. It was because Lassalle
was celebrated at once as poet, philosopher, and barrister that he was able to awaken
the toiling masses, ordinarily slumbering or drawn in the wake of the bourgeois
democracy, to group them round his own person. Lassalle was himself well aware
of the effect which great names produce upon the crowd, and for this reason he
always endeavored to secure for his party the adhesion of men of note. In Italy,
Enrico Ferri, who while still a young man was already a university professor, and
had at the same time acquired wide distinction as the founder of the new lItalian
school of criminology, had merely to present himself at the Socialist Congress of
Reggio Emilia in the year 1893 to secure the leadership of the Italian Socialist Party,
a leadership which he retained for fifteen years. In like manner, Cesare Lombroso,
the anthropologist, and Edmondo De Amicis, the author, had no sooner given in their
adhesion to the socialist party than they were immediately raised to positions of
honor, one becoming the confidential adviser and the other the official Homer of the
militant Italian proletariat. Yet not one of these distinguished men had become a
regular subscribing member; they had merely sent certain congratulatory telegrams
and letters. In France, Jean Jaures, already distinguished as an academic philosopher
and as a radical politician, and Anatole France, the celebrated novelist, attained to
leading positions in the labor movement as soon as they decided to join it, without
having to undergo any period of probation. In England, when the poet William
Morris, at the age of forty-eight, became a socialist, he immediately acquired great
popularity in the socialist movement. Similar was the case in Holland of Herman
Gorter, author of the fine lyric poeMei, and the poetess Henriette Roland-Hoist.

In contemporary Germany there are certain great men, at the zenith of their fame,
who are intimate sympathizers with the party, but have not decided to join it. It may,
however, be regarded as certain that if Gerhard Hauptmann, after the success of his
Weaversand Werner Sombart, when his first published writings had attracted such
wide attention, had given in their official adhesion to the German socialist party, they
would now be amongst the most honored leaders of the famous three million
socialists of Germany. In the popular view, to bear a name which is already familiar
in certain respects constitutes the best title to leadership. Among the party leaders
will be found men who have acquired fame solely within the ranks of the party, at
the price of long and arduous struggles, but the masses have always instinctively
preferred to these those leaders who have joined them when already full of honor and
glory and possessing independent claims to immortality. Such fame won in other
fields seems to them of greater value than that which is won under their own eyes.
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Certain accessory facts are worth mentioning in this connection. History teaches
that between the chiefs who have acquired high rank solely in consequence of work
for the party and those who have entered the party with a prestige acquired in other
fields, a conflict speedily arises, and there often ensues a prolonged struggle for
dominion between two factions. As motives for this struggle, we have, on the one
side, envy and jealousy, and, on the other, presumption and ambition. In addition to
these subjective factors, objective and tactical factors are also in operation. The great
man who has attained distinction solely within the party commonly possesses, when
compared with the “outsider,” the advantage of a keener sense for the immediately
practical, a better understanding of masspsychology, a fuller knowledge of the
history of the labor movement, and in many cases clearer ideas concerning the
doctrinal content of the party program.

In this struggle between the two groups of leaders, two phases may almost always
be distinguished. The new arrivals begin by detaching the masses from the power of
the old leaders, and by preaching a new evangel which the crowd accepts with
delirious enthusiasm. This evangel, however, is no longer illuminated by the treasury
of ideas which as a whole constitute socialism properly so-called, but by ideas drawn
from the science or from the art in which these great men have previously acquired
fame, and it is given a suggestive weight owing to the admiration of the great
amorphous public. Meanwhile, the old leaders, filled with rancor, having first
organized for defense, end by openly assuming the offensive. They have the natural
advantage of numbers. It often happens that the new leaders lose their heads because,
as great men, they have cherished the illusion that they are quite safe from such
surprises. Are not the old leaders persons of mediocre ability, who have acquired
their present position only at the price of a long and arduous apprenticeship? In the
view of the newcomers, this apprenticeship does not demand any distinguished
intellectual qualities, and from their superior platform they look down with mingled
disdain and compassion. There are, however, additional reasons why the men of
independent distinction almost invariably succumb in such a struggle. Poets,
aesthetes, or men of science, they refuse to submit to the general discipline of the
party, and attack the external forms of democracy. But this weakens their position,
for the mass cherishes such forms, even when it is ruled by an oligarchy. Con-
sequently their adversaries, though no more truly democratic, since they are much
cleverer in preserving the appearance of democracy, gain credit with the crowd. It
may be added that the great men are not accustomed to confront systematic
opposition. They become enervated when prolonged resistance is forced upon them.
It is thus easy to understand why, in disgust and disillusion, they so often abandon
the struggle, or create a little private clique for separate politicalnackhe few
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among them who remain in the party are inevitably overthrown and thrust into the
background by the old leaders. The great Lassalle had already found a dangerous
competitor in the person of the simple ex-workman, Julius Vahlteich. It is true that
Lassalle succeeded in disembarrassing himself of this opponent, but had he lived
longer, he would have had to sustain a merciless struggle against Liebknecht and
Bebel. William Morris, after he had broken with the old professional leaders of the
English labor movement, was reduced to the leadership of his little guard of
intellectuals at Hammersmith. Enrico Ferri, who at his first entrance into the party
had to encounter the tenacious mistrust of the old leaders, subsequently committed
theoretical and practical errors which ended by depriving him once for all of his
position as official chief of the Italian socialists. Gorter and Henriette RolandHolst,
after having for some years aroused intense enthusiasm, were finally overthrown and
reduced to complete impotence by the old notables of the party.

Thus the dominion dependent upon distinction acquired outside the party is
comparatively ephemeral. But age in itself is no barrier whatever to the power of the
leaders. The ancient Greeks said that white hairs were the first crown which must
decorate the leaders' foreheads. Today, however, we live in an epoch in which there
is less need for accumulated personal experience of life, for science puts at every
one's disposal efficient means of instruction that even the youngest may speedily
become thoroughly well instructed. Today everything is quickly acquired, even that
experience in which formerly consisted the sole and genuine superiority of the old
over the young. Thus, not in consequence of democracy, but simply owing to the
technical type of modern civilization, age has lost much of its value, and therefore
has lost, in addition, the respect which it inspired and the influence which it
exercised. It might rather be said that age is a hindrance to progress within the party,
just as in any other career which it is better to enter in youth because there are so
many steps to mount. This is true at least in the case of well organized parties, and
where there is a great influx of new members. It is certainly different as far as
concerns leaders who have grown old in the service of the party. Age here constitutes
an element of superiority. Apart from the gratitude which the masses feel towards
the old fighter on account of the services he has rendered to the cause, he also
possesses this great advantage over the novice that he has a better knowledge of his
trade. David Hume tells us that in practical agriculture the superiority of the old
farmer over the young arises in consequence of a certain uniformity in the effects of
the sun, the rain, and, the soil upon the growth of plants, and because practical
experience teaches the rules that determine and guide these inff§émpasty life,
the old hand has a similar advantage. He possesses a profounder understanding of the
relationships between cause and effect which form the framework of popular
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political life and the substance of popular psychology. The result is that his conduct
is guided by a fineness of perception to which the young have not yet attained.

Chapter 6. Accessory Peculiarities of the Masses.

To enable us to understand and properly to appreciate the superiority of the leaders
over the mass it is necessary to turn our attention to the characteristics of the rank
and file. The question arises, what are these masses?

It has already been shown that a general sentiment of indifference towards the
management of its own affairs is natural to the crowd, even when organized to form
political parties.

The very composition of the mass is such as to render it unable to resist the power
of an order of leaders aware of its own strength. An analysis of the German trade
unions in respect of the age of their members gives a sufficiently faithful picture of
the composition also of the various socialist parties. The great majority of the
membership ranges in age from 25 to 39 y&aaiite young men find other ways
of employing their leisure; they are heedless, their thoughts run in erotic channels,
they are always hoping that some miracle will deliver them from the need of passing
their whole lives as simple wage-earners, and for these reasons they are slow to join
a trade union. The men over forty, weary and disillusioned, commonly resign their
membership (unless retained in the union by purely personal interest, to secure out-
of-work pay, insurance against iliness, and the like). Consequently there is lacking
in the organization the force of control of ardent and irreverent youth and also that
of experienced maturity. In other words, the leaders have to do with a mass of
members to whom they are superior in respect of age and experience of life, whilst
they have nothing to fear from the relentless criticism which is so peculiarly
characteristic of men who have just attained to virility.

Another important consideration as to the composition of the rank and file who
have to be led is its fluctuating character. It seems, at any rate, that this may be
deduced from a report of the socialist section of Munich for the year 1906. It
contains statistics, showing analytically the individual duration of membership. The
figures in parenthesis indicate the total number of members, including those
members who had previously belonged to other sections
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MEMBERSHIP CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO DURATION
%

Less than 6 months ............ 1,502 about 23 (1,582)
From 6 months to 2 years ....... 1,620 “ 24 (1,816)

“ 2to3years ............. 684 “ 10 (995)

“3t0d 1,020 “ 15(1,965)

“ 4105 .l 507 * 7Y% (891)

“ 5106 ‘. 270 “  4(844)

“Bto7 127 “ 2 (604)

“ 708 131 - 2 (1,289)
More than8 “............. 833 “ 12v% (1,666)

The fluctuating character of the membership is manifest in even greater degree in
the German trade unions. This has given rise to the saying that a trade union is like
a pigeon-house where the pigeons enter and leave at their caprice. The German
Metalworkers' Federation (Deutscher Metallarbeiterverband) had, during the years
1906 to 1908, 210,561 new members. But the percentage of withdrawals increased
in 1906 to 60, in 1907 to 83, and in 1908 to 10This shows us that the bonds
connecting the bulk of the masses to their organization are extremely slender, and
that it is only a small proportion of the organized workers who feel themselves really
at one with their unions. Hence the leaders, when compared with the masses, whose
composition varies from moment to moment, constitute a more stable and more
constant element of the organized membership.

C. Intellectual Factors.

Chapter 1. Superiority of the Professional Leaders in Respect to Culture,
and Their Indispensability; the Formal and Real Incompetence of the Mass

In the infancy of the socialist party, when the organization is still weak, when its
membership is scanty, and when its principal aim is to diffuse a knowledge of the
elementary principles of socialism, professional leaders are less numerous than are
leaders whose work in this department is no more than an accessory occupation. But
with the further progress of the organization, new needs continually arise, at once
within the party and in respect of its relationships with the outer world. Thus the
moment inevitably comes when neither the idealism and enthusiasm of the
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intellectuals, nor yet the goodwill with which the proletarians devote their free time
on Sundays to the work of the party, suffice any longer to meet the requirements of
the case. The provisional must then give place to the permanent, and dilettantism
must yield to professionalism.

With the appearance of professional leadership, there ensues a great accentuation
of the cultural differences between the leaders and the led. Long experience has
shown that among the factors which secure the dominion of minorities over
majorities — money and its equivalents (economic superiority), tradition and
hereditary transmission (historical superiority) — the first place must be given to the
formal instruction of the leaders (so-called intellectual superiority). Now the most
superficial observation shows that in the parties of the proletariat the leaders are, in
matters of education, greatly superior to the led.

Essentially, this superiority is purely formal. Its existence is plainly manifest in
those countries in which, as in ltaly, the course of political evolution and a
widespread psychological predisposition have caused an afflux into the labor party
of a great number of barristers, doctors, and, university professors. The deserters
from the bourgeoisie become leaders of the proletariat, not in spite of, but because
of, that superiority of formal instruction which they have acquired in the camp of the
enemy and have brought with them thence.

It is obvious that the dynamic influence of these newcomers over the mass of
workers will diminish in proportion as their own number increases, that a small
nucleus of doctors and barristers in a great popular party will be more influential
than a considerable quantity of intellectuals who are fiercely contending for
supremacy. In other countries, however, such as Germany, whilst we find a few
intellectuals among the leaders, by far the greater number of these are ex-manual
workers. In these lands the bourgeois classes present so firm a front against the
revolutionary workers that the deserters from the bourgeoisie who pass over to the
socialist camp are exposed to a thoroughgoing social and political boycott, and, on
the other hand, the proletarians, thanks to the wonderful organization of the state, and
because highly developed capitalist manufacturing industry demands from its
servitors high intelligence, have attained to the possession of a considerable, if
elementary, degree of scholastic instruction, which they earnestly endeavor to
amplify by private study. But the level of instruction among the leaders of working-
class origin is no longer the same as that of their former workmates. The party
mechanism, which, through the abundance of paid and honorary posts at its disposal,
offers a career to the workers, and which consequently exercises a powerful
attractive force, determines the transformation of a number of proletarians with
considerable intellectual gifts into employees whose mode of life becomes that of the
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petty bourgeois. This change of condition at once creates the need and provides the
opportunity for the acquisition, at the expense of the mass, of more elaborate
instruction and a clearer view of existing social relationships. Whilst their occupation
and the needs of daily life render it impossible for the masses to attain to a profound
knowledge of the social machinery, and above all of the working of the political
machine, the leader of working-class origin is enabled, thanks to his new situation,
to make himself intimately familiar with all the technical details of public life, and
thus to increase his superiority over the rank and file. In proportion as the profession
of politician becomes a more complicated one, and in proportion as the rules of
social legislation become more numerous, it is necessary for one who would
understand politics to possess wider experience and more extensive knowledge. Thus
the gulf between the leaders and the rest of the party becomes ever wider, until the
moment arrives in which the leaders lose all true sense of solidarity with the class
from which they have sprung, and there ensues a new class-division between
exproletarian captains and proletarian common soldiers. When the workers choose
leaders for themselves, they are with their own hands creating new masters whose
principal means of dominion is found in their better instructed minds.

It is not only in the trade-union organization, in the party administration, and in the
party press, that these new masters make their influence felt. Whether of working-
class or of bourgeois origin, they also monopolize the party representation in
parliament.

All parties today have a parliamentary aim. (There is only one exception, that of the
anarchists, who are almost without political influence, and who, moreover, since they
are the declared enemies of all organization, and who, when they form organizations,
do so in defiance of their own principles, cannot be considered to constitute a
political party in the proper sense of the term.) They pursue legal methods, appealing
to the electors, making it their first aim to acquire parliamentary influence, and
having for their ultimate goal “the conquest of political power.” It is for this reason
that even the representatives of the revolutionary parties enter the legislature. Their
parliamentary labors, undertaken at first with reluctance, but subsequently with
increasing satisfaction and increasing professional zeal, remove them further and
further from their electors. The questions which they have to decide, and whose
effective decision demand on their part a serious work of preparation, involve an
increase in their own technical competence, and a consequent increase in the distance
between themselves and their comrades of the rank and file. Thus the leaders, if they
were not “cultured” already, soon become so. But culture exercises a suggestive
influence over the masses.

In proportion as they become initiated into the details ditipal life, as they
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become familiarized with the different aspects of the fiscal problem and with
guestions of foreign policy, the leaders gain an importance which renders them
indispensable so long as their party continues to practice a parliamentary tactic, and
which will perhaps render them important even should this tactic be abandoned. This
is perfectly natural, for the leaders cannot be replaced at a moment's notice, since all
the other members of the party are absorbed in their everyday occupations and are
strangers to the bureaucratic mechanism. This special competence, this expert
knowledge, which the leader acquires in matters inaccessible, or almost inaccessible,
to the mass, gives him a security of tenure which conflicts with the essential
principles of democracy.

The technical competence which definitely elevates the leaders above the mass and
subjects the mass to the leaders, has its influence reinforced by certain other factors,
such as routine, the social education which the deputies gain in the chamber, and
their special training in the work of parliamentary committees. The leaders naturally
endeavor to apply in the normal life of the parties the maneuvers they have learned
in the parliamentary environment, and in this way they often succeed in diverting
currents of opposition to their own dominance. The parliamentarians are past masters
in the art of controlling meetings, of applying and interpreting rules, of proposing
motions at opportune moments; in a word, they are skilled in the use of artifices of
all kinds in order to avoid the discussion of controversial points, in order to extract
from a hostile majority a vote favorable to themselves, or at least, if the worst comes
to the worst, to reduce the hostile majority to silence. There is no lack of means,
varying from an ingenious and often ambiguous manner of putting the question when
the vote is to be taken, to the exercise on the crowd of a suggestive influence by
insinuations which, while they have no real bearing on the question at issue, none the
less produce a strong impression. As referendarsggp@rteurg and experts,
intimately acquainted with all the hidden aspects of the subject under discussion,
many of the deputies are adepts in the art of employing digressions, periphrases, and
terminological subtleties, by means of which they surround the simplest matter with
a maze of obscurity to which they alone have the clue. In this way, whether acting
in good faith or in bad, they render it impossible for the masses, whose “theoretical
interpreters” they should be, to follow them, and to understand them, and they thus
elude all possibility of technical control. They are masters of the situation.

The intangibility of the deputies is increased and their privileged position is further
consolidated by the renown which they acquire, at once among their political
adversaries and among their own partisans, by their oratorical talent, by their
specialized aptitudes, or by the charm of their intellectual or even their physical
personalities. The dismissal by the organized masses of a universally esteemed
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leader would discredit the party throughout the country. Not only would the party
suffer from being deprived of its leaders, if matters were thus pushed to an extreme,
but the political reaction upon the status of the party would be immeasurably
disastrous. Not only would it be necessary to find substitutes without delay for the
dismissed leaders, who have only become familiar with political affairs after many
years of arduous and unremitting toil (and where is the party which between one day
and the next would be able to provide efficient substitutes?); but also it has to be
remembered that it is largely to the personal influence of their old parliamentary
chiefs that the masses owe their success in social legislation and in the struggle for
the conquest of general political freedom.

The democratic masses are thus compelled to submit to a restriction of their own
wills when they are forced to give their leaders an authority which is in the long run
destructive to the very principle of democracy. The leader's principal source of
power is found in his indispensability. One who is indispensable has in his power all
the lords and masters of the earth. The history of the working-class parties
continually furnishes instances in which the leader has been in flagrant contradiction
with the fundamental principles of the movement, but in which the rank and file have
not been able to make up their minds to draw the logical consequences of this
conflict, because they feel that they cannot get along without the leader, and cannot
dispense with the qualities he has acquired in virtue of the very position to which
they have themselves elevated him, and because they do not see their way to find an
adequate substitute. Numerous are the parliamentary orators and the trade-union
leaders who are in opposition to the rank and file at once theoretically and
practically, and who, none the less, continue to think and to act tranquilly on behalf
of the rank and file. These latter, disconcerted and uneasy, look on at the behavior
of the “great men,” but seldom dare to throw off their authority and to give them
their dismissal.

The incompetence of the masses is almost universal throughout the domains of
political life, and this constitutes the most solid foundation of the power of the
leaders. The incompetence furnishes the leaders with a practical and to some extent
with a moral justification. Since the rank and file are incapable of looking after their
own interests, it is necessary that they should have experts to attend to their affairs.
From this point of view it cannot be always considered a bad thing that the leaders
should really lead. The free election of leaders by the rank and file presupposes that
the latter possess the competence requisite for the recognition and appreciation of the
competence of the leaders. To express it in Frdactiésignation des capacités
suppose elle-méme la capacité de la désignaiibe. recognition of the political
immaturity of the mass and of the impossibility of a complete practical application
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of the principle of mass-sovereignty, has led certain distinguished thinkers to
propose that democracy should be limited by democracy itself. Condorcet wished
that the mass should itself decide in what matters it was to renounce its right of direct
control”® This would be the voluntary renunciation of sovereignty on the part of the
sovereign mass. The French Revolution, which claimed to translate into practice the
principle of free popular government and of human equality, and according to which
the mutable will of the masses was in the abstract the supreme law, established
through its National Assembly that the mere proposal to restore a monarchical form
of government should be punishable by déatin a point of such essential
importance the deliberative power of the masses must yield to the threat of martial
law. Even so fanatical an advocate of popular sovereignty as Victor Considérant was
forced to acknowledge that at the first glance the machinery of government seemed
too ponderous for it to appear possible for the people as such to make the machine
work, and he therefore proposed the election of a group of specialists whose duty it
should be to elaborate the text of the laws which the sovereign people had voted in
principle. Bernstein also denies that the average man has sufficient political
competence to render unrestricted popular sovereignty legitimate. He considers that
a great part of the questions that have to be decided consist of peculiar problems
concerning which, until all men become living encyclopedias, a few only will have
interest and knowledge. To attain to an adequate degree of information regarding
such questions, so that a carefully considered judgment can be given, requires a rare
sense of responsibility such as cannot at present be attributed to the majority of the
citizens. Even Kautsky could not but recognize the difficulty of the problem thus
presented to the labor movement; he has pointed out that it is not every province of
social life which is suitable for democratic administration, and that democracy must
be introduced gradually, and will not be completely realized until those interested
shall have become capable of forming an independent judgment upon all decisive
guestions; and he shows that the possibility of realizing democratic administration
will be greater in proportion as the cooperation of all the persons concerned in the
decision of the issues becomes possible.

The incompetence of the masses, which is in last analysis always recognized by the
leaders, serves to provide a theoretical justification for the dominion of these. In
England, which owes to Thomas Carlyle the theory of the supreme importance of
great men, or “heroes,” and where that theory has not, as in Germany, been utterly
expelled from the official doctrine of socialism by the theory of historical material-
ism, even socialist thought has been profoundly influenced by the great men theory.
The English socialists, in fact, including those of the most various tendencies, have
openly declared that if democracy is to be effective it must assume the aspect of a
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benevolent despotism. “He [the leader] has a scheme to which he works, and he has
the power to make his will effectivé>"In all the affairs of management for whose
decision there is requisite specialized knowledge, and for whose performance a
certain degree of authority is essential, a measure of despotism must be allowed, and
thereby a deviation from the principles of pure democracy. From the democratic
point of view this is perhaps an evil, but it is a necessary evil. Socialism does not
signify everythingoy the people, but everythirfgr the peopl€® Consequently the
English socialists entrust the salvation of democracy solely to the good will and to
the insight of the leaders. The majority determined by the counting of heads can do
no more than lay down the general lines; all the rest, which is tactically of greater
importance, devolves upon the leaders. The result is that quite a small number of
individuals — three, suggests Bax — effectively controls the policy of the whole
party. Social democracy is not democracy, but a party fighting to attain to
democracy. In other words, democracy is the end, but not the Aie&hs.
impossibility of the means being really democratic is conspicuously shown by the
character of the socialist party as an undertaking endowed with certain financial
characteristics, and one which, though created for ideological aims, depends for its
success, not only upon the play of economic forces, but also upon the quality of the
persons who have assumed leadership and responsibility. Here, as elsewhere, the
saying is true that no undertaking can succeed without leaders, without managers. In
parallelism with the corresponding phenomena in industrial and commercial life, it
is evident that with the growth of working-class organization there must be an
accompanying growth in the value, the importance, and the authority of the leaders.
The principle of the division of labor creates specialism, and it is with good reason
that the necessity for expert leadership has been compared with that which gives rise
to specialism in the medical profession and in technical chemistry. Specialism,
however, implies authority. Just as the patient obeys the doctor, because the doctor
knows better than the patient, having made a special study of the human body in
health and disease, so must the political patient submit to the guidance of his party
leaders, who possess a political competence impossible of attainment by the rank and
file.

Thus democracy ends by undergoing transformation into a form of government by
the best, into an aristocracy. At once materially and morally, the leaders are those
who must be regarded as the most capable and the most mature. Is it not, therefore,
their duty as well as their right to put themselves at the head, and to lead not merely
as representatives of the party, but as individuals proudly conscious of their own
personal value?



Part Two / Autocratic Tendencies of Leaders.
Chapter 1. The Stability of Leadership.

No one who studies the history of the socialist movement in Germany can fail to
be greatly struck by the stability of the group of persons leading the party.

In 1870-71, in the year of the foundation of the German Empire, we see two great
personalities, those of Wilhelm Liebknecat and August Bebel, emerge from the little
group of the faithful to the new socialist religion to acquire leadership of the infant
movement by their energy and their intelligence. Thirty years later, at the dawn of
the new century, we find them still occupying the position of the most prominent
leaders of the German workers. This stability in the party leadership in Germany is
very striking to the historian when he compares it with what has happened in the
working-class parties elsewhere in Europe. The Italian socialist party, indeed, for the
same reasons as in Germany, has exhibited a similar stability. Elsewhere, however,
among the members of the Old International, a few individuals only of minor
importance have retained their faith in socialism intact into the new century. In
Germany, it may be said that the socialist leaders live in the party, grow old and die
in its service.

We shall subsequently have occasion to refer to the smallness, in Germany, of the
number of deserters from the socialist camp to join the other parties. In addition to
these few who have completely abandoned socialism, there are some, who, after
working on behalf of the party for a time, have left politics to devote their energies
to other fields. There are certain men of letters, who rose in the party like rockets, to
disappear with corresponding rapidity. After a brief and sometimes stormy activity,
they have quitted the rude political stage to return to the peaceful atmosphere of the
study; and often their retirement from active political life has been accompanied by
a mental estrangement from the world of socialist thought, whose scientific content
they had perhaps never assimilated. Among such may be mentioned: Dr. Paul Ernst,
at one time editor of the “Volkstribiine”; Dr. Bruno Wille, who led the sectidief
Jungen(the Young Men) to the assault upon the veterans of the party who were
captained by Bebel and Liebknecht (1890); Dr. Otto Erich Hartleben, once dramatic
critic of “Vorwaérts,” but never a conspicuous member of the party; Dr. Ludwig
Woltmann, delegate of the Rhenish manufacturing town of Barmen to the Congress
of Hanover in 1899, where he was engaged in the defense of Bernstein, and who,
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after writing some socialist books which constitute notable contributions to
sociology, subsequently devoted himself entirely to “political anthropology” with a
strong nationalist flavor; Ernst Gystrow (Dr. Willy Hellpach); and several others, for
the most part talented and highly cultured men who have made names for themselves
in German belletristic literature or in German science, but who were not suited for
enduring political activities. It has also happened more than once in the history of the
social democracy that men dominated by a fixed idea, and inspired by the hope of
concentrating upon the realization of this idea the whole activity of socialist
propaganda, or of simply annexing socialism to the service of this obsession, have
rushed into the party, only to leave it as suddenly with a chilled enthusiasm as soon
as they perceived that they were attempting the impossible. At the Munich Congress
of 1902, the pastor, Georg Welker of Wiesbaden, a member of the sect of
Freireligiosen(Broad Church), inspired by all the ardor of a neophyte, wished to
substitute for the accepted socialist principle that religion is to be considered as a
private matter the tactically dangerous de\Bceasez I'infameAgain, at the first
Congress of Socialist Women, which was held contemporaneously with the Munich
Socialist Congress, Dr. Karl von Oppel, who had recently returned from Cape
Colony and was a new member of the socialist party, emphasized the need for the
need for the study by socialists of foreign languages, and even foreign dialects, to
enable them to come into more intimate contact with their brethren in other lands,
and in his peroration insisted that the use of the use of the familiar “thou” should be
made universal and compulsory in the intercourse of socialist comrades. Such
phenomena are characteristic of the life of all parties, but are especially common
among socialists, since socialism exercises a natural force of attraction for cranks of
all kinds. Every vigorous political party which is subversive in its aims is predestined
to become for a time an exercise ground for all sorts of innovators and quacksalvers,
for persons who wish to cure the ills of travailing humanity by the use of their chosen
specifics, employed exclusively in smaller or larger doses — the substitution of
friction with oil for washing with soap and water, the wearing of all-wool under-
clothing, vegetarianism, Christian science, neomalthusianism, and other fantasies.
More serious than the loss of such casual socialists were the losses which the party
sustained during the period of the early and fierce application of the antisocialist
laws. At this time, in the period of reaction from 1840 to 1850, a large proportion of
the leaders were forced to emigrate to Amefi@&till more serious were the losses
sustained by the party during the Bismarckian regime. Bebel declares that at this
time the number of those who were deprived of their means of livelihood and were
forced to seek work and asylum on foreign soil ran into several hundreds. Of the
nucleus of those who before the passing of the anti-socialist laws which unchained
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the tempest against the socialists, had worked actively in the party as propagandists,
editors, and deputies, more than eighty left Germany, which most of them never
revisited. “This involved a great draining of our energi@sr’ the worst years the
exodus was particularly strong. Thus in the year 1881, just before the elections had
demonstrated the indomitable vitality of the German Socialist Party, Friedrich
Wilhelm Fritzsche (ob. 1905) and Julius Vahlteich, the critic of Lassalle, both of
them at one time leaders in the party of Lassalle and socialist deputies to the
Reichstag, crossed the Atlantic never to retlivotwithstanding the storm which

raged for more than ten years against the socialist party, the number of those whose
socialist activity survived this period of terror was very large. Obviously, then, in
times of comparative calm the stability of the leaders must be considerably greater.
The author has examined the lists of those present at the congresses held in 1893 by
three of the international socialist parties, namely, the German social democrats, the
Parti Ouvrier (Guesdistes) in France, and the Italian socialist party, in order to
ascertain the names of those who in the year 1910 were still in the first rank of the
fighters on behalf of socialism in their respective countries. The results of this
inquiry, which cannot claim absolute scientific precision, but which have none the
less considerable practical value, are as follows. Of the 200 delegates to the Congress
of Cologne, 60 were still fighting in the breach in 1910; of the 93 delegates of the
Congress of Paris, 12; and of the 311 delegates to the Congress of Reggio Emilia,
102. This shows a very high percentage of survivals, above all for the proletarian
parties of Italy and Germany, but to a less extent for the Parti Ouvrier. The bourgeois
parties of the left on the Continent will hardly find it possible to boast of a similiar
continuity in the personnel of their leaders great and small. In the working-class
parties we find that the personnel of the officials is even more stable than that of the
leaders in general. The causes of this stability, as will be shown in the sequel, depend
upon a complex of numerous phenomena.

Long tenure of office involves dangers for democracy. For this reason those
organizations which are anxious to retain their democratic essence make it a rule that
all the offices at their disposal shall be conferred for brief periods only. If we take
into account the number of offices to be filled by universal suffrage and the
frequency of elections, the American citizen is the one who enjoys the largest
measure of democracy. In the United States, not only the legislative bodies, but all
the higher administrative and judicial officials are elected by popular vote. It has
been calculated that every American citizen must on an average exercise his function
as a voter twenty-two times a yéaiThe members of the socialist parties in the
various countries must today exercise similarly extensive electoral activities:
nomination of candidates for parliament, county councils, and municipalities;
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nomination of delegates to local and national party congresses; election of
committees; re-election of the same; and salargapo.In almost all the socialist
parties and trade unions the officers are elected for a brief term, and must be
reelected at least every two years. The longer the tenure of office, the greater
becomes the influence of the leader over the masses and the greater therefore his
independence. Consequently a frequent repetition of election is an elementary
precaution on the part of democracy against the virus of oligarchy.

Since in the democratic parties the leaders owe their position to election by the
mass, and are exposed to the chance of being dispossessed at no distant date, when
forced to seek re-election, it would seem at first sight as if the democratic working
of these parties were indeed secured. A persevering and logical application of
democratic principles should in fact get rid of all personal considerations and of all
attachment to tradition. Just as in the political life of constitutional states the ministry
must consist of members of that party which possesses a parliamentary majority, so
also in the socialist party the principal offices ought always to be filled by the
partisans of those tendencies which have prevailed at the congresses. Thus the old
party dignitaries ought always to yield before youthful forces, before those who have
acquired that numerical preponderance which is represented by at least half of the
membership plus one. It must, moreover, be a natural endeavor not to leave the same
comrades too long in occupation of important offices, lest the holders of these should
stick in their grooves, and should come to regard themselves as God-given leaders.
But in those parties which are solidly organized, the actual state of affairs is far from
corresponding to this theory. The sentiment of tradition, in cooperation with an
instinctive need for stability, has as its result that the leadership represents always
the past rather than the present. Leadership is indefinitely retained, not because it is
the tangible expression of the relationships between the forces existing in the party
at any given moment, but simply because it is already constituted. It is through
gregarious idleness, or, if we may employ the euphemism, it is in virtue of the law
of inertia, that the leaders are so often confirmed in their office as long as they like.
These tendencies are particularly evident in the German social democracy, where the
leaders are practically irremovable. The practice of choosing an entirely new set of
leaders every two years ought long ago to have become general in the socialist party,
as prototype of all democratic parties. Yet, as far as the German socialists are
concerned, not merely does no such practice exist, but any attempt to introduce it
provokes great discontent among the rank and file. It is true that one of the
fundamental rules of the party, voted at the Mainz congress in 1900, lays down that
at every annual congress the party must “renew,” by ballot and by absolute majority,
the whole of the executive committee, consisting of seven persons (two presidents,
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two vice-presidents, two secretaries, and a treasurer). This would be the true
application of the democratic principle, but so little is it commonly observed in
practice, that at every congress there are distributed to the delegates who are about
to elect their new leaders printed ballot papers bearing the names of all the members
of the retiring committee. This proves, not merely that the reelection of these leaders
is taken as a matter of course, but even that a certain pressure is exercised in order
to secure their reelection. It is true that in theory every elector is free to erase the
printed names and to write in others, and that this is all the easier since the vote is
secret. None the less, the printed ballot paper remains an effective expedient. There
is a French phraseorriger la fortune;this method enables the leadersdoriger

la democrati€? A change in the list of names, although this is simply the exercise

of an electoral right established by the rules, is even regarded as a nuisance by most
of the delegates, and is censured by them should it occur. This was characteristically
shown at the Dresden congress in 1903. When the report spread through the congress
that the revolutionary socialists of Berlin intended to remove from among the names
on the ballot paper the name of Ignaz Auer, of whom they disapproved on account
of his revisionist tendencies (an accusation which they subsequently repelled with
indignation), the widespread anger aroused by the proposed sacrilege sufficed to
overthrow the scheme.

It is in this manner that the leaders of an eminently democratic party, nominated by
indirect suffrage, prolong throughout their lives the powers with which they have
once been invested. The reelection demanded by the rules becomes a pure formality.
The temporary commission becomes a permanent one, and the tenure of office an
established right. The democratic leaders are more firmly established in their seats
than were ever the leaders of an aristocratic body. Their term of office comes greatly
to exceed the mean duration of ministerial life in monarchical states. It has been
calculated that in the German Empire the average official life of a minister of state
is four years and three months. In the leadership, that is to say in the ministry, of the
socialist party we see the same persons occupying the same posts for forty years in
succession. Naumann writes of the democratic parties: “Here changes in the leading
offices occur less rapidly than in those of the secretaries of state of the ministers. The
democratic method of election has its own peculiar loyalty. As far as individual
details are concerned it is incalculable, and yet on general lines we can count upon
its activity with more certainty than upon the policy of princes. Through all
democracy there runs a current of slow-moving tradition, for the ideas of the masses
change only step by step and by gentle gradations. While in the monarchical
organism there is an abundance of ancient forms, we find no less in the democratic
organism that the longer it exists the more does it become dominated by tenaciously
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established phrases, programs and customs. It is not until new ideas have been in
progress up and down the country for a considerable time that these ideas can
penetrate the constituted parties through the activity of particular groups that have
adopted them, or as an outcome of a spontaneous change of opinion among the rank
and file. This natural tenacity of parliaments which are the outcome of popular
election is indisputable, be it advantageous or disadvantageous to the comfunity.”

In democratically constituted bodies elsewhere than in Germany a simliar
phenomenon is manifest. In proof of this, reference may be made to a paragraph in
the rules drawn up on February 3, 1910, by the Italian General Confederation of
Labor as to the proclamation of the general strike. The rule begins by declaring, in
perfect conformity with democratic principles, that the declaration of a general strike
must always be preceded by a referendum to the branches. To the

terms of this referendum were to be appended the minutes of the session at which the
Confederation of Labor had decided to submit the question. But the rule adds that if
there should be disagreement between the executive council of the Federation and
the results of the reference to the branches, if, for instance, the council had rejected
the general strike while the referendum showed that the rank and file favored it, this
difference must not be taken to imply a vote of censure on the |éad@bis.shows

that in the working-class organizations of Italy ministerial responsibility is not so
strongly established as in the Italian state, where the ministry feels that it must resign
if, when it has brought forward a bill, this bill is rejected by the majority of the
Chamber. As far as concerns England, we learn from the Webbs that the stability of
the officials in the labor organizations is superior to that of the employees in the civil
service. In the Amalgamated Association of Operative Cotton-Spinners we actually
find that there is a rule to the effect that the officials shall remain in office
indefinitely, as long as the members are satisfied with them.

An explanation of this phenomenon is doubtless to be found m the force of
tradition, whose influence assimilates, in this respect, the revolutionary masses to the
conservatives. A contributory cause is one to which we have already referred, the
noble human sentiment of gratitude. The failure to reeled a comrade who has assisted
in the birth of the party, who has suffered with it many adversities, and has rendered
it a thousand services, would be regarded as a cruelty and as an action to be
condemned. Yet it is not so much the deserving comrade as one who is tried and
expert whom the collectivity approves above all others, and whose collaboration
must on no account be renounced. Certain individuals, simply for the reason that
they have been invested with determinate functions, become irremovable, or at least
difficult to replace. Every democratic organization rests, by its very nature, upon a
division of labor. But wherever division of labor prevails, there is necessarily
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specialization, and the specialists become indispensable. This is especially true of
such states as Germany, where the Prussian spirit rules, where, in order that the party
may be safely steered through all the shoals and breakers that result from police and
other official interference and from the threats of the penal laws, the party can be
assured of a certain continuity only when a high degree of stability characterizes the
leadership.

There is an additional motive in operation. In the workingclass organization,
whether founded for political or for economic ends, just as much as in the life of the
state, it is indispensable that the official should remain in office for a considerable
time, so that he may familiarize himself with the work he has to do, may gain
practical experience, for he cannot become a useful official until he has been given
time to work himself into his new office. Moreover, he will not devote himself
zealously to his task, he will not feel himself thoroughly at one with the aim he is
intended to pursue, if he is likely to be dismissed at any moment; he needs the sense
of security provided by the thought that nothing but circumstances of an unforeseen
and altogether extraordinary character will deprive him of his position. Appointment
to office for short terms is democratic, but is quite unpractical alike on technical and
psychological grounds. Since it fails to arouse in the employee a proper sense of
responsibility, it throws the door open to administrative anarchy. In the ministries of
lands under a parliamentary regime, where the whole official apparatus has to suffer
from its subordination to the continuous changes in majorities, it is well known that
neglect and disorder reign supreme. Where the ministers are changed every few
months, every one who attains to power thinks chiefly of making a profitable use of
that power while it lasts. Moreover, the confusion of orders and regulations which
results from the rapid succession of different persons to command renders control
extraordinarily difficult, and when abuses are committed it is easy for those who are
guilty to shift the responsibility on to other shoulders. “Rotation in office,” as the
Americans call it, no doubt corresponds to the pure principle of democracy. Up to
a certain point it is adapted to check the formation of a bureaucratic spirit of caste.
But this advantage is more than compensated by the exploitive methods of ephemeral
leaders, with all their disastrous consequences. On the other hand, one of the great
advantages of monarchy is that the hereditary prince, having an eye to the interests
of his children and his successors, possesses an objective and permanent interest in
his position, and almost always abstains from a policy which would hopelessly
impair the vital energies of his country, just as the landed proprietor usually rejects
methods of cultivation which, while providing large immediate returns, would
sterilize the soil to the detriment of his heirs.

Thus, no less in time of peace than in time of war, the relationships between
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different organizations demand a certain degree of personal and tactical continuity,
for without such continuity the political authority of the organization would be
impaired. This is just as true of political parties as it is true of states. In international
European politics, England has always been regarded as an untrustworthy ally, for
her history shows that no other country has ever been able to confide in agreements
concluded with England. The reason is to be found in this, that the foreign policy of
the United Kingdom is largely dependent upon the party in power, and party changes
occur with considerable rapidity. Similarly, the party that changes its leaders too
often runs the risk of finding itself unable to contract useful alliances at an opportune
moment. The two gravest defects of genuine democracy, its lack of stability
(perpetuum mobile democraticyiand its difficulty of mobilization, are dependent

on the recognized right of the sovereign masses to take part in the management of
their own affairs.

In order to bind the leader to the will of the mass and to reduce him to the level of
a simple executive organ of the mass, certain primitive democracies have at all times
sought to apply, in addition to the means previously enumerated, measures of moral
coercion. In Spain, the patriotic revolutionary Junta of 1808 insisted that thirty
proletarians should accompany the general who was to negotiate with the French,
and these compelled him, in opposition to his own convictions, to reject all
Napoleon's proposals. In modern democratic parties, there still prevails the practice,
more or less general according to the degree of development these parties have
attained, that the rank and file send to the congresses delegates who are fettered by
definite instructions, the aim of this being to prevent the delegate from giving upon
any decisive question a vote adverse to the opinion of the majority of those whom
he represents. This precaution may be efficacious in certain cases, where the
guestions concerned are simple and clear. But the delegate, since he has no freedom
of choice, is reduced to the part of puppet, and cannot allow himself to be influenced
by the arguments he hears at the congress or by new matters of fact which are
brought to light in the course of the debate. But the result is, that not only is all
discussion rendered superfluous in advance, but also that the vote itself is often
falsified, since it does not correspond to the real opinions of the delegates. Of late
fixed instructions have less often been given to the delegate, for it has become
manifest that this practice impairs the cohesion so urgently necessary to every party,
and provokes perturbations and uncertainties in its leadership.

In proportion as the chiefs become detached from the mass they show themselves
more and more inclined, when gaps in their own ranks have to be filled, to effect
this, not by way of popular election, but by cooptation, and also to increase their own
effectives wherever possible, by creating new posts upon their own initiative. There
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arises in the leaders a tendency to isolate themselves, to form a sort of cartel, and to
surround themselves, as it were, with a wall, within which they will admit those only
who are of their own way of thinking. Instead of allowing their successors to be
appointed by the choice of the rank and file, the leaders do all in their power to
choose these successors for themselves, and to fill up gaps in their own ranks directly
or indirectly by the exercise of their own volition.

This is what we see going on today in all the working-class organizations which are
upon a solid foundation. In a report presented to the seventh congress of Italian labor
organizations, held at Modena in 1908, we find it stated that the leaders must
recognize capable men, must choose them, and mustin general exercise the functions
of a government® In England these desiderata have already received a practical
application, for in certain cases the new employees of the organization are directly
chosen by the old officiaf.The same thing happens in Germany, where about one-
fifth of the trade-union employees are appointed by the central power. Moreover,
since the trade-union congresses are composed almost exclusively of employees, the
only means of which the individual organized workers can avail themselves for the
expression of their personal opinions is to be found in contributions to the labor
press® In the French labor movement, which claims to be the most revolutionary of
all, the secretary of the Confederation Generale du Travail possesses the right of
nomination when there is a question of electing new representatives to the executive
committee of the federation. He exercises this right by sending to those Bourses du
Travail which are not represented on the executive, a list of the comrades whom he
considers suitable for this position, recommending the election ofthese.

In the German Socialist Party, the individuaindesvorstandegr provincial
committees, and the central executive claim the right of veto over the selection of
candidates. But this right of veto gives them a privilege of an essentially oligarchical
character, elevating the committees to the rank of a true government, and depriving
the individual branches of one of the fundamental rights of all democracy, the right
of individual liberty of action. In Holland, again, the socialist candidatures for
parliament must be approved by the party executive, and this executive is as
irremovable as that of the German party. It rarely happens that an old member of the
executive whose term of office has expired fails to obtain reelection should he desire
it. It is in Holland also that we see such conspicuous pluralism among the party
officials.

In the nomination of candidates for election we find, in addition, another grave
oligarchical phenomenon, nepotism. The choice of the candidates almost always
depends upon a little clique, consisting of the local leaders and their assistants, which
suggests suitable names to the rank and file. In many cases the constituency comes
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to be regarded as a family property. In ltaly, although democratic principles are
greatly honored, we not infrequently find that when a representatives dies, or can no
longer continue in office, the suffrages of the constituency are transferred without
guestion to his son or to his younger brother, so that the position is kept in the
family.

Those who love paradox may be inclined to regard this process as the first
symptom marking the passage of democracy from a system of plebiscitary
Bonapartism to one of hereditary monarchy.

Chapter 2. The Financial Power of the Leaders and of the Party.

In the German Socialist Party desertion and treason on the part of the leaders have
been rare. This is conspicuous in contrast with what has happened in the French
Socialist Party, especially as regards the parliamentary group of the latter. The
elections of August 20, 1893, sent to the Palais Bourbon six socialist deputies: Paulin
Méry, Alphonse Humbert, A. Abel Hovelacque, Alexandre Millerand, Pierre
Richard, and Ernest Roche. Of these, one only, the distinguished linguist and
anthropologist, Hovelacque, remained faithful to the party to his death; the other five
are now declared enemies of the Socialist Party. The part played by Millerand in
socialism, a great one as is well known, came to an end in 1904. In his electoral
address of May, 1906, the term “socialist” had passed into the background; he was
running in opposition to the official socialist candidate, the sociologist Paul
Lafargue, the son-in-law of Marx; his role was now that of an anticollectivist and
patriotic bourgeois reformer. The other socialist ex-deputies in the above list had
deserted their colors at an even earlier date. The trifling political shock which is
associated with the name of General Boulanger sufficed to overthrow the house of
cards which represented the socialist convictions of these warriors on behalf of the
revolutionary proletariat of France. Today they are all vowed to the service of the
clerico-nationalist reaction. Paulin Mery became one of the Boulangist leaders; in
May, 1906, when, in the second ballot, he was opposed to the bourgeois radical,
Ferdinand Buisson, the socialists of his constituency unhesitatingly cast their votes
in favor of his opponent. At the time of the Dreyfus affair, Alphonse Humbert was
one of the most ardent defenders of the general staff of the army. Ernest Roche, at
one time a disciple of Auguste Blanqui, and then, in conjunction with Edouard
Vaillant, one of the most noted leaders of the Blanquists, is now the lieutenant of
Henri Rochefort; in a recent parliamentary election in the seventeenth arrondisse-
ment of Paris he was defeated by the reformist socialist Paul Brousse, although
Brousse, the sometime anarchist and theoretical father of the propaganda by deed in
western Europe, had recently forfeited the goodwill of the more revolutionary section
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of the workers (Brousse, as President of the Paris municipal council, had received
Alfonso XIlll as guest at the Hotel deild, and this conduct was hardly in
conformity with socialist principles). It is true that even today Roche still belongs to
a Parti Blanquiste ni Dieu ni Maitrevhich announces week by week in the
“Intransigeant” meetings of a more or less private character, but this party is really
fictitious, for though it has a few branches it does not count in political life; in all
practical political questions this petty group works hand in hand with the antisemites
and the nationalists, and in matters of theory, whenever Roche has occasion to allude
to them, he proclaims himselé champion incorruptible de la République, du
Socialisme et de la Patribis anticapitalism being extremely tame, but his jingoism
fanatical®

In contrast with this, the German Socialist Party shares with the Italian and the
Belgian parties the good fortune of possessing faithful and devoted leaders. The
leadership of the Ger- man party has been again and again reinforced by valuable
accessions from the other parties of the left, such as Auguste Bebel, the bourgeois
democrat, Max Quarck and Paul Bader, of the “Frankfurter Zeitung,” Paul Géhre and
Max Maurenbrecher, who had previously founded the National Socialist Party in
opposition to the socialists. On the other hand, it has suffered no extensive losses of
significant personalties by desertion to the bourgeois camp. The only exceptions to
this generalization relate to leaders of minor importance, such as Max Pbesnz,
editor of the “Leipzige Volkszeitung,” who subsequently passed through the gate of
National Socialism to gain a secure position as editor of the “Antisozialdemokrat-
ische Korrespondenz”; the young Count Ludwig Reventlow, who in 1906 became
a deputy in the antisemite interest; and a few other academic personalities of minor
importance, besides one or two exceptional converted proletarians, such as the
basketmaker Fischer. It would not be right to regard as treason in the strict sense of
the term a simple passage from the Socialist Party properly so-called to some other
form of militant socialism, such as happened in the case of socialists as fervent and
convinced as the deputy Johann Most, the noted binder of Augsburg, and Wilhelm
Hasselmann, the chemist, another deputy, who after 1890 broke openly with the
party, to adhere first to antiparliamentary socialism and subsequently to anarchism.
To speak of these men as “deserters” would be to identify the notion of desertion of
the organized party with desertion of the idea of working-class emancipation. But
even if we count as deserters from socialism those who have gone over to the ranks
of the anarchists, we are compelled to admit that among the apostates from the
German Socialist Party there has not been one of those who have occupied a leading
position in the party.

The fighting proletariat in Germany has hitherto been spared the spectacle of its
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former representatives seated on the government benches surrounded by the enemies
of the socialists. There has in Germany been no such figure as Aristide Briand,
yesterday advocate of the general strike and counsel for the defense of men
prosecuted for antimilitarism, who had expressly declared himself in full sympathy
with the anti-militarist theorylutot ['insurrection que la guerreand today, as
Minister of Public Instruction, approving no less vigorously and explicitly the
measures of repression enforced by his colleagues in the Cabinet against antimilitar-
ists. Germany has not known a John Burns, who as a labor leader in 1886 played a
prominent part in the organization of huge demonstrations of the unemployed, at
which open reference was made to the possible need for destroying the palaces and
sacking the shops, and whose activities had led to a panic in the bourgeois world of
the English capital, but who a few years later as President of the Local Government
Board, when a motion was brought forward in Parliament at the instance of the
Labor Representation Committee demanding the intervention of Parliament on
behalf of the unemployed, replied that he was neither a publichouse politician nor a
soft-hearted philanthropist prepared to squander the money of hard-working citizens
upon the socalled unemployed, and who advised the workers to save their money in
good times and not to spend it upon unworthy objects. Such disillusionments,
experienced at the hands of men in whose sincerity and firmness of character the
organized workers had an ingenuous confidence, have a politically discouraging and
morally enervating effect. They tend to lead the workers to indifferentism, or to one-
sided specializations, such as the new unionism, or an exclusive belief in the
cooperative movement, or, again, to certain forms of libertarian aspiration, and to
alienate them from the thought of political organization, and from a considered and
measured parliamentary activity. We see this, above all, in France, where the case
of Briand was merely a sequel to that of Milleda and the case of Millerand a
sequel, if you will, to the case of Louis Blanc, and where the great mass of the
manual workers are split up into the two sections of those who advocate the most
defiant abstentionism and of those whose minds are dominated by the spirit which
the French aptly terjemenfichismé& The fact that the socialist parties of Germany,
Italy, and Belgium have hitherto been free from the disturbing and demoralizing
effects of such episodes furnishes the chief if not the only reason for the unlimited
and often blind confidence which is displayed, as no unprejudiced observer of the
members of these parties can fail to notice, in the “tried and trusted” leaders. In
Germany, indeed, the authority which this spirit gives to the party leaders, and which
continually accentuates the tendency towards centralization, is enormously
reinforced by the spirit of organization, by the intense need for guidance, which
characterizes the German proletariat, and also by the comparative poverty of the
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party in individuals of intellectual pre-eminence and of those possessing economic
independence. Owing to these exceptional conditions, the leaders are preserved from
the disintegrating influence of personal and tactical dissensions, which would
otherwise have led them into conflicts with the masses of the party similar to those
that have raged with such violence in Italy and in Holland, notwithstanding the
stability and the authoritative position of the socialist leaders in these latter countries.

It may be said of the German socialist leaders that they have not yet lost contact
with the masses; that there still prevails complete harmony between the form and the
content of their tactics even when there should be a conflict between these; that the
community of ideas between leaders and led has not yet been broken; and, to sum up,
that the executive committee of the party, and also (though perhaps less perfectly)
the parliamentary socialist group, still represent the average opinion of the comrades
throughout the country. The confidence which the organized German workers give
to those that represent them in the complex game of politics is bpsadthe
security which the leaders offer at once from the moral and the political point of
view. This security incontrovertibly exists. The manner in which the masses entrust
their interests to the leaders is, historically at least, legitimate and explicable. But the
causes of the stability of the leaders are naturally, like all causes, complex. Among
various explanations, it has been suggested that all the virtue of the German labor
leaders lies in the fact that they have never been exposed to serious temptations, so
that it resembles that of a young woman who has never been courted. There is a
certain element of truth in this explanation, in so far as we have to do with that
special political virtue which consists in the faithful defense of the party flag. In a
state where parliamentary government does not exist, where the ministers of state are
chosen by the sovereign from among the leading officials of the administration
without any regard to the parliamentary majority, and where consequently no direct
path to office is open to popular representatives, the possibility of intellectual
corruption, that is to say of a more or less complete change of front on the part of the
socialist leaders under the influence of a desire for ministerial offigesosfacto
excluded, just as is excluded an adhesion to the party of bourgeois social reform of
the revolutionary socialists who aim at changing the very base of the existing
economic order. On the other hand, Arturo Labriola, who has followed the German
movement with keen interest and lively sympathy, is undoubtedly right in his caustic
prediction that as soon as the day comes when the German Government is willing to
afford itself the luxury of a lukewarm liberal ministry, since the socialists are really
not difficult to satisfy, the “reformist infection” will spread far even in Germany. He
adds that the germs of this infection are already widely difféfsed.

Yet although itis true that the feudal structure of the German Empire, which is still
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reflected in the laws and in the collective mentality of the country, imposes
necessary limits upon the ambition of the labor leaders, it must be admitted that the
fact we are now considering does not find an adequate explanation in the mere lack
of temptation. Moreover, temptation, in the vulgar and material sense of the term, is
no more lacking in Germany than elsewhere. No government, however autocratic,
has ever neglected a chance of corrupting the austere virtue of the leaders of any
movement dangerous to authority, by the distribution of a portion of those secret
service funds which every state has at its disposal, and which have been voted by the
popular representatives themselves. Nevertheless, it may be affirmed that the leaders
of the German labor movement, even if they do not possess that evangelical morality
of which we find so many examples in the early days of the Italian labor movement,
have yet always resisted any attempts to corrupt their integrity by bribes. We need
hardly reckon as an exception, the case which has not yet been fully cleared up of the
president of the Allgemeiner Deutsche Arbeiterverein, Johann Baptist von
Schweitzer, in the year 1872, for it seems probable that the fiery Bebel, who secured
Schweitzer's condemnation and expulsion from the party, was in reality altogether
in the wrong’* Even the subordinates in the leadership of the party, those whom we
may speak of as the non-commissioned officers, have usually proved altogether
inaccessible to the blandish- ments of the police. They have sometimes accepted
bribes, but always to hand them over at once to “Vorwarts” or some other socialist
paper, in which there has then appeared an invitation to the owner of the money to
come and claim it personally within a certain number of days, since if unclaimed it
would be handed over to the party funds.

The unshaken fidelity of the German socialist leaders rests upon powerful reasons,
and some of these are ideal in nature. The characteristic love of the German for his
chosen vocation, devotion to duty, years of proscription and of persecution shared
with other comrades, the isolation from the bourgeois world of the workers and their
representatives, the invincible conviction that only a party of a compact and solid
structure will be able to translate into action the lofty aims of socialism, and the
consequent aversion for any socialist struggle conducted by free-lances outside the
ranks of the organized party — such are some of the numerous reasons which have
combined to produce in the minds of the German socialists a love for their
organization enabling it to resist the most violent storms. This attachment to the
party, often manifested by fine and moving actions, certainly represents one of the
most solid elements in the foundation upon which has been erected the edifice of
German socialism. It enables us to understand the conduct of the socialist leaders
during and after numerous crises which, in the view of the profane, would
necessarily terminate in the open abandonment of the party by a number of its
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leaders. It is their love for the party, with which the great majority of the comrades
feel themself to be identified, which has led such men as Eduard Bernstein and Kurt
Elsner to retain their membership after violent conflicts which had almost led to their
expulsion. It is proper to add that in the course of this struggle these men have
always preserved the personal dignity without which a self-respecting man cannot
possibly remain among his companions-at-arms.

These ideal motives are reinforced by motives, no less important, of a material
order. The practice of paying for the services rendered to the party by its employees
creates a bond which many of the comrades hesitate to break, and this for a thousand
reasons. The pecuniary remuneration for services to the party which is given by the
German social democracy immunizes the party employees against the grosser forms
of temptation. Whereas in France, England, Holland, Italy, and elsewhere, socialist
propaganda, spoken and written, is effected chiefly by volunteers, in the German
Socialist Party gratuitous propaganda is practically unknown. Elsewhere than in
Germany, socialist activity is based upon individual enthusiasm, individual initiative,
and individual devotion; but in Germany it reposes upon loyalty, discipline, and the
sentiment of duty, encouraged by pecuniary remuneration. In the history of the non-
German socialist parties, for example, we find important periodicals, such as the
“Avanguardia Socialista” of Milan and the “Nieuwe Tijd” of Amsterdam, which
have been founded by individual initiative, and which are maintained by the political
idealism of a few individuals. These continue to carry on their work although the
expenses of the venture often exceed the income, and although those who write for
the papers in question are unpaid or almost wholly unpaid. In Germany, on the other
hand, the “Vorwarts” of Berlin, the “Leipziger Volkszeitung” and the “Neue Zeit”
were founded and sustained by the party as a whole, and have a paid editorial staff
and paid contributors. It would nevertheless be quite wrong to suppose that socialist
propagandists and socialist officials are paid on a scale which enables them with the
hard-earned pence of the workers to lead that luxurious existence which, with an
ignorance bordering on impudence, is often ascribed to them by the “respectable”
press and the loungers of the clubs. The life of a socialist journalist is far from
resembling that of a spendthrift or a libertine; his day's work is by no means an easy
one, his labors demand an abundance of self-denial and sacrifice and are nervously
exhausting; whilst the remuneration he receives is a modest one when compared with
the gravity and the difficulty of his task. No one will deny this who has even an
elementary acquaintance with the conditions of work and pay in the socialist press
and with the life led by the employees of the party. Men of the ability and education
of Karl Kautsky, Max Quarck, Adolf Mller, and a hundred others, would have been
able, had they chosen to devote themselves to some other service than that of the



Robert MichelsPolitical Parties 74

workers, to obtain a material reward much greater than that which they secure in
their present positions.

This reference to the practice of the German Socialist Party of remunerating all
services rendered was necessary to enable the reader to understand rightly certain
peculiarities of German socialist life. But it must not be supposed that there is no
unpaid socialist work in Germany. In country districts where the organization is still
poor, and in the case of small weekly papers whose financial resources are
inconsiderable, much gratuitous work is done by the socialists. In not a few places,
moreover, the local comrades do not receive pay for any of the speeches they make.
A witness to the idealism which, despite all difficulties, continues to flourish in the
working class is the way in which during elections and at other times many working-
class socialists sacrifice their Sunday rest in order to do propagandist work in the
country, vigorously distributing leaflets, electoral addresses, socialist calendars, etc.
This gratuitous work is often carried out, not only under conditions involving the
patient endurance of exposure and privation, but also in face of all kinds of abuse and
of the danger of arrest on the most trivial pretexts, and of attacks made by excited
antisemitic or clerical peasants.

In general, however, the German practice is to pay for all services io the party, from
the most trifling notice contributed to a newspaper to the lengthiest public discourse.
Whilst this deprives the party to a large extent of the spirit of heroism and
enthusiasm, and of work done by voluntary and spontaneous collaboration, it gives
to the organization a remarkable cohesion, and an authority over the personnel
which, though doubtless detracting from its elasticity and its spirit of initiative, and,
in essence, tending to impair the very socialist mentality, constitutes none the less
one of the most important and indispensable bases of the party life.

Able critics of socialist affairs, such as Ernst Gunther, have endeavored to explain
the fact that persons of recognized ability and worth have preferred as a rule to
subject themselves to the party-will rather than to break completely with the
organization, by the suggestion that had they decided otherwise they would have
imperilled their political existence, and would have renounced “the possibility of
continuing to represent efficiently the interests of the work&isi8 unquestionable
that the socialist platform is now the best one from which to advocate the interests
of the workers, and is historically the most appropriate, so that the renunciation of
this platform almost always involves the loss of the opportunity for defending
working-class interests. But it is no less indisputable that “to the average man the
close association of his own economic existence with his dependence upon the
Socialist Party seems a sufficient excuse” for the sacrifice of his own convictions in
order to remain in a party with which he is in truth no longer in full symgathy.
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It has been written:

Staatserhaltend sind nur jene,
Die vom Staate viel erhaltéh.

For all their exaggeration, there is a nucleus of truth in these words, and the
criticism applies with equal justice to the party as to the state. The practice of paying
for all services rendered, tends in no small degree to reinforce the party bureaucracy,
and favors centralized power. Financial dependence upon the party, that is to say
upon the leaders who represent the majority, enshackles the organization as with iron
chains. The most tenaciously conservative members of the organization are, in fact,
those who are most definitely dependent upon it. When this dependence attains to a
certain degree of intensity, it exercises a decisive influence upon the mentality. It has
been noted that in those countries in which members of parliament are not salaried,
but where the party organizations themselves provide for the support of their
parliamentary representatives, the deputies have a very strong sense of dependence
upon the members of their organizations. Where, on the contrary, members of
parliament are remunerated by the state, they feel themselves before all to be
parliamentarians, even though they may owe their election exclusively to the
Socialist Party.

It is well known that the numerical strength of the trade unions depends to a very
considerable extent upon the economic advantages which the unions offer to their
members. The success of the trade-union movement from this point of view has
suggested to the German socialists that the Socialist Party should extend to the rank
and file of the membership some of the advantages which have hitherto been the
exclusive privilege of the party bureaucracy. Otto Gerisch, treasurer of the party and
member of the executive committee, referred to this possibility in a speech on the
problem of organization, made at the Bremen Congress o’ 8@ér quoting facts
proving the superiority of the trade-union organization over that of the party, he
stated that in his view the real reason of this superiority was to be found in the
“accumulation of benefits” which the unions provided for their members. He added
that the workers did not prove faithful to their unions until these organizations
undertook the practice of mutual aid on the large scale, but that thereafter the
membership increased enormously and became far more stable. Continuing this train
of thought, he said: “It is characteristic that the Konigsberg comrades, who, in view
of the advanced position they occupy in the German socialist movement, must
certainly be held to possess extensive experience in matters of organization and
propaganda, provide subsidies to members of the party to meet funeral expenses.
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This practice has been introduced for a very good reason. We are at a disadvantage
in the Socialist Party as compared with the trade unions, in that we cannot offer any
direct advantages to our members. But this will not always be the case.” It seems
doubtful if these words are to be interpreted as a direct announcement of the
intention to introduce a system of mutual life-insurance, or whether Gerisch merely
intended a warm recommendation of such a measure. Oda Olberg, who was present
at the congress on behalf of the Italian socialist paper “Avanti,” interpreted the words
in the former sense, and described the speech as a “menace of degeriéiaison.”
certain that in the German Socialist Party tendencies exist towards laying greater
stress upon such material advantages, tendencies which might lead to the transforma-
tion of the party organization into a socialistically tinged proletarian assurance
society. It is evident that an evolution in this direction would attract to the party
hundreds of thousands of new members, so that there would be a considerable
accession of strength. At the same time the apparatus of the socialist bureaucracy
would be greatly developed. The effects which such an evolution would have upon
the real strength of the party vis-a-vis the state, upon its moral impetus, its internal
unity, and its tactical cohesion, are questions which cannot be discussed here. For our
purpose it has been enough to draw attention to the influence which the practice of
paying for services rendered has upon the maintenance and the reinforcement of the
organization.

In aristocratic regimes, so long, at least, as the aristocracy retains its essentially
plutocratic character, the elected officials are usually unpaid. Their functions are
purely honorary, even when they require the whole time of those who undertake
them. They are members of the dominant class, are assumed to be rich, to make it a
point of honor to spend money for the public good, and to occupy, even at
considerable pecuniary sacrifice, eminent positions in the service of the state. A
similar practice prevails even in modern democracies. The Lord Mayor of London
and his colleagues in the other great cities of England are unpaid. The same is true
of the Italian Syndics. Inasmuch as the entertainment allowances, etc., are usually
altogether inadequate, the holders of such offices must be men of considerable
private means to enable them to support the necessary charges, and they must
therefore be either wealthy parvenus or men born to wealth. Similar considerations
apply to Italian parliamentary representation. In Italy the government opposes the
idea of paying salaries to members of parliament, on the ground that it would be
improper for the elected of the nation to receive base money for their activities. The
consequence is that in Italy, since the Italian socialist party is a poor one, the manual
workers area priori excluded from parliament. Among the thirty-six socialist
deputies in the Italian chamber during 1909, two only had been manual workers
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(trade-union leaders). In such conditions it is likely that the party representation in
the legislature will be restricted to persons with private means, to those, that is to
say, who have time and money which they are able to devote to an unremunerative
occupation, and one which demands frequent changes of residence, In France,
moveover, where the salaries of the deputies are on a liberal scale, it has been noted
that the poorest constituencies are represented in parliament by the richest members.
Even in certain democratic parties the assumption of official positions in the party
may be regarded as an honorary office, especially where the organization is not well
supplied with means. Thus there not infrequently arises within the party a peculiar
form of financial authority, since the comrades who are better endowed with means,
gain and retain influence through the pecuniary services which they render. A
plutocratic supremacy of this nature exists in the press of those parties which,
lacking means for the independent maintenance of their own organs, are forced to
depend upon the pecuniary assistance given by well-to-do comrades. The result, of
course, is that these latter, as principal shareholders in the newspaper, possess a
natural right of controlling its policy. A typical example of this is found in France,
where for a time “I'Humanité” was supported by a syndicate of wealthy Jews. Again,
in choosing delegates to the party congresses, the preference is often given to those
who are able and willing to pay their own traveling expenses. In this way it results
that the congresses, which constitute the supreme authority of the party, often come
to be chiefly composed, like the parliamentary group in certain countries, of persons
who are comparatively well-to-do. This is what happens in Italy, France, Holland,
etc. As far as Germany is concerned, this is less likely to occur, partly because very
few members of the Socialist Party are well off, and partly because of the flourishing
condition of the party finances. In Germany, therefore, the financial superiority of
the rich comrade over the poor one is often replaced by the superiority of the rich
branch. It is naturally very difficult for the organizations that are short of money to
send delegates to the party congress, especially if this is held in a distant city.
Consequently these poor branches, when they are unable to appoint as delegate some
one who has the time, the means, and the will to undertake the journey at his own
expense, are compelled to abandon the idea of being represented at the congress. It
should be added that public opinion within the party has often shown itself strongly
adverse to the practice, stigmatizing the delegates who are appointed on these terms
as “mandataries by accommodation,” and regarding the conferring and the
acceptance of such a mandate as a treason to the party and as a form of corruption.
At the Bremen congress of 1904, in the case of Fehndrich, it was loudly denounced
as a veritable crime. Such accusations are often unjust, for more spirit of sacrifice
and love of duty are commonly needed to induce a comrade to attend a congress at
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his own cost than would be the case if he had a week's holiday at the expense of his
local branch.

Nevertheless it remains true that as regards representation at party congresses, the
smaller sections are in a position of ser- ious inferiority. Numerous proposals have
been made for the remedy of this state of affairs. For instance, in order to realize the
democratic postulate of the equal representation of all districts, in the years 1903 and
1904 the section of Marburg proposed that all the costs of delegation should be
defrayed by the central treasury. This proposal was not accepted, and consequently
another attempt was made to find a remedy, and this has taken the form of uniting
numerous local branches into provincial federations. Thus the rules of the provincial
federation of Hesse-Nassau contain a clause to the following effect: “Those local
branches of the federation which are unable to pay the costs of delegation to the
congress will draw lots every year to select one among their number, and the branch
thus chosen will have the right to send a delegate to the congress at the expense of
the federation.” It may be noted in passing that five of the branches out of the ten of
which the federation consists have to avail themselves of this privilege.

A party which has a well-filled treasury is in a position, not only to dispense with
the material aid of its comparatively affluent members, and thus to prevent the
acquirement by these of a preponderant influence in the party, but also to provide
itself with a body of officials who are loyal and devotestduse they are entirely
dependent on the party for their means of subsistence. Before the year 1906, when
the payment of members was conceded by the German state, the German Socialist
Party had provided the salaries of its deputies. In this way the party leaders, poor
men for the most part, were enabled to enter parliament without being in a position
to emancipate themselves from the party, or to detach themselves from the majority
of the parliamentary group of socialists — as has happened in France with the
formation of the group of “independent socialists.” The French Socialist Party has
been forced to recognize the danger involved in the existence of leaders who are not
economically dependent on the party. In those countries in which the representatives
of the people are not paid by the government nor salaried by the party, the danger of
plutocracy arises from the fact that the members of parliament must necessarily be
men of means; but in France such a danger arises in the opposite way, for here not
only are the deputies paid, but they are paid at the high rate of £600 a year.
Consequently it has occurred to the French socialists to adopt a measure which shall
at once reduce the financial supremacy of its representatives at the Palais Bourbon
and provide a steady accession to the party funds, and they have decreed that every
deputy elected under the aegis of the party must pay over one-fifth of his salary,
£120 per annum, to the party treasury. Many of the French socialist deputies, in order
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to elude this obligation, have simply resigned their membership of the party. Among
the causes which in the year 1905 led to the formation of the new parliamentary
socialist group, the so-called independent socialists, the chief was certainly the desire
to escape this heavy tax, and to preserve intact for themselves the fine round sum
paid as salary by the state. Even in the case of the deputies who, in order to preserve
their seats, have found it expedienatiwept as a matter of principle their liability

to the party treasury, the majority have shown little alacrity in the discharge of this
liability. Year after year, in fact, at the party congresses, there have been intermina-
ble discussions as to the means to be adopted to compel the recalcitrant socialist
deputies to discharge their financial obligations. And yet (and here is one of the
ironies of history) it has not taken long to discover that to despoil the deputies of a
portion of their salary does not after all constitute the most efficacious means of
preventing the formation within the party of an oligarchy of plutocrats. From the
report made to the congress of Nimes (1910) by the executive committee it appears
that of the 128,000 francs which constitute the party revenue, more than half, 67,250
francs to be precise, was made up by the contributions of the socialist members of
parliament. Such a state of affairs is eminently calculated to favor the predominance
of the deputies, who become the financial props of the party administration, and thus
are persons of importance whom the rank and file must treat with all possible
respect.

Speaking generally, when the manual workers become employers it is not found
that they are easy masters. They are prone to mistrust, and are extremely exacting.
Were it not that these employees have as a rule abundant means of escaping from the
influence of their many-headed masters, they would be worse treated — so runs the
complaint — than by any private employer. In relation to the salaried officials, every
member of the organization considers himself a capitalist and behaves accordingly.
Moreover, the manual workers often lack any criterion for the appreciation of
intellectual labor.

In Rome, many societies for cooperative production make it a principle to pay their
commercial and technical managers on the same scale as their manual workers. In
Germany, too, for a long time the same tendency prevailed. At the assembly of the
Christian miners held at Gelsenkirchen in 1898, the demand found expression that
Brust, one of the leaders, should continue manual work as a miner, since otherwise
he would forfeit the esteem of his comrades. At the socialist congress held at Berlin
in 1892 a motion was discussed for many houradoordance with which no
employee of the party was to be paid a salary exceeding £125 per annum; whilst at
the congress of Frankfort in 1894 the proposal to increase the salary of the two party
secretaries by £25 had to be withdrawn, since the voting was indecisive, although the
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ballot was taken several times. For a long time in the German Socialist Party there
continued to prevail the erroneous view that the salaries paid to the party employees,
and even the disbursements made to propagandists on account of expenses and time
lost, were a sort of gratuity, a “pourboire.” In the case of the socialist newspapers,
the editor was often worse paid than the business manager and even than the
compositors. Matters have changed since then, but there always exists a tendency on
the part of the manual workers which induces them to endeavor to keep down the
salaries of the party officials to the level of what is paid to a factory hand. A few
years ago a trade union passed a motion to the effect that the employees of the union
should be paid by the hour, and on the same scale as that which prevailed in the
branch of industry to which they belonged as trade unionists. Even now, in fixing the
salaries of their own employees, many of the comrades adopt as a principle that the
remuneration ought to be less than that which is paid for the same work by capitalist
employers. Speaking generally, however, it may be said that the German working
class is now accustomed to pay its employees liberally. This improvement is
explicable, in part, from the improved financial position of the trade unions and of
the Socialist Party. But there is another reason. The employees have succeeded in
withdrawing the question of their salaries from the publicity of the congresses and
of reserving the discussion of this question for private committees.

In France, on the other hand, the tendency among the workers to stint their
employees has gained ground, especially of late, since the deputies to the Chamber
have been allotted salaries of £600 a year. The indignation against the “Quinze
Mille” (15,000 francs) has been so great that in many cases the manual workers have
been unwilling to pay their employees in the trade unions more than the tenth part
of this sum, the modest annual salary of £60. During 1900-1901, the three employees
of the Confederation Generate du Travail (the secretary, the treasurer, and the
organizer) received in all only 3,173 francs (i.e., a little over £40 a year each). The
two chief employees of the Printers' Federation receive an annual salary of £144
each, whilst the treasurer receives £48 a year. The Metal-workers' Federation regards
itself as extraordinary in engaging three employees at a salary of £ 112 per annum
and (in 1905) seven district secretaries at salaries of £95 each.

In Italy there has not yet come into existence a numerous general staff of
employees salaried by the Socialist Party and the trade-union organizations. This is
chiefly explicable by lack of funds. For many years it has been necessary to
improvise secretaries, administrators, and treasurers of trade unions and local
branches, to find them from day to day by appealing to the goodwill and devotion of
the comrades. Before 1905, the Printers' Federation was the only one which had
special employees for bookkeeping and for the administration of the funds. Even
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today the life of the labor organizations is extremely rudimentary and is exposed to
great vicissitudes. Of late years, indeed, the number of permanent employees of the
federations and the Bourses du Travail has undergone a continuous increase, but
these employees are still very badly paid. We are told by Rigola that the salary has
been raised from 100 lire to 200 lire a month, and that “no self-respecting organiza-
tion will now offer less.” But this increase does not suffice to provide a remedy, for
200 lire will not induce a skilled workman to abandon his trade to become a trade-
union leader. Nothwithstanding this, if we are to believe the trade unionists, even in
Italy some of the trade-union leaders are already manifesting that tendency to grow
fat and idle for which the leaders of the rich English labor organizations have
sometimes been reproached.

The meagerness of the salaries paid to their employees by the Socialist Party and
the trade unions is not due solely to that employers' arrogance and arbitrariness from
which the working class is by no means exempt when it becomes an employer.
Where the younger organizations are concerned, the trouble may arise simply from
lack of means. Moreover, in paying at a low rate there is a practical end in view, the
desire being that the employees should serve for love of the cause, and not with an
eye to the material advantages attaching to their office. It was hoped that in this way
the idealism of the leaders would be artificially fostered, and that it would be
possible to prevent them from raising themselves above the social level of their
proletarian comrades. During the early and revolutionary period of the labor
movement, whether economic or political, such attempts were made in every country
of the world. The labor organizations have not always been satisfied with paying
their employees on a stingy scale, but members of the party or the union have even
been forbidden to accept the money which the state paid to those who became
members of parliament. Among the reasons which in the year 1885 induced the
socialists of Berlin to abstain from participation in the elections to the Prussian
Landtag, the chief was the consideration that the fifteen marks a day which the
members of this body receive would tend to lift the socialist members out of their
class.

In practice, however, the grudging payment of the leaders which at least in the early
days of the trade-union movement was a deliberate policy, has proved to be a very
untrustworthy safeguard against possible breaches of duty.

For the great majority of men, idealism alone is an inadequate incentive for the
fulfillment of duty. Enthusiasm is not an article which can be kept long in store. Men
who will stake their bodies and their lives for a moment, or even for some months
in succession, on behalf of a great idea often prove incapable of permanent work in
the service of the same idea even when the sacrifices demanded are comparatively
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trifling. The joy of self-sacrifice is comparable to a fine gold coin which can be spent
grandly all at once, whereas if we change it into small coin it dribbles imperceptibly
away. Consequently, even in the labor movement, it is necessary that the leaders
should receive a prosaic reward in addition to the devotion of their comrades and the
satisfaction of a good conscience. Quite early in the history of the organizations
formed by the Italian agricultural workers we find in a manual written for the
guidance of these that if tikapolegeor chief of the union is to do his duty it would

be well to pay him for his work®

For two additional reasons it is necessary that the employees should be adequately
paid. The first of these is a moral one, belonging to the department of socialist ethics.
The laborer is worthy of his hire. In Marxist terminology, the worker who does not
receive pay correspondent to the social value of his work is being exploited. The
other reason belongs to the sphere of practical politics. To pay the leaders poorly as
a matter of principle is dangerous precisely because it stakes everything upon the
single card of idealism. Eduard Bernstein is right in contending that underpayment
leads to corruption and demoralizati@hThe leader who is poorly paid is more
likely to succumb to temptation, more likely to betray the party for gain, than one
who, being well paid, finds in his occupation a safe and sufficientincome. Moreover,
the payment of the leaders at a low rate renders difficult the application of another
preventive means against the establishment of an oligarchy, for it hinders frequent
changes in the personnel of the leading employees, and thus indirectly favors the
formation of an oligarchy. In France, where it is still the rule to pay the tradeunion
leaders very small salaries, there is lacking a new generation of leaders ready to take
the place of the old, and for this reason at the trade-union congresses the same
members continually appear as delegates.

If, however, the non-payment of the party leaders or their remuneration on a very
moderate scale does not afford any safeguard for the observance of democratic
principles on the part of the officials, we have on the other hand to remember that an
increase in the financial strength of the party, which first renders liberal payment of
the officials possible, contributes greatly to nourish the dictatorial appetites of the
members of the party bureaucracy, who control the economic forces of the party in
virtue of their position as administrators. In the history of Christianity we learn that
as the wealth of the Church increased, there increased also the independence of the
clergy, of the ecclesiastical employees, vis-a-vis the community. As representatives
of the community they were in charge of the goods. Consequently all those who had
need of these goods, or wished in any way to speculate upon them, were dependent
upon the clergy. This applied not only to mendicants and to all kinds of receivers of
alms, but also to those whose aim it was to swell the ranks of the clergy, or to
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succeed to the positions of these, all aspirants to sacerdotal honors. For the
administration of the funds and for the conduct of affairs, Christianity needed a
graded corps of employees. This was the origin of the hierarchy which changed the
inner meaning of Christianity and perverted its aims. A similar danger is encountered
by all democratic parties which possess an elaborate financial administration. This
danger is especially marked in the case of the German Socialist Party, whose central
organization in the year 1908 employed merely in its printing office 298 persons, and
all of these, having no share whatever in the net profits, nor any rights in the
management of the social property, depend upon the party just as they might depend
upon any ordinary private employer. In the hands of the party bureaucracy are the
periodical press, the publication and sale of the party literature, and the enroliment
of orators in the list of paid propagandists. All these sources of income can at any
time be closed to undesirable competitors or to dissatisfied members of the rank and
file, and this power is utilized in actual practice. The concentration of power in those
parties which preach the Marxist doctrine is more conspicuous than the concentration
of capital predicted by Marx in economic life. For some years past the leaders of the
German Socialist Party have employed numerous methods of oppression, such as the
threat to give no aid either in men or money on behalf of the electoral propaganda
of a candidate from whose views they dissent, although the local comrades give this
candidate their full confidence. It is hardly necessary to say that such a practice as
this accords ill with the principles of liberty and fraternity. In this way have come
into existence strict relationships of dependence, of hierarchical superiority and
inferiority, engendered by the invisible force of the great god Money, and this within
the bosom of the working-class party which has taken as its motto Blanqui's phrase,
ni Dieu ni Maitre.

Brief allusion may be made in conclusion to another kind of economic pressure
which labor organizations are able to exercise. Publicans whose houses are
frequented chiefly or exclusively by members of the working class, or small
shopkeepers whose customers consist mainly of working women, are indirectly if not
directly dependent, in the economic sense, upon the party and upon the trade union.
They are dependent, that is to say, upon the leading personalities in these organiza-
tions, who, by declaring a boycott, can involve them in absolute ruin.

Chapter 3. The Leaders and the Press.

The press constitutes a potent instrument for the conquest, the preservation, and the
consolidation of power on the part of the leaders. The press is the most suitable
means of diffusing the fame of the individual leaders among the masses, for
popularizing their names. The labor press, and this applies equally to the trade-union
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journals and to those which devote themselves predominantly to political ends, is full
of panegyrics concerning the personalities of the leaders, of references to their
“disinterestedness and self-sacrificingness,” to their “ardent idealism, conjoined with
a vigorous force of conviction and with invincible tenacity,” qualities which, we are
told, have alone made it possible for them to create the great workingclass
organizations. Such flattering phrases as are from time to time used of the socialist
leaders by the capitalist press (mostly dictated by motives of electoral opportunism)
are complacently reproduced by socialist journals, and whether taken at par value or
not they serve, by their diffusion among the socialist rank and file, to increase the
prestige of the leaders.

It is true that the press cannot exert the immediate influence which the popular
propagandist exercises over his audience in public meetings, debates, and party
congresses. In compensation for this defect, however, the circle of influence of the
written word is far more extensive. The press can be used with effect to influence
public opinion by cultivating a “sensation” — a point in which modern party
democracy exhibits a fundamental trait which it shares with Bonapartism. This
means is frequently employed by the leaders in order to gain or to retain the
sympathy of the masses, and to enable them to keep the guidance of the movement
in their own hands. The democratic press is also utilized by the leaders in order to
make attacks (more or less masked) upon their adversaries; or to launch grave
accusations against persons of note in the world of Politics or finance. These attacks
may or may not be established upon a sufficient foundation of proof, but at any rate
they serve to raise a duststorm. Sometimes, again, the leaders endeavor to ingratiate
themselves with the masses by employing in respect of their capitalist opponents,
coarse and insulting language which recalls the proverbial “Billingsgate.” All means
are good to the popularity hunter, and he varies them to suit his environment.

The manner in which the leaders make use of the press to secure their domination
naturally varies from one country to another in accordance with variation in national
customs. Where the party organization and the force at its disposal are still weak, the
influence of the leaders is direct and personal. The consequence is that in France, in
England, and in Italy, where the popular character still presents a strongly individual
stamp, the democratic leader presents himself as personally responsible for what he
writes, and signs his articles in full. An article which appears in “Le Socialiste” in
Paris will attract attention, not so much on account of its own merits, but because at
the foot it displays in large type the signature of a Jules Guesde. The leader imposes
his influence upon the masses directly, manifesting his opinion openly, often giving
it the form of a decree, published in the most conspicuous part of the paper. From the
aesthetic and ethical points of view, this is, moreover, the best form of journalism,
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for the reader has a right to know the source of the wares which are offered him, and
this altogether apart from the consideration that to all public activity there should be
applied the fundamental moral principle that each one is responsible to all for his
conduct. For the aspirants to leadership, again, the practice of signing newspaper
articles has the incontestable advantage that it makes their names known to the
masses, and this facilitates their gradual rise in the scale of representative honors
until they attain to the highest.

In other countries, as for instance in Germany, the faith of the masses in authority
is so robust that it does not require to be sustained by the prestige of a few
conspicuous individualities. Hence journalism is here almost always anonymous.
The individual contributor disappears behind the editorial staff. The journal does not
serve to diffuse the writers' names far and wide, and regular readers are often totally
ignorant of the individualities of the staff. This explains the comparative unimpor-
tance of the personal role played by German publicists when compared with those
of most other countries; it explains their small part in public life, and the trifling
social consideration they enjoy. But this must not be taken to mean that the
anonymous press fails to serve the leaders as an instrument of domination. Since the
German journalist is identified with the whole editorial staff, and even with the entire
party, the result is that his voice appeals to the public with the entire force of this
collective authority. His personal ideas thus acquire a prominence and attain an
influence which would otherwise be lacking. What the individual member of the
staff loses through his anonymity, in respect of direct influence upon the masses, is
gained by the journalist leaders as a group. The editorial “we,” uttered in the name
of a huge party, has a much greater effect than even the most distinguished name.
The “party,” that is to say the totality of the leaders, is thus endowed with a special
sanctity, since the crowd forgets that behind an article which thus presents itself
under a collection aspect there is concealed in the great majority of cases but one
single individual. In Germany it is not difficult to observe that the anonymous
polemical and other articles of “Vorwarts,” the central organ of the party, are
regarded by the rank and file, and especially in Prussia, as a sort of periodical gospel,
as a Bible in halfpenny numbers. It is more especially for the publication of violent
personal attacks that anonymous journalism furnishes convenient and almost
tempting opportunities, guaranteeing moral and legal impunity. Behind the shelter
thus afforded by anonymity those of base and cowardly nature are apt to lurk in order
that they may launch thence in safety their poisoned arrows against their personal or
political adversaries. The victim of aggression is thus for four separate reasons
placed in a position of inferiority. The rank and file consider the censure which has
been expressed against him as having been uttered in the name of a principle or a
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class, as emanating from a superior and impersonal region, and as consequently of
an extremely serious character and practically indelible. On the other hand, the whole
editorial staff feels itself responsible for what has been published, for the anonymous
article is regarded as published with the unanimous consent of the collectivity; the
result is that the whole staff makes common cause with the aggressor, and this
renders it almost impossible to secure any reparation for the wrong which hs been
committed. Further, the person attacked does not know who is the aggressor,
whereas if he knew the latter's name he might be able to understand the motives for
the attack instead of being forced to fight a shadow. Finally, if he is by chance able
to unveil the personality of the aggressor, journalistic etiquette forbids him to
undertake his defense on lines directed against the aggressor individually, and he is
thus deprived of one of the most efficient methods of defense. It recently happened
that a writer in the German socialist press, who had attacked another member of the
party, when this latter made a reply which unquestionably demanded a rejoinder,
refused to continue the discussion because the person attacked had addressed his
reply, not to the editorial staff generally, but “to one single member of that staff,”
who was in fact the aggressor. The reason given for this refusal was that in thus
replying to an individual instead of to the staff the second writer had “infringed the
most elementary decencies of party |if&.”

The obliteration of personality in German journalism has favored the institution,
in connection with the socialist press of that country, of what are known as
“correspondence bureaux.” These organizations, which are managed by some of the
writers of the party, transmit every day to the socialist press information relating to
special branches, such as foreign politics, cooperative questions, and legislative
problems. The bureaux owe their origin in great part to the spirt of intense economy
which dominates the party press. They confer upon this press a stamp of great
uniformity, since dozens of newspapers receive their inspiration from the same
source. Further, they insure the supremacy of a small closed group of official
journalists over the independent writers — a supremacy which is manifested chiefly
in the economic sphere, since those who write for the correspondence bureaux
seldom play any notable part in the political life of the party.

In all cases the press remains in the hands of the leaders and is never controlled by
the rank and file. There is often intercalated between the leaders and the mass an
intermediate stratum of press commissaries who are delegated by the rank and file
to exercise a certain supervision over the editorial staff. In the most favorable
circumstances, however, these functionaries cannot aspire to more than a very small
share of power, and constitute merely a sort of inopportune and untechnical
supplementary government. Speaking broadly it may be said that it is the paid
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leaders who decide all the political questions which have to do with the press.

Chapter 4. The Position of the Leaders in Relation to the Masses in
Actual Practice.

In the political organizations of the international proletariat, the highest order of the
leaders consists chiefly of members of parliament. In proof of this it suffices to
mention the names of a few men who were or are the most distinguished socialist
leaders of their day, at the same time men of note as parliamentarians: Bebel, Jaureés,
Guesde, Adler, Vandervelde, Troelstra, Turati, Keir Hardie, Macdonald, Pablo
Iglesias. Hyndman is an exception only because he has never succeeded in winning
an election. The section of the English party to which he belongs is unrepresented
in parliament.

The fact here noted indicates the essentially parliamentary character of the modern
socialist parties. The socialist members of parliament are those who have especially
distinguished themselves in the party by their competence and by their capacity. But
in addition to this superiority, recognized and consecrated by the party itself, there
are two reasons for the great authority exercised by the socialist parliamentarian. In
the first place, in virtue of his position, he largely escapes the supervision of the rank
and file of the party, and even the control of its executive committee. He owes his
comparative independence to the fact that the parliamentary representative is elected
for a considerable term of years, and can be dispossessed by no one so long as he
retains the confidence of the electors. In the second place, and even at the moment
of his election, his dependence on the party is but indirect, for his power is derived
from the electoral masses, that is to say, in ultimate analysis from an unorganized
body. It is true that in certain countries the independence of the party organization
thus enjoyed by the parliamentary deputies is subject to limits more or less strict
according to the degree of organization and cohesion of the party. But even then the
respect and the power enjoyed by the parliamentarians remains unquestioned, since
it is they who within the party fill the principal offices, and whose power predomi-
nates to a notable degree in the party executive. This is true, above all, of Germany.
Where the rules torbid the deputy to function also as a member of the executive
committee (in Italy, for example, only one deputy, chosen by the parliamentary
group, can sit on the party executive), much friction is apt to arise between the two
groups of leaders, impairing the authority of both. But, for the reasons expounded
above, the influence of the parliamentary group commonly predominates.

The influence of parliamentarism is particularly great in the German social
democracy. This is clearly shown by the attitude towards the party commonly
assumed by the socialists in parliament. There is no other socialist party in the world
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in which the conduct of its representatives in parliament is subject to so little
criticism. The socialist members of the Reichstag , frequently make speeches in that
body which might be expected to give rise to the liveliest recriminations, and yet
neither in the party press nor at the congresses is to be heard a word of criticism or
of disapproval. During the discussions in the Reichstag concerning the miners' strike
in the basin of the Ruhr (1905), the deputy Hue spoke at the maximum program of
the party as “Utopian,” and in the socialist press there was manifested no single
symptom of revolt. On the first occasion on which the party departed from its
principle of unconditional opposition to all military expenditure, contenting itself
with simple absention when the first credit of 1,500,000 marks was voted for the war
against the Hereros, this remarkable innovation, which in every other socialist party
would have unquestionably evoked a storm from one section of the members, even
if there might have been manifested cheerful approval by another, aroused among
the German socialists no more than a few dispersed and timid protests. Subsequently,
at the Bremen congress of 1904, when the deputies had to gaee@mt of their
conduct, very few delegates were found to express disapproval. It is, further,
remarkable to what a degree the power of the parliamentary group becomes
consolidated as the party increases throughout the country. In earlier days, far less
important questions aroused much more acute struggles between the party and the
parliamentary group. Today, the socialist masses in Germany have accustomed
themselves to the idea that the decisive struggle on behalf of the aims they have at
heart will be carried out in parliament, and for this reason they scrupulously avoid
doing anything which might make difficulties for their parliamentary representatives.
This conviction constantly determines the conduct of the masses in relation to their
leaders. Hence in many questions the conduct of the parliamentary group is really
decisive,suprema lexAll vigorous criticism, though made in accordance with the
basic principles of socialism, is at once repudiated by the rank and file if it tend to
weaken the position of the parliamentary group. Those who, notwithstanding this,
venture to voice such criticism are immediately put to silence and are severely
stigmatized by the leaders. Two examples may be given in illustration, The
“Leipziger Volkszeitung,” in the year 1904, in a leading article entitleel Usury

of Breadyented its anger in somewhat violent terms upon the political leaders of the
capitalist parties. Thereupon in the Reichstag certain orators of the right and of the
center, when Prince Bulow had himself read this article to the house, adducing it as
an evil example of journalistic methods, made a great display of indignation against
the socialists. When this happened, Bebel, who had hitherto been a declared friend
of the “Leipziger Volkszeitung,” did not hesitate to repudiate the article in open
parliament, though his conduct was here in flagrant contradiction with the best
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established traditions of democracy, and with the essential principle of party
solidarity. At the congress of Bremen in 1904, Georg von Vollmar openly
condemned the first attempts at anti-militarism made in Germany by certain
members of the party. He did this with the express approval of most of the delegates
and without arousing any disapproval from the others. Yet antimilitarism is a logical
consequence of socialism, and for such a party as the socialist, anti-militarist
propaganda must surely be a matter of primary importance. Vollmar, however,
justified his attitude by remarking that if a systematic anti-militarist propaganda were
to be undertaken, the Minister of War would have a pretext ready to his hand for
disregarding all the protests and complaints which might be made by the socialist
deputies on account of the differential treatment of soldiers known to hold socialist
views. If, for example, the party representatives in parliament were to take action
against the secret inquiries which the authorities are accustomed to make and to
transmit to the district commanders, sending the names of recruits who before
enlistment have been in the habit of frequenting socialist meetings and have even
been known as local leaders, the minister could readily reply, and with effect, that
socialists, being antimilitarists, are enemies of their country and as such deserve to
be handled with all possible rigor. Volimar concluded by saying: “Antimilitarist
propaganda will make it impossible for the socialist in parliament to continue to
assert that socialists fulfil their military duties no less patriotically than nonsocialists,
and that for this reason it is unjust to subject them to exceptional treafffient.”

It is well known that great efforts have been made by the parliamentary socialist
groups in every country to secure for their membgrsfficiothe right to vote at the
party congresses. In Germany this right was recognized in 1890 by the congress of
Berlin, with the unimportant restriction that in questions concerning their parliamen-
tary activities the rights of the members of the group in congress should be purely
deliberative. Despite some opposition, this right was confirmed in the new rules of
the party which were passed at the Jena congress in 1905. It is obvious that the
deputy, even if he does not as such possess the right to vote, will not find much
difficulty in securing delegation to the congress. Auer once said that those deputies
who are not thus delegated must be poor fellows infédlkvertheless they have
been saved this trifling trouble. Thus the members of the parliamentary group are
admitted to an active participation in the most intimate deliberations of the party, not
as delegates approved by a vote of the branch to which they belong, but as
representatives of the entire electorate of their constituency for the whole period for
which they are elected to the legislature. This involves an express recognition of their
position as leaders (and a further admission that this leadership owes its origin in part
to nonparty sources), and obviously raises them to the position of super-comrades
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independent of the rank and file of the party, or makes them irremovable delegates
for so long as they may remain members of the Reichstag. This institution is
certainly peculiar to Germany. In other countries identical rules apply for the
appointment of all delegates to the congress, whether these may happen to be
parliamentary representatives or H5tin France and Holland, for instance, the
deputies can take part in the congresses, and are able to vote in these only if they are
specially delegated for the purpose. In Italy, the members of the executive committee
and the members of the parliamentary group cannot speak in the congress unless they
are charged by the executive committee to present a report of some kind In Italy, as
in France and Holland, they can vote only when regularly delegated.

Yet in view of their greater competence in various questions, the socialist
parliamentary groups consider themselves superior even to the congresses, which are
in theory the supreme courts of the party, and they claim an effective autonomy. The
members of the parliamentary group obey a natural tendency to restrict more and
more the circle of questions which must be submitted to the congress for decision,
and to make themselves the sole arbiters of the party destinies. In Germany, many
of the socialist deputies put forward a claim in 1903 to decide for themselves,
independently of the party congresses, whether the parliamentary group should or
should not acept the vicepresidency of the Reichstag for one of its members, and
whether, if this post were accepted, the socialist vice-president should conform to the
usage attaching to his office, and put in appearances at court. In Italy, the socialist
and the republican parliamentary groups have secured complete independence of the
executives of their respective parties. The socialist group has even been accused at
times of accepting deputies who, are not even regular members of the party, men
who contend that their electors would look askance should they adhere officially to
the local socialist organization.

The parliamentary leaders of the socialist as well as those of the capitalist parties
assume the right to constitute a closed corporation, cut off from the rest of their
party. The parliamentary group of the German socialists has on more than one
occasion, and of its own initiative, disavowed the actions of considerable sections of
the party. The most notable of such disavowals have been those of theTasticle
Usury of Breadjn the “Leipziger Volkszeitung” (1904¥; and that of the anti-
militarist agitation of Karl Liebknecht (1907). In the former instance, the “Leipziger
Volkszeitung” could very well console itself for the disapproval of the “fifty-seven
comrades” (i.e., the members of the parliamentary group) as that of an infinitesimal
minority of the party — in accordance with the historic and typically democratic
utterance of the Abbé Sieyes on the eve of the French Revolution, when he said that
the rights of the king bore to those of his subjects the ratio of 1:30,000,000. As a
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matter of pure theory, and considering the democratic principles of the party, the
paper here hit the right nail on the head; but in practice its contention had no
significance, for to the ineffective right of principle there was opposed the right of
the stronger, immanent in the leadership. The local branches of the party follow their
deputies. In the congresses the great majority of the delegates accept as a matter of
habit the guidance of the men of note. At the Bremen congress in 1904 the German
socialists rejected the idea of the general strike as a general absurdity; at Jena, in
1905, they acclaimed it as an official weapon of the party; at Mannheim,, in 1906,
they declared it to be Utopian. All the individual phases of this zigzag progress were
hailed with the conscientious applause of the mass of the delegates in the congress
and of the comrades throughout the country, who exhibited on each occasion the
same lack of critical faculty and the same unthinking enthusiasm. In France, the little
handful of men who constituted the general staff of the French Marxists when these
still formed a separate party under the leadership of Jules Guesde was so permeated
with the authoritarian spirit that at the party congresses the executive committee
(Comité National) was not elected in due form, but was appomtetioc by
acclamation; it was impossible for the chiefs to conceive that the rank and file of the
party could dream of refusing to follow their leaders. Moreover, the congresses were
conductedn camera.Reports were published in an extremely condensed form so
that no one could check the speakers. In the German Socialist Congresses, and in the
reports of these assembilies, it is easy to distinguish between a higher and a lower
circle of delegates. The report of what is said by the “ordinary” delegates is greatly
abbreviated, whilst the speeches of the big guns are reproduced verbatim. In the
party press, too, different measures are applied to the comrades. In the year 1904,
when “Vorwarts,” then edited by Eisner, did not publish a letter sent by Bebel, the
latter moved heaven and earth with his complaints, saying that freedom of opinion
was being suppressed in the party and that it was “the most elementary right” for all
the comrades to have their letters printed in the party organs. Yet it is hardly possible
to ignore that the “right” which Bebel thus invoked is in practice proportional to a
comrade's degree of elevation in the party. The excitement over the non-appearance
of Bebel's letter shows that his case was an exceptional one.

In the trade-union movement, the authoritative character of the leader's and their
tendency to rule democratic organizations on oligarchic lines, are even more
pronounced than in the political organizatidfis.

Innumerable facts recorded in the history of trade-union organizations show to
what an extent centralized bureaucracy can divert from democracy a primarily
democratic working-class movement. In the trade union, it is even easier than in the
political labor organization, for the officials to initiate and to pursue a course of
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action disapproved of by the majority of the workers they are supposed to represent.
It suffices here to refer to the two famous decisions of the trade-union congress at
Cologne in 1905. In one of these the leaders declared themselves to be opposed (in
opposition to the views of the majority) to the continued observance of the 1st of
May as a general labor demonstration of protest. In the second, the discussion of the
general strike was absolutely forbidden. By these and similar occurrences the
oligarchical practices of the leaders are sufficiently proved, although some of writers
continue to dispute the fat®

For a good many years now, the executive committees of the trade-union
federations have endeavored to usurp the exclusive right to decide on behalf of the
rank and file the rhythm of the movement for better wages, and consequently the
right to decide whether a strike is or is not “legitimate.” Since the leaders of the
federation are in charge of the funds, which often amount to a considerable sum, the
dispute reduces itself in practice to a question as to who is to decide whether a strike
shall or shall not be subsidized. This question is one which involves the very life of
the democratic right of the organized masses in the trade unions to regulate their own
affairs. When the leaders claim that they alone have a right to decide in a matter of
such importance, and still more when they already largely possess this right, it is
obvious that the most essential democratic principles are gravely infringed. The
leaders have openly converted themselves into an oligarchy, leaving to the masses
who provide the funds no more than the duty of accepting the decisions of that
oligarchy. This abuse of power may perhaps find justification on tactical grounds,
the leaders alleging in defense of their procedure the supreme need that a strike
should be declared cautiously and in unison. They claim the right to decide the
merits of the question on the sole ground that they know better than the workers
themselves the conditions of the labor market throughout the country and are
consequently more competent to judge the chances of success in the struggle. The
trade-union leaders add that since the stoppage of work in a town necessarily impairs
the financial strength of the union in that town, and sometimes disturbs the
conditions of work of a whole series of organized workers, it is for the leaders to
decide when and where a strike should be declared. Thus they consider that their
action is justified by the democratic aim of safeguarding the interests of the majority
against the impulsive actions of the minority.

We are not here concerned, however, with the causation of the oligarchy which
prevails in the trade unions. It suffices to point out how little difference exists
between the tendencies of proletarian oligarchies and those of such oligarchies as
prevail in the life of the state — governments, courts, etc. Itis interesting to note that
in Germany, as elsewhere, the socialist leaders do not hesitate to admit the existence
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of a well-developed oligarchy in the trade-union movement; while the leaders of the
trade unions, in their turn, draw attention to the existence of an oligarchy in the
socialist party; both groups of leaders unite however in declaring that as far as their
own organizations are concerned these are quite immune to oligarchical infection.

Nevertheless, the trade-union leaders and the leaders of the Socialist Party
sometimes combine upon a course of action which, were it undertaken by either
group of leaders alone, those of the other group would not fail to stigmatize as
grossly undemocratic. For example, in the serious question of the 1st of May
demonstration, one of primary democratic importance in the year 1908, the executive
committee of the Socialist Party and the general committee of the trade unions issued
by common accord an announcement definitely decreeing from above the conduct
of the separate political and trade-union organizations. In a question thus profoundly
affecting the individual trade unions and local socialist committees, the executives
regarded it as quite unnecessary to ask these for their opinion. Such conduct shows
how much justification there is for the criticism which each of the two branches of
the working-class movement directs against the other. Moreover, the question which
has been debated whether the local trades councils might not be directly represented
at the trade-union congresses is after all merely one of the enlargement of the
oligarchical circle.

Let us next briefly consider the third form of the working-class movement,
cooperative organizations, and in particular the organizations for cooperative
production, as those which in their very nature should incorporate most perfectly the
democratic principle.

As far as concerns distributive cooperative societies, it is easy to understand that
these cannot be directly governed by the mass of the members. As Kautsky has
shown, we are here concerned with an enterprise whose functions are essentially
commercial, and therefore outside the competence of the rank and file. For this
reason, the principal business activities of these societies must be entrusted to the
employees and to a few experts. “Unless we consider buying as cooperation, in
which case the customers of an ordinary shopman are also cooperators with the
shopman, the members of a cooperative society have nothing more to do with the
management than have the shareholders of a limited company; they choose their
managing committee, and then leave the machine to run itself, waiting till the end
of the year to express their approval or disapproval of the management, and to pocket
their dividends® In actual fact, the distributive cooperative societies present in
general a monarchical aspect. Read, for example, what was written by a well-
disposed critic concerning the cooperative society “Vooruit” of Ghent, which is led
by Edouard Anseele, the socialist, and which is definitely socialist in its tendency:
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“Prosperity and good administration do not come about without some sacrifice of the
workmen's sacred liberty. The 'Vooruit' bears the imprint of the strong personality
which created it. ... A powerful will in laying claim to responsibilities (while others
retreat from them) almost always becomes intoxicated with itself. M. Anseele, has
deliberately assumed the impetuous, imperious, brusque manners of the most
bourgeois captains of industry, and "Vooruit' functions mainly on the principle of
authority.°

Societies for cooperative production, on the other hand, and especially the smaller
of these, offer in theory the best imaginable field for democratic collaboration. They
consist of homogeneous elements belonging to the same stratum of the working
class, of persons following the same trade, and accustomed to the same manner of
life. In so far as the society needs a management, this management can readily be
effected by all the members in common, since all possess the same professional
competence, and all can lend a hand as advisers and coadjutors. In a political party
it is impossible that every member should be engaged in important political work,
and it is for this reason that in the political party there necessarily exists a great gulf
between the leaders and the rank and file. But in a society for cooperative produc-
tion, for bootmaking for example, all the members are equally competent in the
making of boots, the use of tools, and knowledge of the quality of leather. There do
not exist among them any essential differences in matters of technical knowledge.
Yet despite the fact that the circumstances are thus exceptionally favorable for the
constitution of a democratic organism, we cannot as a general rule regard productive
cooperatives as models of democratic auto-administration. Rodbertus said on one
occasion that when he imagined productive associations to have extended their
activities to include all manufacture, commerce, and agriculture, when he conceived
all social work to be effected by small cooperative societies in whose management
every member had an equal voice, he was unable to avoid the conviction that the
economic system would succumb to the cumbrousness of its own machifiaey.
history of productive cooperation shows that all the societies have been faced with
the following dilemma: either they succumb rapidly owing to discord and powerless-
ness resulting from the fact that too many individuals have the right to interfere in
their administration; or else they end by submitting to the will of one or of a few
persons, and thus lose their truly cooperative character. In almost all cases such
enterprises owe their origin to the personal initiative of one or a few members. They
are sometimes miniature monarchies, being under the dictatorship of the manager,
who represents them in all internal and external relations, and upon whose will they
depend so absolutely that if he dies or resigns his post they run the risk of perishing.
This tendency on the part of the productive cooperative societies is further
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accentuated by their character as aggregates of individuals whose personal
advantages decrease in proportion as the number of the members increases. Thus
from their very nature they are subject to the same immutable psychological laws
which governed the evolution of the medieval guilds. As they become more
prosperous, they become also more exclusive, and tend always to monopolize for the
benefit of the existing members the advantages they have been able to secure. For
example, by imposing a high entrance fee they put indirect obstacles in the way of
the entry of new members. In some cases they simply refuse to accept new members,
or pass a rule establishing a maximum membership. When they have need of more
labor-power they supply this need by engaging ordinary wagelaborers. Thus we not
infrequently find that a society for cooperative production becomes gradually
transformed into a jointstock company. It even happens occasionally that the
cooperative society becomes the private enterprise of the manager. In both these
cases Kautsky is right in saying that the social value of the working-class cooperative
is then limited to the provision of means for certain proletarians which will enable
them to climb out of their own class into a higher. Rodbertus described labor
associations as a school for the education of the working class, in which the manual
workers could learn administration, discussion, and within limits the art of
government!? We have seen to how small an extent this statement is applicable.

In the democratic movement the personal factor thus plays a very considerable part.
In the smaller associations it is often predominant. In the larger organizations, larger
guestions commonly lose the personal and petty characteristics which they originally
possessed, but all the same the individuals who bring these questions forward, and
who in a sense come to personify them, retain their influence and importance. In
England, three or four men, Macdonald, Keir Hardie, Henderson, and Clynes, for
instance, enjoy the confidence of the socialist masses so unrestrictedly that, as an
able observer declares, it is impossible to exercise an influence upon the rank and file
except by influencing these leadé&rsin Italy, the first among the leaders of the
trade-union organizations has affirmed that those only which are headed by a good
organizer can continue in existence. “Categories of the most various trades, found
in the most diverse environments, have been unable to secure organization and to
live through crises, except in so far as they have been able to find first-class men to
manage their affairs. Those which have had bad leaders have not succeeded in
establishing organizations; or the organizations if formed have proved deféttive.”

In Germany, the supreme authority of Bebel was manifested by a thousandsigns,
from the joy with which he was hailed wherever he went, to the efforts always made
in the various congresses by the representatives of different tendencies to win him
over to their side. Moreover, the working-class leaders are well aware of their
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ascendancy over the masses. Sometimes polipgadrtunism leads them to deny

it, but more commonly they are extremely proud of it and boast of it. In Italy, and in
other countries as well, the socialist leaders have always claimed that the bourgeoisie
and the government are greatly indebted to them for having held the masses in check,
and as having acted as moderators to the impulsive crowd. This amounts to saying
that the socialist leaders claim the merit, and consequently the power, of preventing
the social revolution, which, according to them, would, in default of their interven-
tion, have long ago taken place. Disunion in parties, although often evoked by
objective necessities, is almost always the work of the leaders. The masses never
oppose the reconciliation of their chiefs, partly, no doubt, because the differences
between the leaders, in so far as they are of an objective character, are for the most
part outside the narrow circle of interests and the limited understanding of the rank
and file.

The esteem of the leaders for the masses is not as a rule very profound, even though
there are some among them who profess great enthusiasm for the masses and repay
with interest the honor which these render. In the majority of cases the veneration is
a one-sided affair, if only for the reason that the leaders have had an opportunity of
learning the miseries of the crowd by first-hand experience. Fourniére said that the
socialist leaders regarded the crowd, which had entrusted them with the fulfilment
of its own aspirations and which consisted of devoted followers, as a passive
instrument in their own hands, as a series of ciphers whose only purpose was to
increase the value of the little figure standing to the left. “If he has only one in his
power, he counts for only ten: if he has six, he counts for a miftén.”

The differences in education and competence which actually exist among the
members of the party are reflected in the differences in their functions. It is on the
ground of the incompetence of the masses that the leaders justify the exclusion of
these from the conduct of affairs. They contend that it would be contrary to the
interests of the party if the minority of the comrades who have closely followed and
attentively studied the questions under consideration should be overruled by the
majority which does not really possess any reasoned opinion of its own upon the
matters at issue. This is why the chiefs are opposed to the referendum, at any rate as
far as concerns its introduction into party life. “The choice of the right moment for
action demands a comprehensive view which only a few individuals in the mass can
ever possess, whilst the majority are guided by momentary impressions and currents
of feeling. A limitedbody of officials and confidential advisers, in closed session,
where they are removed from the influence of colored press reports, and where every
one can speak without fearing that his words will be bruited in the enemy's camp, is
especially likely to attain to an objective judgmeht.”
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To justify the substitution of the indirect vote for the direct vote, the leaders invoke,
in addition to political motives, the complicated structure of the party organization.
Yet for the state organization, which is infinitely more complicated, direct legislation
by means of the initiative and the referendum is an integral part of the socialist
program. The antinomy which underlies these different ways of looking at the same
thing according as it presents itself in the politics of the state or in those of the party
pervades the whole life of the latter.

The working-class leaders sometimes openly avow, with a sincerity verging on
cynicism, their own superiority over the troops they command, and may go so far as
to declare their firm intention to refuse to these latter any facility for dictating the
leaders' conduct. The leaders even reserve to themselves the right of rebelling against
the orders they receive. A typical example, among many, is the opinion expressed
on this subject by Filippo Turati, an exceptionally intelligent and well-informed man
and one of the most influential members of the Italian Socialist Party, in a labor
congress held at Rome in 1908. Referring to the position of the socialist deputy in
relation to the socialist masses, he said: “The socialist parliamentary group is always
at the disposal of the proletariat, as long as the group is not asked to undertake
absurdities.*® It need hardly be said that in each particular case it is the deputies
who have to decide whether the things they are asked to do are or are not “absurd.”

The accumulation of power in the hands of a restricted number of persons, such as
ensues in the labor movement today, necessarily gives rise to numerous abuses. The
“representative,” proud of his indispensability, readily becomes transformed from
a servitor of the people into their master. The leaders, who have begun by being
under obligations to their subordinates, become in the long run the lords of these:
such is the ancient truth which was recognized by Goethe when he made Mephis-
topheles say that man always allows himself to be ruled by his own creatures. The
very party which fights against the usurpations of the constituted authority of the
state submits as by naturaéaessity to the usurpations effected by its own
constituted authorities. The masses are far more subject to their leaders than to their
governments and they bear from the former abuses of power which they would never
tolerate from the latter. The lower classes sometimes react forcibly against
oppression from above, and take bloody reprisals, as happened in the French
Jacqueries, in the German Peasants' Wars, in the English revolts under Wat Tyler and
Jack Cade, and more recently in the revolts of the Sicilian Fasci in 1893; whereas
they do not perceive the tyranny of the leaders they have themselves chosen. If at
length the eyes of the masses are opened to the crimes against the democratic ideal
which are committed by their party leaders, their astonishment and their stupor are
unbounded. If, however, they then rise in rebellion, the nature of their criticisms
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shows how little they have understood the true character of the problem. Far from
recognizing the real fount of the oligarchical evil in the centralization of power
within the party, they often consider that the best means of counteracting oligarchy
is to intensify this very centralization.

Chapter 5. The Struggle Between the Leaders and the Masses.

Those who defend the arbritrary acts committed by the democracy, point out that
the masses have at their disposal means whereby they can react against the violation
of their rights. These means consist in the right of controlling and dismissing their
leaders. Unquestionably this defense possesses a certain theoretical value, and the
authoritarian inclinations of the leaders are in some degree attenuated by these
possibilities. In states with a democratic tendency and under a parliamentary regime,
to obtain the fall of a detested minister it suffices, in theory, that the people should
be weary of him. In the same way, once more in theory, the ill-humor and the
opposition of a socialist group or of an election committee is enough to effect the
recall of a deputy's mandate, and in the same way the hostility of the majority at the
annual congress of trade unions should be enough to secure the dismissal of a
secretary. In practice, however, the exercise of this theoretical right is interfered with
by the working of the whole series of conservative tendencies to which allusion has
previously been made, so that the supremacy of the autonomous and sovereign
masses is rendered purely illusory. The dread by which Nietzsche was at one time
so greatly disturbed, that every individual might become a functionary of the mass,
must be completely dissipated in face of the truth that while all have the right to
become functionaries, few only possess the possibility.

With the institution of leadership there simultaneously begins, owing to the long
tenure of office, the transformation of the leaders into a closed caste.

Unless, as in France, extreme individualism and fanatical political dogmatism stand
in the way, the old leaders present themselves to the masses as a compact phalanx
— at any rate whenever the masses are so much aroused as to endanger the position
of the leaders.

The election of the delegates to congresses, etc., is sometimes regulated by the
leaders by means of special agreements, whereby the masses are in fact excluded
from all decisive influence in the management of their affairs. These agreements
often assume the aspect of a mutual insurance contract. In the German Socialist
Party, a few years ago, there came into existence in not a few localities a regular
system in accordance with which the leaders nominated one another in rotation as
delegates to the various party congresses. In the meetings at which the delegates
were appointed, one of the big guns would always propose to the comrades the
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choice as delegate of the leader whose “turn” it was. The comrades rarely revolt
against such artifices, and often fail even to perceive them. Thus competition among
the leaders is prevented, in this domain at least; and at the same time there is
rendered impossible anything more than passive participation of the rank and file in
the higher functions of the life of that party which they alone sustain with their
subscriptions®Notwithstanding the violence of the intestine struggles which divide
the leaders, in all the democracies they manifest vis-a-vis the masses a vigorous
solidarity. “They perceive quickly enough the necessity for agreeing among
themselves so that the party cannot escape them by becoming difdeis is

true is true above all of the German social democracy, in which, in consequence of
the exceptional solidity of structure which it possesses as compared with all the other
socialist parties of the world, conservative tendencies have attained an extreme
development.

When there is a struggle between the leaders and the masses, the former are always
victorious if only they remain united. At least it rarely happens that the masses
succeed in disembarrassing themselves of one of their leaders. At Mannheim, a few
years ago, the organized workers did actually dismiss one of their chiefs, but not
without arousing intense indignation among the leaders, who described this act of
legitimate rebellion as a crime on the part of the rank and file, and were careful to
obtain another post for the poor victim of popular anger. In the course of great
political agitations and in extensive economic struggles undertaken by the masses
against the will of their leaders these soon reacquire the supremacy which they may
for a moment have lost. Then it often happens that the leaders, over the heads of the
crowd and in opposition to its expressed will, contravening the fundamental
principles of democracy and ignoring all the legal, logical, and economic bonds
which unite the paid leaders to the paying masses, make peace with the enemy, and
order the close of the agitation or the resumption of work. This is what happened in
the last Italian general strike, and also in the great strikes at Crimmitschau, Stetten,
Mannheim, etc. The masses in such cases are often sulky, but they never rebel, for
they lack power to punish the treachery of the chiefs. After holding tumultuous
meetings in which they declare their legitimate and statutory displeasure, they never
fail to provide their leaders with the democratic figleaf of a bill of indemnity. In
1905 the miners of the Ruhr basin were enraged against their leaders when these had
taken it upon themselves to declare the great miners' strike at an end. It seemed as
if on this occasion the oligarchy was at length to be called to account by the masses.
A few weeks later, tranquility was completely restored, as if it had never been
disturbed. The leaders had defied the anger of their followers, and had nevertheless
remained in power. In Turin, in October, 1907, on the third day of the general strike,
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the workers had decided by a large majority that the strike should be continued, but
the leaders (the executive committee of the local branch of the party and the
committees of the local trade unions) went counter to this decision, which ought to
have been valid for them, by issuing a manifesto in which they counselled the
strikers to return to work. In the meetings of the party and of the trades council
which followed upon these events the breach of discipline was condoned. The rank
and file dreaded the resignation of the leaders and the bad appearance which their
organizations would have displayed in face of the bourgeoisie when deprived of their
best known and most highly esteemed men. Thus the governing bodies of democratic
and socialist parties can in case of need act entirely at their own discretion,
maintaining a virtual independence of the collectivity they represent, and in practice
making themselves omnipotent.

Such a condition of affairs is essentially oligarchical, and manifold are its
consequences in the movements that have been initiated under the banner of
democracy. One of the chief of these consists in the daily infringement on the part
of the executive of the tactical resolutions whose fulfilment is entrusted to the
executive as a sacred charge by the numerous leaders of the second rank who make
up the congresses and assemblies of the party; hence arises the practice which
becomes continually more general of discus&ngetit comité&uestions of the
greatest importance, and of confronting the party subsequently with accomplished
facts (for example, electoral congresses are not summonedftertithe elections,
so that the leaders decide on their sole responsibility what is to be the electoral
platform). Again, there are secret negotiations among different groups of leaders (as
happened in Germany in the case of the 1st of May demonstration and in that of the
general strike), and secret understandings with the government. Once more, silence
is often maintained by the members of the parliamentary group upon matters which
have been discussed by the group and upon decisions at which they have arrived, and
this practice is censured by members of the executive only when they themselves are
kept in the dark, but is approved by them when it is merely the masses who are
hoodwinked.

There is no indication whatever that the power possessed by the oligarchy in party
life is likely to be overthrown within an appreciable time. The independence of the
leaders increases concurrently with their indispensability. Nay more, the influence
which they exercise and the financial security of their position become more and
more fascinating to the masses, stimulating the ambition of all the more talented
elements to enter the privileged bureaucracy of the labor movement. Thus the rank
and file becomes continually more impotent to provide new and intelligent forces
capable of leading the opposition which may be latent among the nrasSesn
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today the masses rarely move except at the command of their leaders. When the rank
and file does take action in conflict with the wishes of the chiefs, this is almost
always the outcome of a misunderstanding. The miners' strike in the Ruhr basin in
1905 broke out against the desire of the trade-union leaders, and was generally
regarded as a spontaneous explosion of the popular will. But it was subsequently
proved beyond dispute that for many months the leaders had been stimulating the
rank and file, mobilizing them against the coal barons with repeated threats of a
strike, so that the mass of the workers, when they entered on the struggle, could not
possibly fail to believe that they did so with the full approval of their chiefs.

It cannot be denied that the masses revolt from time to time, but their revolts are
always suppressed. It is only when the dominant classes, struck by sudden blindness,
pursue a policy which strains social relationships to the breaking-point, that the party
masses appear actively on the stage of history and overthrow the power of the
oligarchies. Every autonomous movement of the masses signifies a profound
discordance with the will of the leaders. Apart from such transient interruptions, the
natural and normal development of the organization will impress upon the most
revolutionary of parties an indelible stamp of conservatism.

Chapter 6. The Struggle Among the Leaders Themselves.

The thesis of the unlimited power of the leaders in democratic parties, requires,
however, a certain limitation. Theoretically the leader is bound by the will of the
mass, which has only to give a sign and the leader is forced to withdraw. He can be
discharged and replaced at any moment. But in practice, as we have learned, for
various reasons the leaders enjoy a high degree of independence. It is none the less
true that if the Democratic Party cannot dispense with autocratic leaders, it is at least
able to change these. Consequently the most dangerous defect in a leader is that he
should possess too blind a confidence in the masses. The aristocratic leader is more
secure than the democratic against surprises at the hands of the rank and file. It is an
essential characteristic of democracy that every private carries a marshal's baton in
his knapsack. It is true that the mass is always incapable of governing; but it is no
le